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1014 N Rampart
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ADDRESS: 1014 N Rampart    

OWNER: Mohit Srivastava  APPLICANT: Corbett Scott  

ZONING: VCC-2  SQUARE: 105  

USE: Vacant  LOT SIZE: 3741.6 sq. ft.  

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units      REQUIRED: 1122.5 sq. ft.  

    EXISTING: None      EXISTING: 1756 (approx.)  

    PROPOSED: None      PROPOSED:  1576 (approx.)  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Main building – Pink, or of potential local or major architectural significance, but with detrimental 

alterations. 

Rear addition – Brown, questionable, or of no architectural or historical significance. 

     

A 1-1/2 story, masonry, side-gabled Creole cottage, which has had its original front two bays altered. Its 

rear addition is a non-historic construction. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

Permit # 18-19094-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to convert single pedestrian gate to double gate, per application & materials received 06/08/2018 

& 03/01/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

On 02/09/2021, the Committee reviewed a proposal to convert the single gate to a double gate and 

instructed the applicant to verify egress requirements with all life safety officials and return to the 

Committee with a revised proposal. The applicant has revised the gate design to eliminate the removable 

center post and panic hardware. No alternate hardware has been submitted but all hardware must be 

reviewed at staff level final to prior approval and stamp. Both 42” wide gates are shown outswinging 

towards the sidewalk, with the overall opening measuring 7’-0”.  

 

Staff notes that the Committee may wish to require a small air gap between the St. Philip-side stuccoed 

pier and the existing building, but finds that the revisions address concerns raised at the 02/09 meeting 

and recommends conceptual approval. Any further revisions and selected hardware must be submitted 

to staff for final review and approval prior to fabrication and installation. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 

 

 



524 Esplanade
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ADDRESS: 524 Esplanade Ave.   

OWNER: R. T. Kenny APPLICANT: R. T. Kenny (2021) 

Lewis Robinson (2020) 

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     03/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

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

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials 

received 07/13/2020 & 03/05/2021, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

Following the last Architecture Committee meeting, staff had an opportunity to visit the property and look at 

various existing elements of the building. It was agreed during that site visit that a railing based off of the 

ironwork found at the front door would be a viable option. The existing door ironwork features a crossed arrow 

design and the applicant has submitted plans that adapt this into a full railing. The proposed crossed arrow 

railing design is a smaller and slightly simpler design to the existing porch railing which was installed around 

2005.  

 

The Greek meander detail that is seen at the top and bottom of the porch railing has been eliminated from the 

stair railing which results in a visually lighter appearance. Staff also finds that this design will adapt well to the 

rise and turn of the stairs. 

 

Overall, staff finds that the proposed railing design has reached a level of simplicity while also taking design 

elements of existing ironwork. Staff recommends approval of the application with any final details to be worked 

out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

The Architecture Committee conceptually approved a design for a new metal railing at the 11/10/2020 meeting, 

after which the applicant resubmitted this drastically modified design. The applicant/owner has submitted 

emails which have been included in the meeting materials and were distributed to the Committee prior to the 

meeting. These emails address and clarify some of the points made by staff in prior reports and staff welcomes 

commentary from the Committee.  

 

Staff still maintains that the issues raised in the previous staff report are valid and that the proposed cast railing 

elements are not appropriate, especially when compared to the previously approved design or the existing 

conditions. Staff again notes the complication of having the cast elements rise and curve to match the staircase. 

In one of the emails the owner states that his thought would be to add 3” rosettes similar to the previously 

approved design above the cast pieces. The previously approved design noted that the metal railing was to be 

bent to match the radius of the stairs. This could be accomplished with the relatively “light” design of the 
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previously approved railing but staff does not believe the heavy cast iron pieces would lend themselves to a 

similar treatment. 

 

Staff notes that they are prepared to issue a permit for wall rails only as soon as the applicant can clarify the 

material and final paint color of those elements.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 

The following is a transcription of the recording from this portion of the meeting: 

After Mr. Albrecht read the staff report, Mr.  Fifield asked for discussion between the committee and the 

applicant. 

Toni DiMaggio: A critical element of the previously approved railing was that it was to be constructed of 

wrought iron with cast iron decorative elements. Acknowledgement of that in the current proposal sees that to 

be lacking. This had been explicitly a critical element for approval previously for this location. 

Rick Fifield: I agree that this was a compelling reason for the previous approval. Have you been able to work 

with staff to receive approval for the other handrail requested for improvement of the safety of the these steps? 

Robert Kenny:  Staff said they would work on it but this was the first I have heard they would require further 

details.  

Bryan Block: Staff emailed the request for additional information for that rail. Correct, Nick? 

Nick Albrecht: Yes, it was emailed February 1. 

BB: So we had previously been in touch with Dr. Kenny regarding this request. 

RK: I have not received it. 

RF: The safety elements of the proposal is being addressed at the staff level. Staff will follow up. 

BB: We forwarded immediately after the last meeting. We will follow up again. 

RF: So the discussion is about the decorative rail and I’d like to return to Toni’s position. The thing that was 

swaying me (in the previous reviews) was the notion of using traditional detailing including wrought iron was 

the compelling reason for entertaining this decorative rail. I do not find now the current proposal of cast iron to 

be as compelling. Not so much the material proposed as how this changes the character and fabric of the rail 

itself. 

RK: Originally the design that Lewis Robinson proposed was very fancy from an 1840 book on designs that 

were current at the time. Then it started changing and changed. So if you want to go back to the 1840s book 

design I’m all for it. But this has been changed and changed with no direction. “Submit something simpler.” 

Used to be we got direction. But now has that been made illegal? 

BB: We met with Lewis Robinson in the office numerous times over each of the dese designs directing him so 

he would be able to design an alternative based on the AC’s direction. So the idea that we haven’t provided and 

direction is not correct. 

RK: Well, I wasn’t there so I don’t know. 

BB: We met with your architect numerous times, so that he could provide appropriate responses to AC 

recommendations. 

RK: You have not answered the reason why you changed what Lewis Robinson said we could put up any rail, 

that what was there was awful. Then we had a big shift in opinion to make it very simple. Went from being very 

decorative to very simple. And no one has ever answered that. 

TD: I’d like to address going back to the 1840s design. The first time we ever saw this, the only stance I have 

ever taken is that what was being proposed was too ornate which is why the 1840s proposal, from a preservation 

stance, the way it is practiced today, under the guidelines today, which have changed multiple times over the 

past 70 years to reflect current thinking and advancements about preservation -  my stance as a preservationist 

which is backed up by the guidelines- is that replication of a false history is the issue which is the reason that I 

commented on and feel that I have supported the comments of the staff and committee that the replication and 

ornateness of some of the earlier designs are not appropriate here. So that is the answer to your question 

although I do think it was clear and I think important for me to be clear about that. 

RK: The railing that is on porch and on the sidewalk was approved by the VCC. I’ve heard this argument for 50 

years about not doing reproductions but I disagree with this. I think you are absolutely wrong with this idea and 

I don’t understand why we can’t have some flexibility. The porch rail and fence were approved by the 

commission and now you say it was wrong. I think that is awful. This is distressing to someone who has lived in 

the French Quarter since 1970. 

RF: I’d like to ask the director at which level the changes to the porch rail and fence were made. Commission 

level or Council? 

BB: Approved by the commission, not appealed to Council. However, I would like to add that although this was 

approved by the VCC a number of years ago, I don’t think it appropriate that those elements now be considered 

to be form-givers for further modifications to this blue rated building. It is more important that we are true to the 

character of the building, true to preservation best practices and not allowing an earlier renovation to the 

building to be the form-giver to future renovations. 
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RF: In the correspondence from Dr. Kenny the cost of creating this rail was mentioned as a limiting factor or a 

generating factor for the changes in the decorative material and I’d like to point out that we did approve a 

decorative rail for this location and it was approved by the commission. So now what we are discussing here is 

something  being initiated by the owner based on what would appear to be a hardship based on cost. Would that 

be correct, Dr. Kenny, 

RK: Yes, the cost has skyrocketed. 

RF: Yes, as has in all construction, but I can understand that having designed this without knowing what the 

cost is, you could be surprised. This may be a matter not for design consideration but may be a hardship being 

expressed b y the owner based on cost. As such, may be better handled at the commission level than the AC 

where we talk about architectural design. 

Stephen Bergeron: Typically matters of hardship are considered by the commission on items that are net 

elective in nature. This is sort of an elective procedure. Not really al matter of hardship.  

RK: I disagree. The rail is unsafe. Has been declared unsafe. Therefore, not exactly elective. Now that we know 

it’s unsafe if anyone falls down it I am more than just liable for just my insurance company because I know now 

that this railing is unsafe. It’s too low and full commission approved construction of the unsafe concrete railing. 

RF: Let’s go back to the guardrail we actually approved for construction. We approved a railing that would have 

addressed the safety concern. You’re coming to us with an alternative design so I think the record shows that we 

approved a design that meets the safety requirements for this location. That’s a matter of record. So now what 

we are talking about is a change to that approval to meet the same criteria but with a different design. Stephen’s 

comment actually stands here. The hardship may be cost rather than a need to do this work. 

RK: One of the decorative elements on the approved design has now been discontinued. 

RF: That would be the responsibility of your designer in proposing something not available. Not the 

responsibility of this committee. 

RK: I understand that this is not your responsibility but you have to understand something proposed many 

months ago and got finally approved has now become discontinued. That is the nature of this game which goes 

on and on. 

TD: Did your metal contractor that you are working with give options for switching out the cast iron element as 

opposed to changing the entire rail design because it seems like one element of the cast iron accent is 

discontinued that there might be an alternative that is similar, as opposed to a complete change to the entire rail 

design. Some other accent piece that can be used on the rail that was approved. 

RK: There is not another athenium that is of that size and design that’s available. I do want an anthenium 

because that is what’s over my front doorway and is open the front fence. So I want something that ties this 

thing together.  

 

I don’t think the, quote, approved design, really… I just got worn down by all the changes and all the cost. I was 

almost willing to accept almost anything but I’m not willing to accept that design anymore. I’m just going to 

fight it. I don’t like it! Why should I building something that don’t like? 

Renee Bourgogne: At the end of the last hearing, Dr. Kenny asked if we could just please approve the wall rail 

which we have done. We just need to know the material. That would address the safety concern. 

RK: Just to the point where the railing from the face of the building. But once you take a turn there are several 

more steps. That safety rail is not going to go all the way to the street. Correct? 

 

With nothing left to discuss, the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Robert Kenny, owner 
Again, I’d like to remind the architectural committee, that the parallelogram on the conceptually approved 

design has the same problems with the curvature of the railing as the linear simplified Greek key ready-made 

piece. 

The other ready-made piece does not have a linear design and would be easy to adjust to the curvature of the 

railing. My new architect,  Grady Thomas Schutt, has shown this. 

The premade cast iron anthemion that were conceptually approved, are-no longer available. No mention of this 

in staff report! 

We first started working on this in February 2020. Until July, there was no problem with historic recreation. 

Lewis Robinson was being encouraged to do an historical recreation in consultations with Nicholas. But in July, 

there was a complete reversal. Do you think this is fair? Thousands of dollars in architectural fees were wasted. 

The staff report has never responded to this complaint. 

I am only asking that the committee approve a railing that is consistent with the gallery railing and the street 

fence and gate. Both of those installed designs were approved by the Vieux Carré Commission. 

I am asking for some reasonable compromise that will allow this alteration to fit historically, aesthetically, and 

seamlessly with the home and existing approved fixtures.  I have tirelessly submitted several costly design 

concepts without any positive feedback. I am anxious to come to an acceptable design to improve the property 

and remain true to the aesthetic of this historic neighborhood. 
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Discussion and Motion: After the 30 minute recess for public comment the committee took the matter up 

again. Mr. Block read the email message previously sent from the applicant into the record. Stephen Bergeron 

moved to deny changes to the previously approved wrought iron design which was seconded by Toni 

DiMaggio. The motion was approved unanimously. Rick Fifield asked Director Block to explain the applicant’s 

right to appeal this decision to the VCC. This appeal must be made in writing to the staff within 30 days after 

which time this would be added to the agenda of the next VCC hearing. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/26/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/26/2021 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/26/2021 

 

Following the conceptual approval of a simplified railing design at the 11/10/2020 meeting, the owner stated 

that the cost of the cast iron center decorative element would be over $200 each. As the owner found the cost of 

this decorative element to be prohibitive, staff suggested that finding an alternative cast iron element for this 

location would likely be a staff approvable change. Instead, the owner has submitted the two “ready-made 

pieces” for review that are a complete departure from the previously reviewed and conceptually approved 

design. No revised drawings have been submitted and it is unclear how these rectangular elements would rise 

and curve around the stairs. 

 

The guidelines, which are based on the Secretary of The Interior’s Standards For The Treatment Of Historic 

Properties, provides the following: 

 

 

 
 

 
(VCC DG: 14-9) 

 

As this building is blue-rated, therefore highly significant architecturally and historically, staff continues to be 

concerned that the further addition of anachronistic, highly decorative railings that are not part of the history of 

this building will serve to instill a “false sense of history”- a pastiche of what this building truly represents.  

 

Staff reminds the Committee that the front elevation of this building has already been significantly modified by 

this applicant and property owner with the installation of the property line fence ca. 1990, the decorative porch 

railing in 2005, and the contemporary side “addition” in 2017. Although we agree that the rail should refer 

appropriately to historic metal work, which the previously approved, simplified yet decorative railing would do, 

the ones provided for this appeal are too decorative to be considered as appropriate.  

 

Staff recommends denial of the current proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/26/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Dr. Kenny present on behalf of the application.  Dr. Kenny stated that he 

received the staff report at the same time as the start of the meeting and that was unacceptable. He went on to 

say that prior to Katrina an applicant would receive a report weeks in advance of a meeting.  Mr. Fifield asked 

the applicant if he would like a deferral in order to have time to review the report.  Dr. Kenny stated no. He 

went on to ask if he could “at the very least have a permit for a railing on the inside of the stair.”  Mr. Fifield 

stated that an interior rail was not the proposal presented before the Committee today.  Dr. Kenny then stated 

that he wanted to defer the application.  Mr. Fifield stated that the Committee would move on at the request of 

the applicant.   

 

There was no Public Comment. 

Discussion and Motion: 

Prior to the motion, Mr. Bergeron stated that perhaps the owner could put in a new application for the inside 

wall rail in the stairway. Mr. Fifield stated that this was an excellent idea.  Mr. Bergeron made the motion for 

the deferral of the application per the owner’s request. Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/10/2020    
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DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/10/2020 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/10/2020 

 

Following the deferral at the 10/13/2020 meeting, the applicant submitted a simplified design similar to the 

previously submitted Scheme C. This new version has removed extraneous decorative elements from the top 

and bottom of the “X”s featured in the design.  

 

Staff finds this new design has been simplified to the point that it will not draw unnecessary attention to itself 

and is a design that staff can support. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the new railing design with final details to be worked out at the staff 

level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/10/2020 

 

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

thanked Mr. Robinson for taking all the Committee's comments and concerns into consideration.  With no other 

comments, the Committee moved on to the next agenda item.   

 

Public Comment: No public comment 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron expressed some confusion of which drawing was actually being reviewed.  Mr. Fifield stated that 

it was on slide 81, not the drawing in the PowerPoint. Mr. Robinson stated that the rail would be made of forged 

steel.  Mr. Fifield stated that his enthusiasm was for the wrought iron, not from steel. He went on to say that the 

proposed material was not what had previously been agreed upon.  Ms. DiMaggio interjected and stated that if 

Mr. Reeves was the ironworker, she trusted his word as a master craftsman. She went on to suggest that perhaps 

they could forward questions to him.  Mr. Fifield stated that this seemed to be an economic concern.  Ms. 

DiMaggio then asked about the location of the cast iron elements. Mr. Robinson stated that one would be at the 

intersection of the X and the rosette would be at the top in a rectangle.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the cast iron 

was still quite decorative and that the rosettes did not really fall in line.  Mr. Robinson stated that he had 

discussed the current design with Mr. Block, Mr. Albrecht and Ms. Bourgogne.  Mr. Block stated that yes they 

did review the current design.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio made a motion for conceptual approval with the details to be worked out at the staff level with 

the proviso that Mr. Fifield's concerns be upheld.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/13/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/13/2020 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 09/29/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/13/2020 

 

The Commission approved the concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls at their 09/16/2020 meeting 

so the applicant has returned with proposed designs for the new metal railings. The proposed railings are near 

identical to the three designs that were proposed at the 08/28 meeting with the one change being that the rosette 

of scheme “C” has been relocated to the center of the rectangles rather than between them. 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 met with the applicant to discuss potential railing designs and there appears to be a conflict between the 

building owner’s desire for an ornate metal railing and the staff’s recommendation to keep the railing design 

simple so as not to further confuse the history of this building. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding proposed railing designs. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/13/2020 

 

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

Robinson stated that they were trying to keep the conversation going regarding the new rail and that the owner 

preferred option A, and that one would also be the easiest to make. Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if they had 
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any other comments.  They did not. Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if he knew the carbon content of the new 

rail.  Mr. Lewis stated that he did not know that answer yet.  For clarification Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if 

the new rail would in fact be forged.  Mr. Robinson stated that that was the plan.  Mr. Fifield stated that the 

carbon content was very important for him as far as the ironwork tradition.  Ms. DiMaggio that she too was 

wondering about the caste pieces, particularly the rosette, which would not be wrought iron.  She went on to say 

that the tradition and craft of the wrought iron was a huge consideration for Commission allowing the rail. Ms. 

DiMaggio stated that she agreed with staff that a less ornate rail would be more appropriate.  Mr. Robinson 

stated that the "X" railings seen all over the Quarter were all a combo of wrought and caste.  Dr. Kenny stated 

that he had already decreased the design and that they had already compromised down. Mr. Fifield stated that 

the Committee had never actually discussed design and that this was the first time they had ever examined the 

details. Dr. Kenny stated that they had been working, no negotiating, with staff.  Mr. Fifield asked if the 

Committee had anymore comments.  Mr. Bergeron asked if the Committee was actually sure such craftsmen 

existed in New Orleans.  Mr. Robinson stated yes and that they had previously worked on the fence. Mr. Fifield 

asked the Committee if they had any other questions.  Mr. Bergeron stated that it appeared staff was more 

interested in a contemporary rail not an historic replica.  Mr. Block stated that simplicity would make the rail 

more appropriate.  Mr. DiMaggio agreed with Mr. Block and went on to say that a more simplistic style would 

not give a false sense of history.  She went on to say that the wrought iron would be huge component of the 

design and that the cast pieces should be minimal so as to not draw attention. Ms. Bourgogne asked the 

applicant if staff could get a non-decorative drawings.  Mr. Robinson stated yes if Dr. Kenny was ok with that.  

Dr. Kenny stated that he would not pay for that.  Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Dr. Kenny authorized me to release the version without any castings at all. Here is the quadrangle version fully 

stripped of all castings for discussion. I don't think I'd be able to complete the scroll version in time to discuss at 

today's meeting. 

 

I feel the casting at the intersection in the X railing is critically important to this railing's composition. The 

casting at the intersection is such an integral part of this X-type railing that it looks bare and incorrect without it. 

I cannot think of one example of the X-type raiing without having a casting at this point either historical initially 

in the Federal period, the transition into Grecian, or modern, and I photographed many versions of this type of 

railing. I understand from Ironwork Services that often in the early castings, they were originall cast of lead in a 

form that clamped onto the already produced X, and this is also evidenced in St. Louis Cemetery #1. I saw many 

examples when the cemetery was in disrepair where there was lead oxide on the casting but not on the iron. 

Later during the 1840's these likely all became iron. 
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Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for a deferral in order to allow the applicant time to work with staff to continue 

development of the rail into a more acceptable design.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.  

 

Following the motion Mr. Bergeron stated that staff was against the proposal all together so getting a proposal 

together that staff would be ok with was very important here. 
 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     09/16/20    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/16/20 

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

 

Conceptual review of the proposed removal of the existing masonry sidewalls at front entry steps and the 

installation of a new metal railing [with details to return to the Architecture Committee], per application & 

materials received 07/13/2020 & 08/20/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/16/20 

 

The Architecture Committee has reviewed proposals to modify the front entrance steps of this blue-rated 

building twice in the past two months but asked that the application be forwarded to the full Commission 

regarding the overall concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls to the steps. 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.” 

 

Although the existing masonry sidewalls are certainly not original to the building, staff notes that they have 
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been in place for approximately 80-120 years. Staff 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. The applicant notes that besides the preferred aesthetics of a 

metal railing, removing the masonry sidewalls would allow for a wider stairway with handrails.  

 

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, the change of the previously existing ca. 1900 wood balustrade with the 

current metal railing ca. 2005, and the construction of the side bump out “sound wall” in 2017, but 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. Staff is concerned that further modification to suit contemporary usage could result in 

downgrading of the building’s rating. 

 

The VCC did approve the installation of the ornate railing at the porch level ca. 2005 and the proposed metal 

railing at the steps could be considered an extension of this design. However, there is better historic 

documentation for an 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 proposed introduction of an ornate metal railing.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Commission regarding the overall concept of removing the existing 

masonry sidewalls. If found approvable, the application would return to the Architecture Committee for further 

review of the proposed new metal railing.   

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    09/16/20 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Robinson and Dr. Kenny present on behalf of the application.  Ms. 

Gasperecz asked the applicant and owner if they had any comments or questions for staff or the Commission.  

Dr. Kenny asked the Commission why the concrete walls were considered as something of value to be saved.  

Ms. DiMaggio stated that for her when you look at preservation guidelines with regards to changes that are 50 

plus years, they might be considered historic in and of themselves.  She went on to state that removal of 

something existing to install a railing that was never there might give a false sense of history.  Dr. Kenny stated 

that they had tried to please staff and the Committee, and the rail was not safe. Ms. DiMaggio stated that while 

she understood the safety concerns, she questioned whether a new handrail could be mounted on the existing 

walls.  She went on to say that the Committee requested a plan.  Ms. Bourgogne clarified that the application 

was forwarded to the Commission not to work out details but to decide the fundamental question of if the walls 

could even be removed.  Mr. Block went on to say that staff was not saying the walls had architectural merit but 

that they had been there for 80 plus years so staff did not want to add more details that change the history.  He 

went on to say that there were ways to address safety without confusing the architectural history.  Ms. 

Gasperecz asked if there were any other questions or comments.  Mr. Robinson stated that at the last Committee 

meeting the measurements inside the concrete rails were discussed.  Mr. Fifield questioned the dimension 

between the brick buttresses.  He went on to say that a rail could be installed inside the existing walls.  He asked 

the Commission to consider the craftsmanship in the French Quarter and that this aspect should be considered.  

Mr. Fifield continued that he believed in this case it would be worth discussing the removal in favor of 

maintaining a craft tradition.  Ms. Lawrence asked what the height of the existing cement rail was. Mr. 

Robinson stated that he would have to look that dimension up.  Ms. Lawrence stated that the current condition 

looked unsafe and the she had no problem with the removal.  Mr. Robinson stated that the current walls were 2’ 

9 ½”.  Ms. Lawrence stated that she could see how coming down the steps would be very unsafe.  Mr. Robinson 

responded yes and that the rail would have to be on top, so very visible.  Satisfied, Ms. Gasperecz moved on to 

the next agenda item.   

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and Motion 

Ms. Lawrence moved to allow the existing masonry railing to be removed with the new railing details to be 

reviewed by the Architecture Committee and the full Commission.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the 

motion passed unanimously.   

 

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.  
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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 

 

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

of the staff report, Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if he had any response.  Mr. Robinson stated that he had 

worked with staff, both Nick and Renee, and between the three of them had come up with the designs presented. 

 The owner however, wanted the inclusion of the curly Q and the rosettes to match the porch fence, so he had 

worked those features in to get a compromise.  He went on to say that one of his biggest concerns, he did a lot 

of research, was that if the rail was too simple it would no longer be period appropriate.  Mr. Fifield asked what 

material would be used.  Mr. Robinson stated that both cast and wrought iron would be used.  Mr. Fifield asked 

if Mr. Robinson had a craftsman lined up for the job.  Mr. Robinson stated yes.  Mr. Fifield stated that he liked 

the idea of using wrought iron as it was preserving the craft tradition of the French Quarter.  Ms. DiMaggio 

agreed, but went on to say that she was still concerned about this idea of “period appropriate.”  She explained 

that something might be period appropriate, this was not a restoration and therefor felt fake.  Ms. DiMaggio 

went on to say that that was why she would entertain the design of a simpler rail regardless of the material.  Mr. 

Block asked for the interior dimension that would not allow for an interior rail.  Mr. Robinson stated, 2’ 11”.  

Ms. DiMaggio state that they would only need the rail on one side.  Mr. Robinson stated yes only on one side of 

continuous however, you would want to people to be able to pass side by side.  Mr. Fifield stated that they were 

not trying to impose a non-code compliant feature.  He went on to say that in his opinion they were talking 

about changing something that had been changed 3 times already, so not an original condition, and that the 

existing condition did nothing to add to the building.  Mr. Albrecht stated that while not original, the existing 

condition had been there for 80 years. Mr. Block stated that currently the stair was not noticeable whereas if the 

rail was altered it would be quite noticeable.  Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Motion and Discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to forward the application to the full Commission for the CONCEPTUAL 

review of the proposed removal of the existing masonry wall and the installation of a new metal railing [with 

details to return to the AC]. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

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, 
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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. 



828 Royal
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ADDRESS:  828 Royal Street 

OWNER:  Callipygian LLC    APPLICANT:  Jonathan O’Rear 

ZONING:  VCC-1      SQUARE:  47 

USE:   Commercial/Residential    LOT SIZE:  19'4"x76'2"=1472.5 sq.ft. 

DENSITY       OPEN SPACE 

ALLOWED:     1 unit            REQUIRED:  441 sq. ft. 

EXISTING:      1 unit      EXISTING: 420 sq. ft. 

 PROPOSED:  no change     PROPOSED: no change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating:  Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

This address features a small, 2-story masonry townhouse in the Creole tradition. Its outstanding decorative 

details are a fine molded cornice and a wrought iron balcony. Research indicated that it predates 1813, when 

it and the adjoining lot, the site of 830 Royal, were under joint ownership, that of Jean-Marie Nicholas. (See 

previous reports for additional history). 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

Permit # 21-06002-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to install new tankless water heater on the Chartres elevation of the rear building, per application & 

materials received 06/16/2020 & 03/01/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

The Architecture Committee looked at a similar application to install two tankless water heaters on the 

exterior of this building at the 08/11/2020 meeting. At that meeting there were questions about possible 

alternative locations for the heaters and the possibility of exterior water lines. The applicant has returned 

with a proposal for a single tankless unit and has taken care to identify one that purports to operate at a low 

sound level. 

 

The proposed installation location remains the same as the previous proposal, on the rear elevation of the 

rear service ell. An existing gas line at the service ell would be extended to run the heater. The water lines 

would be stubbed through the wall immediately below the heater. According to the manufacturer the sound 

rating of the heater when operating is 47 decibels, which is comparable to a quiet office and below the level 

of a normal conversation. 

 

The applicant noted difficulty with trying to locate the unit on the interior of the building due to required 

clearances and access for maintenance. Staff notes that because of the arrangement of the surrounding 

buildings the tankless heater would likely not be visible from any surrounding properties. 

 

Given that the heater would have extremely limited visibility and will operate at a low sound level staff 

recommends approval of the proposal with any final details to be worked out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-31666-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to add additional structural supports under balcony on the Royal St. elevation and proposal to 

install new tankless water heaters on the Chartres elevation of the rear building, per application & materials 

received 06/16/2020 & 07/09/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

This application was deferred at the 06/23/2020 Architecture Committee meeting where the applicant had 

proposed the addition of new angled support brackets under the existing balcony. The applicant has returned 

with a modified proposal to replace the existing wrought iron balcony outriggers with new steel outriggers. 
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The new supports are shown as 1” wide, 3-1/2” tall at the building wall and tapering down to 1-1/2” tall at 

the outside edge of the balcony. By comparison, the applicant notes that the existing outriggers are ¾” wide 

by 1-1/2” tall. 

 

Although staff is generally not in favor of the removal of viable historic fabric, they appreciate the need for 

and concerns of the safety of this balcony. As noted in the engineer’s report, the current structure cannot be 

certified to meet current prescribed live loads. Although there would be some variation in the finish 

appearance comparing the existing square outriggers to the proposed tapered ones, staff believes this would 

be relatively minor when viewed from ground level. Staff believes the proposed replacements may be a 

viable solution that results in an appearance very near to the original and therefore this approach may be 

preferred over the previously proposed additive approach. 

 

The second aspect of the proposal is the proposed installation of two tankless water heaters on the Chartres 

elevation of the rear service wing. These are shown just above the header height of the first-floor window on 

this elevation. Staff is concerned that it appears that the plumbing for these units is shown surface mounted 

running across the rear elevation and wrapping around to the Dumaine elevation of the service wing. No 

piping is shown on the Dumaine elevation. Staff seeks clarification from the applicant as to where these 

plumbing lines would be located if the units are approved for the rear elevation.  

 

Staff notes that the previously approved plans for the entire renovation of the building noted a hot water 

heater in the dedicated mechanical room. Staff questions why these new tankless heaters could not be 

located in the same location on the interior of the building. Alternatively, staff questions if these units could 

be located as part of the new rooftop mechanical rack rather than creating an additional mechanical area at 

the back of the building.  

 

In summary, staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed 

replacement of the wrought iron outriggers with new steel outriggers and recommends deferral of the 

proposed tankless water heaters to allow the applicant to explore alternate locations for this equipment. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. O’Rear present on behalf of the application.  Mr. O’Rear stated 

that they agreed with Mr. Albrecht’s comments regarding the balcony on Royal Street.  He went on to 

explain why they proposed to move the hot water heaters to the exterior of the building.  He stated that one 

of the owners lost her father to a gas explosion and was therefore hesitant to have any gas located in the 

building.  He went on to say that all gas piping would be where it is now currently located, tucked under the 

dependency balcony and painted to match the adjacent surface. Ms. DiMaggio questioned if the units could 

be located on the new HVAC rack.  Mr. O’Rear stated that mechanical would require a service area around 

the units so there would not be enough room, also they planned to use the gas line in its existing location.  If 

the units were moved to the roof rack, they would have to penetrate the balcony and roof.  Mr. Fifield asked 

if the mechanical room was located at the end of the service ell.  Mr. O’Rear stated that it was at the 

beginning to the right of the dormer, not the end.  Mr. Fifield asked for the location of the water lines.  Mr. 

O’Rear stated that they would all be internal.  Mr. Fifield advised Mr. O’Rear to check his drawings as they 

seemed to indicate exterior lines.  Mr. O’Rear stated that he was currently at a job site but would be happy to 

do so when he could.  Here the Committee move on discuss the Royal street balcony.  Ms. DiMaggio asked 

why the outriggers were tapered and if it was because of their weight.  Mr. O’Rear stated, “for less visual 

impact.”  Mr. Fifield stated that he too questioned this and wondered if it was a good idea.  Mr. O’Rear 

stated that they were small and similar to what was currently there.  Mr. Fifield asked if the wood framing 

went from front to back instead of side to side.  Mr. O’Rear responded, yes.  Mr. Fifield stated that this was 

unusual.  Ms. DiMaggio asked if there were any other examples of the outriggers being tapered in this 

fashion. Mr. Fifield stated that he had seen purlins or guardrails in this fashion but had never seen this 

condition in an attempt to minimize fascia depth.  Mr. O’Rear then stated that the tapered end would also 

allow them to maintain the existing handrail as it would slip over the bottom. 

 

Public Comment: 

Harvey Mueller 

General Partner 

Pescador Partners, Ltd. 

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Architectural Committee of the Vieux Carre Commission, 

I am once again writing to ask you to deny a request by the owners of 828 Royal. This time they are asking 

that external natural gas fired tankless hot hot water heaters be allowed to be installed on the exterior of their 

building. I am the owner of the building next door at 830 Royal and see the proposed heaters as being 

unsightly, loud and not keeping with the architectural integrity of the 828 Royal building which was built 

around 1810. I have a courtyard directly across form the proposed installation, and I can say with absolute 

certainty that the sound from those heaters (they are asking for two) will be detrimental to my enjoyment of 

my space. I have a friend who has an identical tankless heater that is installed at his house and I went and 

heard it run last night. The noise coming from the box is quite load and the 828 noise will be even louder as 

there are two units and they appear to be mounted flush to the exterior wall versus being inset into the wall 

to contain some of the noise. 
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I humbly beseech you to deny such request (after all, that house has survived for 200 years with other 

sources of hot water that do not impinge upon the neighbors) to install two tankless hot water heaters. The 

architecture of the structure should be maintained by having typical hot water tanks installed INSIDE the 

house. Baring such a vote, then please make them but a noise retention sound barrier around said installation 

so that I do not have to hear them operate. 

Thank you very much for your time 

 

Discussion & Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the  motion for the approval the balcony with final details to be worked out at staff 

level and for the deferral of hot water heater in order to allow the applicant more time to examine alternate 

proposals for the heater location with today’s commentary in mind. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion, which 

passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/23/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/23/2020 

Permit # 20-31666-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to install additional angled support brackets under balcony on the Royal St. elevation, per 

application & materials received 06/16/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/23/2020 

 

The applicant proposes to strengthen the existing balcony with the addition of three (3) new angled metal 

braces to supplement the existing outriggers and four (4) existing angled braces. The proposal is to have one 

brace under each of the seven (7) outriggers. The submitted materials include a letter from a structural 

engineer which states, “that in order to ensure that the original and existing balcony framing supports can 

safely support the code prescribed 100 PSF live load requirement, you should enhance the original support 

system.” 

 

In regard to similar applications to strengthen balconies, staff typically prefers that the existing outrigger 

system be repaired or strengthened if possible rather than new structural elements be added. Although there 

are existing outrigger braces in this location, staff prefers that three new additional supports not be added. 

The addition of new supports would further crowd this under balcony space that is intended to be void of 

any structural elements.  

 

Staff questions if there are alternative methods to provide a safe balcony and seeks commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding this proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/23/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. O’Rear present on behalf of the application.   Mr. O’Rear stated 

that it was their intention to have new flat supports but as they opened up the interior wall the cantilevered 

members were not extending far enough into the building and they had been weakened over time.  He went 

on to say that they were open to removing them and replacing per the staff report.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that 

the Committee would need a drawing in order to make a motion.  Mr. Fifield stated that he agreed with Ms. 

DiMaggio that the Committee would need to see an elevation.  Mr. Fifield asked if the applicant had looked 

at full scale replacement.  The applicant stated that they had not, but that they would be open to replacement 

like and kind.  Satisfied, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

No public comment 

Motion and discussion 

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

provide more details regarding the proposed balcony support.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the 

motion passed unanimously. 

 



New Business



1310 N Rampart



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t  –  1 3 1 0  N  R a m p a r t  P a g e  |  5  

 

ADDRESS: 1310 N. Rampart Street   

OWNER: Esplanade Nola LLC APPLICANT: Giuseppe Dipasquale 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 108 

USE: Vacant & Residential LOT SIZE: 1492.95 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 Unit REQUIRED: 447.9 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: 70 sq. ft. 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building: Brown, detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance 

 

A c. 1920 commercial structure with no architectural merit or detailing. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/09/2021 
 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

Permit #20-46919-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 
 

Proposal to replace roof and install new mechanical platform and equipment, per application & materials 

received 11/17/2020 & 02/24/2021, respectively. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 
 

The applicant is proposing to replace the standing seam metal roof system with a new single ply roof, 

install a 30’-1” x 10’-10” metal roof rack with safety rail, and install a fluid cooler, water circulation 

pump, and thermal expansion tank. When initially reviewing the application, staff contacted the 

applicant to inquire if the equipment was being installed as part of a change of use for the building; the 

applicant responded that the building use is not changing, but the equipment will be serving the 

geothermal system for the neighboring restaurant at 1036-1040 Esplanade, which has shared ownership 

with 1310 N. Rampart. Concerned that crossing the property line might be an issue and wishing to avoid 

a resubdivision with two historically unrelated parcels that happen to share ownership at this time, staff 

contacted various departments within the City to ask if this proposal would be considered. The applicant 

then filed an application with the Board of Building Standards and Appeals, asking to be allowed to run 

two hydronic water lines from the roof equipment rack at 1310 N. Rampart to the geothermal well field 

at 1036-40. The BBSA found the proposal approvable and the applicant has been working with the 

Mechanical and Building Divisions. 

 

At 1036-40, geothermal equipment was used to minimize the above-ground impact of mechanical 

equipment on the existing buildings and surrounding properties. However, the secondary mechanical 

equipment (including condensers for the residential units, restaurant’s ice machines, walk-in coolers, 

and frozen drink machines) is not handled by the current geothermal system and would still need to be 

installed on the roof of the yellow-rated two-story building at 1036 Esplanade. If the applicant is not 

allowed to install additional geothermal at 1310, the size of the rooftop platform at 1036 may need to 

increase significantly as a result. This would be of great concern to staff since the platform would 

consume almost the entire Burgundy-side roof slope of the yellow-rated building, and would be highly 

visible at a very prominent corner. By installing the additional geothermal equipment on the roof of 

1310 N. Rampart, eight pieces of equipment at 1036 Esplanade can be eliminated entirely, leaving only 

a small platform on the roof for the maintenance and repair of the restaurant’s hood vent.  

 

At 1310, structural reinforcement and repairs will be undertaken on the interior of the building to 

support the new equipment. The platform, which is supported by wide flange beams and measures 

roughly 30’ x 11’, is set back 11’-0” from the front face of the building and has a 42” tall safety rail at 

the perimeter. Roof pads are shown but no rooftop access (such as a roof hatch or ladder) is indicated on 

the drawings. The platform is immediately adjacent to the billboard between 1310 and 1040, which will 

block its view from Esplanade and N. Rampart (when traveling downriver). Unfortunately, this location 

will be highly visible from Barracks and N. Rampart when headed upriver. The most significant piece of 

equipment is the water cooler, which measures 15’-0” L x 6’-11” H (width not specified).  

 

Staff finds the proposal to add one large piece of equipment and two smaller pieces to the roof of a 

brown-rated building to be highly preferable to the installation of a roof rack (measuring approximately 

7’-0” x 40’-0) and eight pieces of equipment on the roof of a yellow-rated building. With the impact to 

the neighboring property considered, staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal. 

 

Staff requests that roof access for 1310 be clearly noted on the drawings, and a roof hatch should be 

added if none currently exists. Additionally, the Committee may wish to require increased railing height 

and screening to obscure the visibility of the equipment from the upriver direction of N. Rampart. 

Measures to address demolition by neglect at the property should be taken as well. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 



931 St Louis
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ADDRESS: 931 St. Louis   

OWNER: William Mudd APPLICANT: William Mudd 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 90 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 7,513 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

   ALLOWED: 8 Units     REQUIRED: 2,253 sq. ft. 

   EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 3,600 sq. ft. 

   PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating: Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

This address features a c. 1900 rendition of a 1 1/2 story dormered cottage (brick construction) in the 

Queen Anne style. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/08/2021   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/08/2021 

Permit # 21-04654-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing wood fence and to construct new masonry fence, per application & 

materials received 02/18/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

This property was last before the Committee in October of last year when the Committee approved the 

demolition of the garden tower to make way for a future pool and small structure proposal. The applicant 

is now moving into the next phase of the project which includes the proposed demolition of the existing 

wood fence and construction of a new masonry fence. Staff notes that no applications have been filed yet 

for the pool or supporting structure and this review is limited to the fence and gate. 

 

The existing wood fence if located in the rear corner of the property and is “L” shaped located connecting 

two existing brick walls. The existing fence is 5-1/2 or 6 boards high with lattice above. 

 

The applicant proposes to construct a new approximately 8’ tall brick wall with the exact height matched 

to the height of the existing rear property line wall. The wall is shown as two wythes thick with 12” 

pilasters spaced on average of 8’9” apart. Staff notes that in the utility area one wall section is shown at 

8’6” between the pilasters while the other is shown at 9’2”. Staff questions why this pilaster would be off 

center. 

 

A foundation plan has been included which shows the wall will sit on a concrete grade beam and the beam 

will be further supported by nine (9) helical piles driven to a depth of 15’. The piles are located at each of 

the nine (9) pilasters. 

 

The new bricks are noted as being St. Joe bricks with the color chosen to match as closely as possible to 

the color of the brick house. 

 

In addition to the new brick wall, the applicant proposes to install a new wood gate to separate the utility 

area from the rest of the courtyard space. The submitted materials note that the new gate will be matched 

to the existing good gate found at the front of the property. 

 

Overall, staff has no objections to the proposal and only questions the off-center spacing of the pilaster in 

the utility area. Staff recommends approval of the proposal with any final details to be worked out at the 

staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 
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ADDRESS:  500-40 St. Peter 

OWNER:  City of New Orleans (Upper 

Pontalba Building Restoration 

Corp.) 

ZONING:    VCC-1 

USE:    Commercial / Residential 

DENSITY 

Allowed:    54 units 

Existing:    50 Units 

Proposed:   No Change 

 

 

 

 

APPLICANT:  Blake Kidder 

SQUARE:     25 

LOT SIZE:   32,543 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:  8,514 sq. ft. 

Existing:  1,704 sq. ft. 

Proposed:  No change 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating:    Purple - of national architectural and/or historical importance. 

 

Baroness de Pontalba’s lasting contribution to the architectural landscape of the city remains the two ca. 

1850 block-long Philadelphia red brick structures that flank the upper and lower sides of the square, with 

sixteen elegant townhouses in each on the upper floors and separate commercial spaces on the ground 

floors. Henry Howard finalized James Gallier Sr.'s plans for these twin structures, known as the Upper and 

Lower Pontalba buildings.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

Permit #21-04902-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

For Recommendation Only: Conceptual review of proposal to renovate courtyards, including restoration of 

exterior balconies, alteration of non-historic windows and wall materials, and repair roofs and demolition 

by neglect, per application & materials received 02/23/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

Staff notes that the Pontalba Building is owned by the City of New Orleans and this motion is for 

recommendation only. 

 

The applicant has submitted the following conceptual proposal for three courtyards at the Upper Pontalba 

building, prior to development of a full proposal. The courtyards have been modified extensively 

throughout the years, including construction of brown-rated additions and enclosure of historically exterior 

space. The applicant proposes the following work:  

 

Courtyard 1: 

The existing second and third floor plaster walls and windows on the west, north and east elevations, will 

be removed. The walls will be rebuilt with new millwork to resemble balconies with posts and fixed 

louvered shutters.  

 

On the west elevation, narrow four-over-four windows are proposed, with two lite transoms and decorative 

wooden railings. On the north elevation, five narrow casement windows are shown in plan but are hidden in 

elevation; it is not clear if they are located behind fixed louvered shutter panels, or if these elements would 

be operable, since the wall section is not taken through a window. The wall section (2/A10.01) shows the 

extensive millwork applications over plywood sheathing with a fluid applied water barrier and ¼” airgap.  

 

Courtyard 2: 

The wall and millwork alterations in Courtyard 2 are largely similar to those proposed in Courtyard 1, with 

the exception of the east elevation. The second floor, east elevation is shown with fixed louvered panels, 

resembling louvered shutters, with a six-over-six double-hung window in the center.  

 

Courtyard 5: 

The most significant alterations are proposed in Courtyard 5, where a portion of the currently-enclosed 

hallway on the second and third floors will be reopened as exterior balconies. Large, six-over-six double-

hung windows are proposed on the south elevation, with pilasters and railings in between the bays. The 

north elevation resembles the east elevation of Courtyard 2, with a six-over-six window surrounded by 

wooden louvered panels. The west elevation has two large bays with fixed shutter-like louvered panels, 

pilasters, and simulated fascia. The two bays towards the north side are restored to full balconies, and new 

six-over-six windows will be set back into the existing historic rough openings.  

 

While staff commends the decision to renovate and restore the courtyards, the proposed work raises some 

questions and concerns that the Committee should provide direction on. The applied louvered shutters and 

pilasters attempt to mask the enclosed space, giving the appearance of screened gallery bays. Staff notes 

that the balcony restoration in Courtyard 5 is the only reemergence of functional exterior space, and the 

upper floors largely remain enclosed in all three proposals. Additionally, images provided as design 
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precedent show elements of buildings that vary significantly in age and style; some of these elements have 

been combined in atypical ways that are not found in the French Quarter, such as the western elevation of 

Courtyard 1 and northern elevation of Courtyard 5. Obscuring infilled walls by masking them as balconies 

has been approved by the Committee at other properties, but must be very thoughtfully designed to be 

considered successful. The Committee may wish to encourage this approach, at which point staff will work 

with the applicant to revise some of these elements so they are more typical in appearance. However, staff 

also notes that the Pontalba courtyards are small and deep, increasing risk that extensive millwork may 

deteriorate and cause issues with building maintenance and water intrusion. 

 

Roof replacement and repairs:  

The following work is also noted for the overall building: 

• Remove and replace copper roofs in their entirety. Repair damaged portions of slate roofs with 

materials that match existing. Remove existing gutters and downspouts and replace with new 

gutters and downspouts that are resized to accommodate stormwater shed. All materials and 

fasteners are to match the existing gutter and downspout types, textures and finishes. 

 

Staff requests additional information regarding the replacement and resizing of gutters and downspouts, 

and where this would be taking place. If limited to the courtyards, this could be considered a fairly 

minor change. However, alterations to the front gallery’s internal gutters and/or downspouts could have 

ripple effects that would be detrimental if sizing is not carefully considered in all aspects. 

 

• Remove vegetation and organic material and repair. Sound all cement plaster, remove delaminated 

material and install new plaster to match adjacent areas. Coat tops and sides with elastomeric 

coating as per manufacturer’s recommendations. Repair plaster cracks using sealant and sand. 

Sound all existing stucco plaster and mortar caps. Remove all loose stucco and replace with new 3 

coat VCC formula. Pressure clean chimney mortar caps and all parapet plaster areas. Install clear 

sealer on caps.  

 

Staff notes that delaminated or missing Portland cement should be replaced with the VCC stucco 

formula, not new Portland cement. Elastomeric coatings and paints are prohibited by the VCC Design 

Guidelines, and should not be used in the District, particularly on a purple-rated building. Sealants and 

waterproofing raise the same concerns as elastomeric coatings and are rarely found approvable. Plaster 

cracks must be evaluated on an individual basis and may require different approaches to repair, 

particularly if masonry cracking or deterioration is also present.  

 

Staff requests additional comment and direction for the applicant, and suggests the Committee defer 

making a recommendation at this time. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 

 



Appeals and Violations



528 St Louis
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ADDRESS: 528-30 St. Louis Street   

OWNER: L John Arbizzani, Haydee D 

Manual, Louis J Arbizzani, 

46 Avenida Menendez Inc, 

Mary R Beamer, Cody 

Childress, Theodore W Nass 

APPLICANT: Nicole Webre 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 28 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4096 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 6 Units REQUIRED: 1228.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

Owned for many years by the Department of Public Safety, this property also fronts on Chartres Street 

(#422). It is a three-story Transitional style building that has a carriageway on the Decatur Street side and 

has French doors on the upper floors. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/09/2021 

Permit # 19-36579-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation Case 19-10556-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Appeal to retain doors and iron bars installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 12/09/19. [Notice of Violation sent 10/28/19] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

At the Committee’s request, staff inspected the property on 02/22/2021 and photographed the existing 

conditions. Staff was able to confirm that the doors are wood and true divided lite, but large, single panes 

of glass have been installed on top of the muntins on both the interior and exterior sides of the doors. 

Three layers of glass are present on all first-floor doors and transoms, with the outer large panes held in 

place by a frame of added trim. This alteration has an impact on the appearance of the doors, which now 

differ in profile and detail from the doors on upper floors.  

 

Staff finds the added trim and glass to be inappropriate alterations that would not be found approvable 

within the Design Guidelines, and recommends the Committee deny the appeal to retain the existing 

conditions on both the inside and outside of the doors and transoms. [Note: the interior face of millwork is 

still considered to be within VCC jurisdiction, and must reviewed and approved during permitting.] 

 

Staff maintains that the ironwork panels over the doors in 2014 should be denied as well, as they are 

historically inappropriate, prohibited by the Design Guidelines (VCC DG: 07-19) and may pose a life 

safety risk if the doors are necessary for egress.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/11/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 19-36579-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation Case 19-10556-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Appeal to retain doors and iron bars installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 12/09/19. [Notice of Violation sent 10/28/19] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

Staff inspected the property on 10/22/19 and opened a violation case for several demolition by neglect 

and work without permit issues, most of which can be handled at staff level. The applicant is appealing to 

retain two sets of French doors and anachronistic iron security bars on the first floor, St. Louis elevation. 

The doors are unusual and differ from those on upper floors; the trim around the stiles and rails would 

indicate that these are stock doors, but the glass is puttied in place. The decorative security bar panels are 

not appropriate for the age and style of the building, or the location, and are not considered approvable by 

the Design Guidelines. 

 

Staff was unable to establish when the doors were installed since many photographs were taken while the 

shutters were closed, but the earliest record of the inappropriate millwork and ironwork dates to 

November 2014. Slides from the 1970s show that these openings were obliterated at one point and 

restored as of 1973. However, photos from the 1980s show that the replacement doors did match those on 

the upper floors. Since the VCC’s oldest documented record of the existing conditions is dated 2014, the 

work is not considered prescribed.  

 

Staff does not find the doors or metal security panels to be appropriate or approvable under the Design 

Guidelines, and recommends denial of the appeal to retain the existing conditions. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt presented the staff report. There was no one present on behalf of the application. Mr. Fifield 

asked staff how they wished to proceed considering the violation notice was sent nearly a year ago. Ms. 

Vogt stated that the application was submitted immediately before the cyberattack, when VCC records 

were inaccessible and staff was unable to evaluate prescription, and Committee review was delayed at 

staff’s request and not inactivity on behalf of the applicant. The Committee moved to the next agenda 

item.   

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and motion: 

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

the proposal and for staff to fully inspect the existing conditions with the shutters open.  Mr. Bergeron 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 



926 Royal
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ADDRESS: 924-926 Royal St.   

OWNER: Mercedes Whitecloud APPLICANT: Paul Patin 

ZONING: VCC-1 SQUARE: 48 

USE: Residential/Commercial LOT SIZE: 3,146 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 3 Units     REQUIRED: 944 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 849 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

916, 920 and 924 Royal are three, 3-story brick store-dwellings, constructed in 1840 for the German-

American banker, Samuel Kohn.  The extant, detailed building contract between Kohn and builder George 

McGilivay specifies that the details for these structures match those of three dwelling houses designed in 

1834 by architect William Brand for Hart Shiff at 528-32 Royal (Lucien Hermann, N.P., 12/2/1840). 

Although the c. 1840 buildings retain many of the salient historic features, all the ground floor facade 

openings have been altered.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      03/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:      03/09/2021 

Permit # 21-04203-VCGEN         Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-01482-DBNVCC      Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to address VCC violations including rebuilding portion of service building masonry wall and 

adding structural ties, per application & materials received 02/12/2021 & 02/24/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/09/2021 

 

The applicant has submitted an application to address other violations at this property but the proposed 

structural repairs and interventions at the rear wall of the rear building are in need of Architecture 

Committee review. Staff cited this wall as in need of repair due to a large gap in the masonry observed in 

that location. The applicant proposes the following measures to address the masonry of this wall: 

 

Rebuild a portion of the first-floor masonry wall where the crack is located 

Install two new wall ties at the second-floor framing level 

Install three new wall ties at the attic floor framing level 

Install two new wall ties where the roof rafters meet the rear wall. 

 

Staff seeks clarification from the applicant that the rebuild wall portion will use bricks matched to the 

historic brick of the majority of the wall and not the newer brick of a previous repair or infilling. 

 

The second floor and attic level ties are both shown in detail with 12” galvanized exterior wall plates. The 

interior details vary slightly due to the different sizes of joists at the second floor and attic levels. Staff 

notes that there are three existing “V” style wall ties at the attic framing level and questions if these are still 

viable or if they could possibly be modified to provide stability in lieu of adding three new ties at this level.  

 

The roof rafter exterior plates are shown as 9” in diameter and with a beveled washer as the tie at this level 

runs down at an angle between the roof rafters. All submitted structural plans have been stamped by an 

engineer and it appears the manifestation of this will be relatively minor on the exterior of the building 

while adding some structural stability. 

 

The new wall ties will be located on a natural brick wall and typically staff has recommended that plates in 

these types of locations be painted a “brick like” color but staff appreciates commentary from the 

Committee if another color is preferred. 

 

Overall, staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal but requests commentary from the 

applicant or Committee regarding the brick at the first floor rebuild and the existing “V” style wall ties. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/09/2021 

 


