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ADDRESS: 808-810 Royal Street  

OWNER: N I C E Investments LLC 

ZONING: VCC-1 

USE:  Vacant Land 

DENSITY 

 Allowed: 1 residential unit

 Existing: 0 

 Proposed: 1 residential unit 

  

  

APPLICANT: John Williams 

SQUARE: 47 

LOT SIZE: 1,943 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

 Required:  388 sq. ft.  

 Existing:   1,943 sq. ft. 

 Proposed:  0 sq. ft.

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

Unrated:   vacant land 

 

Prior to the collapse and subsequent demolition in October 2014, the property at 808-810 Royal St. 

featured a green-rated, 3½ story townhouse building, constructed c. 1801. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    04/27/21    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/27/21 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four-story building on site of previously collapsed three-story building, per 

application & materials received 06/09/15 & 03/30/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/27/21 

 

This application was deferred by the Commission at their 04/21/2021 meeting asking the applicant and 

the Architecture Committee to restudy the building’s massing as well as other details. Regarding the 

building form and massing of new construction, the Guidelines state that, “A new building with similar 

form and massing to neighboring buildings allow it to be compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 

 

It is generally appropriate to… 

• construct a new building with similar form and massing to buildings on adjacent sites 

• construct roof forms, wings, ells and bays, and other projecting elements that are similar to 

those found on the block of the proposed building 

• Match neighboring cornice heights 

 

It is generally inappropriate to… 

• Construct a new building that has a form and/or massing not found in the immediate vicinity of 

the project site” (VCC DG: 14-6) 

 

Staff notes that both immediately neighboring buildings to this site are three stories with sloped roofs. 

The rest of this block of Royal St. consists of varying height buildings from one story to three and a half 

stories, all with sloped roofs. The most similar building as the proposed in terms of form and massing is 

the orange-rated parking garage building located behind this site at 627 St. Ann St. 

 

Staff has also included additional photographs of the now collapsed building in the slideshow for 

reference. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed new construction 

and specifically the proposed form and massing of the building.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  04/27/21 
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Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     04/21/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/21/2021 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four-story building on site of previously collapsed three-story building, per 

application & materials received 06/09/15 & 03/30/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/21/2021 

 

This application came before the Architecture Committee last week after a lull of approximately 19 

months. As approvals granted by the Architecture Committee and the Commission expire after 12 

months, the Architecture Committee reviewed the proposal again at their last meeting and granted 

conceptual approval for the proposed four-story building. This proposal has not been before the 

Commission since 2016 when the Commission granted conceptual approval for a similar building. 

 

Height & Width 

The applicant proposes to construct a new four story building built lot line to lot line on all four sides 

resulting in essentially 0% open space. The Zoning Department has stated that this would be allowed in 

this instance based off of the previously existing building which collapsed. The overall proposal has not 

changed significantly since 2016 and the Architecture Committee, staff, and the applicant continue to 

work on some of the building’s details, particularly the ground floor fenestration and function of the 

proposed garage door and details of the roof. 

 

The proposed building is shown with the height to the top of the gallery at about 37’ and height to the top 

of the parapet at the front of the building at 46’7”. There is an upper roof setback approximately 33-1/2’ 

from the front wall. This upper roof reaches a height of 48’10” and mechanical equipment on this upper 

roof is showing as extending to a height of 54’5”. 

 

The rest of this block of Royal St. consists of a mix of everything from a one-story building to three and a 

half story building. The proposed building would be taller than both of the immediately neighboring 

buildings. 

 

Architectural Elements & Projections 

The building features a projecting gallery with a roof at the second and third floors. The floor levels of 

this gallery correspond well with the existing gallery and balconies of the neighboring buildings, 

consistent with the recommendations of the Guidelines. The roof area near the front of the building 

features a roof deck of approximately 875 sq. ft. including a pool approximately 6-1/2’ x 11-1/2’. The 

parapet at the front and sides of the roof deck is shown rising 3-1/2’ above the walking service. 

 

Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns 

The guidelines state that, “it is generally appropriate to use similar proportions, sizes, locations, and 

numbers of windows and doors as neighboring sites.” (VCC DG: 14-9) The proposed building features a 

ground floor of the Royal St façade with a large series of doors as a storefront for the proposed art gallery 

to operate in this space, a center door to access the residential unit above, and a garage door in a pattern 

similar to the storefront but solid panels in lieu of glass lights. 

 

Staff and the Architecture Committee have previously expressed concern regarding this ground floor 

fenestration and specifically how the garage will operate and still appear visually similar to the storefront 

doors. The garage will also require a new curb cut, although staff notes this is the non-parking side of the 

street so there will not be a reduction in street parking as a result. Staff counts one existing curb cut on 

this same block face. 

 

 

The second and third floors feature three sets of steel French doors each with steel shutters. Staff finds the 

proportions and locations of these openings appropriate. The fourth-floor features clerestory windows 

which allow additional light into the living room.  

 

Materials 

The proposed building is noted as being constructed using a precast concrete wall system. A “field 

applied smooth finish plaster” is noted as being applied to the concrete walls. 

 

All windows and doors of the building are proposed to be made out of metal. The guidelines state that, “it 

is generally appropriate to  

• use exterior materials that are present in adjacent neighboring historic buildings in new 

construction”  

and “it is generally inappropriate to  

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 
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• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

The use of steel windows, doors, and shutters has been previously found approvable for this new 

construction, but staff notes that the overall form of the building is reflective of a historic townhouse 

construction. The Commission may wish to comment on the use of these alternate materials rather than 

more traditional materials. 

 

Overall, staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal with the application to return to the 

Architecture Committee to address the pending issues including the ground floor fenestration and garage 

door appearance and function as well as any other items the Commission would like to see addressed. 

Additionally, staff notes that the applicant is seeking the release of a building permit for the foundation 

only. If so inclined, the Commission may authorize the staff to issue a permit for the building’s 

foundation only. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    04/21/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Lara present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Lara stated that 

they had addressed a few of the items brought up at last weeks ARC meeting ie. the stairs, the extra roof 

hatch and the entrance to the stairs. Ms. Gasperecz asked why the windows were detailed as metal instead 

of wood. Mr. Lara explained that the owner had another building in the French Quarter and the 

maintenance on the wood widows was expensive and time consuming.  Ms. Gasperecz asked what type of 

metal would be used.  Mr. Lara stated that he would have to look back at the drawings, but the project 

would go back to the ARC so they could discuss that there. Ms. Gasperecz asked if the curb cut was for 

parking.  Mr. Lara stated yes, for the garage access. Ms. Gasperecz asked if there were any other 

questions.  Mr. Block stated that there was some concern regarding the IZD.  He went on to say that the 

application was put in prior to the IZD taking effect.  Ms. Quigley stated that the applicant was working 

off a permit that was filed prior to the IZD taking effect and that there was no legal reason why the 

previous permit would not be valid. Ms. Thibodeaux asked if the Commission could get that in writing. 

She went on to say that Ms. Quigley did not seem very sure of her answer. In response Ms. Quigley stated 

that she was just stating the law, not a legal opinion.  Ms. Thibodeaux stated that Ms. Quigley’s response 

the second time sounded more affirmative.  With nothing left to discuss the Commission moved on to the 

next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: Although there have been multiple design changes to the proposed structure known as 

the Hemb Residence at 808-810 Royal, it still has multiple faults that do not make it architecturally 

similar to either the other buildings on the block of within the Lower French Quarter itself. Most notable 

are the overall height (building and extensions above the parapet wall), the flat surface on the fourth floor, 

the curb cut where there never was one and the fact that they are wanting to use a roll up door of which is 

there not a single example in a residence within the Lower French Quarter as they are truly historically 

out of time context. 

 

The proposed structure height is 48' 10" (see Drawing A 301, A302 and A 303). This excludes the 21" of 

railing that are proposed on the upper mechanical deck AND excludes the 44" of additional height 

ABOVE the railing of the mechanical devices that will be installed on the roof. Consequently, the total 

building height will be 55' 1". Although A300 shows that there are other buildings approximately that 

high in the area, that is a fabrication as it relates to Royal. That height is for a commercial building (hotel) 

that fronts on St. Ann. This side (river) of Royal is all residences and none are close to the proposed 

height of 808 Royal. Additionally, the building that it is replacing was only a three story building that had 

a gabled upper floor. I am not sure how a flat faced fourth floor with clerestory windows AND a parapet 

wall can begin to get by the Architectural Committee when the entire premise is to keep the buildings in 

the Quarter historically accurate. No one is allowed to change a balcony to a gallery extension unless 

there are old pictures to prove the historical authenticity of the gallery. The same proof should be required 

of a new build that is proposing to be a taller building with more floors and no gabling, sloping, or 

dormers as the original building was built with. The entirety of the upper portion monstrosity is to hide 

the fact that the owners are desirous of a pool on the roof. If that is their desire then it should fit in three 

floors with dramatically less total building height or the building should be built outside the French 

Quarter. 
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I would wager that there was never a curb cut at 808 Royal either. The building that fell down was 

constructed right along the sidewalk with no set backs and furthermore no place to park either a carriage 

(1800s) or car (2000s). To allow a 15' curb cut (Drawing A100) to be made so that the owners can park a 

car inside the building is just not historically correct. Regardless of their desire, and the roll up door 

(A111) that would be the only one of its kind in a residence in the French Quarter, to park a car in the 

residence the two architectural requests that are necessary to accommodate such an out of street character 

design is mind boggling. 

 

The proposed building is being built for the betterment of the owners and not for the continued historical 

accuracy of Royal Street and the French Quarter. The owners are asking for many variations from the 

norm, and once granted then precedence could be used against the Vieux Carre Commission and 

potentially ruin the future architectural fabric of the Quarter which has been held so dear by so many for 

so long. I enjoy being a multiple building owner in the Quarter and wish to see it continue to be a world 

class architectural destination that is universally enjoyed by so many. It does not need to have the needs 

of one building owner lay the future foundation for a more permanent break from history. Please do not 

approve the plans for the Hemb House as they are too out of character for Our Quarter. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

Pescador Partners, Ltd. 

830 Royal Owner 

630 St. Ann Owner 

Harvey H. Mueller, II 

General Partner 

Public Comment: After 808 Royal partially collapsed it was fully demolished in 2015. The new 

construction application filed in June 2015 and subsequently permitted expired due to inactivity according 

to One Stop as of this moment. According  to CZO article  

25.3.D 

DESTRUCTION OF STRUCTURES CONTAINING A NONCONFORMING USE 

1.  Structures containing a legally nonconforming use that are in whole or in part destroyed by force 

majeure or acts of public enemy may be restored and the use continued, provided that the restoration is 

accomplished with no increase in cubical content, no increase in floor area, no increase in the number of 

dwelling units over the building existing immediately prior to damage, and no intensification of the non-

conforming use. 

2.  Application for a restoration permit shall be made within one (1) year of the destruction. Restoration 

shall be completed within one (1) year from the date of the issuance of the restoration permit unless an 

extension is approved by the Board of Zoning Adjustments. Requests for extensions shall be submitted to 

the Board of Zoning Adjustments prior to the expiration date on the building permit. The applicant must 

be able to demonstrate that unforeseen circumstances beyond their control caused the inability to 

complete restoration within the one (1) year. In no event shall the Board of Zoning Adjustments extension 

be greater than one (1) year. 

Since the initial permit expired and it is now 6 years since t was filed this lot has lost its non-conforming 

status and should now have to comply with all open space requirements, setbacks and height restrictions. 

 

The density is so much greater than anything in the immediate area and this iteration with modern 

components  will not only overpower the historic structures adjacent. Additionally the attaching this 

modern structure to historic buildings adds concern as to its impact.  

 

Please deny this conceptual approval and require a proposal that complies with the  current CZO  articles 

and requirements.  

 

Nikki Szalwinski 
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FQ Citizens 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio stated that at the ARC they were only considering the previous changes for conceptual 

approval which allowed for more review.  She went on to ask how closely they would be held to the 

proposed massing for conceptual approval, would they be able to develop the massing after conceptual 

approval? Mr. Block stated that the concept is what would be approved and that the Commission could 

conceptually approve with the proposal to return to the ARC.  For clarification Ms. DiMaggio asked if the 

size and height could be adjusted at ARC.  Mr. Block responded yes.  He went on to say that with regards 

to the CZO, the proposal was sent to the zoning administration and they gave VCC staff a letter saying 

the proposal could proceed from lot line to lot line.  He then directed any further questions regarding this 

matter to be proposed to the zoning administration and advised that any decision here could be 

appealed.  Mr. Villareal asked if this matter would eventually return to the full Commission for 

review.  Mr. Block responded that that was up to the Commission, they could vote for approval, 

conceptual approval or return it to the ARC.  Mr. Villareal stated that there seemed to be a lot of 

unresolved issues and that he was hesitant to vote without more details.  Mr. Reeves stated that the 

building was simply too tall. Mr. Villareal stated that the previous building was only 3 stories.  Mr. 

Bergeron asked if zoning allowed this height, did the VCC have any right to comment.  Mr. Block stated 

that you could build to 50’ by right and the VCC would not comment.   

Mr. Reeves made the motion to defer in order for the applicant to return to the ARC for massing and other 

details.  Mr. Villareal seconded the motion.  All voted yes with exception of Ms. DiMaggio, who voted in 

opposition of the motion. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    04/13/21    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/13/21 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four-story building on site of previously collapsed three-story building, per 

application & materials received 06/09/15 & 03/30/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/13/21 

 

Although the Architecture Committee previously conceptually approved the construction of a new four 

story building on this property, this application has not been reviewed since 09/10/19 and all previous 

approvals have expired. The applicant proposes to construct a new four story building built lot line to lot 

line on all four sides resulting in essentially 0% open space. A previous Zoning Administrator stated that 

this would be allowed in this instance based off of the previously existing building which collapsed. 

However, we are needing Zoning Administration to verify that this position is correct and are awaiting 

their confirmation at this time. As it is now approaching 6-1/2 years since the previous building collapsed, 

staff encourages the applicant to pursue approval on this construction in earnest.  

The current proposal is much the same as the one that was reviewed in September 2019 with a few 

changes noted by the applicant. At the 09/10/19 meeting staff identified a few items of concern with the 

first one being a dramatically enlarged roof hatch. The revised plans submitted for today have reduced 

this roof hatch to 3’ x 6’. (A114) Staff finds these dimensions more typical for this element. 

 

The second change notes by the applicant is for the proposed garage door. At the last review the garage 

door was shown as a folding sectional garage door. The applicant now proposes to install a “conventional 

roll-up door” that would not extend over the sidewalk when open. (A111, A300, A500) Staff is concerned 

that the proposed roll-up door is still shown in elevation with very light detailing. Staff does not believe it 

would be feasible to construct a roll-up door with such detailing and no section details of the proposed 

roll-up door have been submitted. Staff requests details on how this roll-up door would appear if 

constructed and suggests the concept of the garage door may need to be revisited. 

 

The final change noted by the applicant are “service stairs to [the] mechanical roof” (A255, A350, A351). 

Staff questions the use of these stairs as it appears they are shown as meeting residential code in terms of 

guardrails rather than the more lenient code for guardrails for service access only. There is also no 

physical separation shown between the pool deck and these stairs to the upper roof allowing the upper 

most roof to be accessed and effectively function as an additional roof deck. Staff seeks clarification from 

the applicant regarding this aspect of the proposal. 
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Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding these items as well as the overall 

state of the proposal and property. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  04/13/21 

 

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

Mr. Williams stated that in 2020 they had applied to the City for a foundation permit and were told that 

they needed VCC approval first. He went on to say that they had a full set of construction documents 

ready to go and that the owner was anxious to get started.  Mr. Willams then went on to discuss the roof 

plan on page 19. He stated that while there were stairs going up to the roof there was no intention of using 

the roof as a deck.  He went on to say that they would be happy to put a gate with a lock at this location. 

Mr. Williams then went on to discuss the roof hatch. He stated that they had minimized the hatch and 

done away with the stairs at this location.  As for the rollup door, Mr. Williams stated that they 

understood staff's concern. He went on to say that the center door was for the residence and that they were 

proposing the rollup soor for the far right.  Mr. Williams then explained that originally they had a folding 

door here but changed it after a previous meeting. He went on to say that they would be happy to work 

with staff on the "look" of the door.  Mr. Fifield asked staff for clarification if the Committee was just 

reconfirming the conceptual approval previously given or if this was final approval.  Mr. Block stated that 

the believed this was to reconfirm the previous conceptual approval and that it would still have to go back 

to the full Commission. Mr. Albrecht confirmed that this was his intention and that right before the 

meeting he had heard back from the zoning department confirming the go-ahead. Mr. Bergeron asked 

with there were two roof hatches and two sets of stairs.  Mr. Williams explained that there was one from 

the living room and one for mechanical. He went on to say that they could eliminate the one higher on the 

roof and that originally this was put in with a ladder and no stairs. Mr. Bergeron asked why there was a 

roof hatch on the pool deck.  Mr. Williams stated that this was an interior stair from the space 

beneath.  Mr. Bergeron stated that slide 26 seemed odd. For clarification Mr. Williams pointed out slide A 

351. Mr. Bergeron stated ok.  Mr. Fifield stated that his general concern for the garage door was that ALL 

the glass surfaces remain in the same plain.  With nothing left to discuss, the Committee moved on to the 

next agenda item.   

 

Public Comment:  We agree with the staff that the roll-up door lacks detail and 

 

The proposal does not meet the open space requirement and has no variance 

 

This proposal is in conflict with the IZD currently in place which limits height to what previously existed. 

 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for the re-confirming of the previously granted 

conceptual approval with the applicant to work with staff on stair/railing to upper roof as well as the 

removal of the extra roof hatch at upper roof, the development and detailing for AC review (especially the 

newly proposed roll-up door), and for the applicant and staff to continue any communications with zoning 

dept necessary to re-confirm and document their re-confirmation on conformance with the zoning code. 

Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

Architecture Committee Meeting of    09/10/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    09/10/19 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of design development of previously conceptually approved new four story building, including 

ground floor millwork details, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 08/15/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  09/10/19 

 

When this application was last before the Architecture Committee at the 05/14/19 Architecture 

Committee meeting, the discussion centered on the proposed details at the ground floor garage door and 

the upper floor French doors. The applicant has submitted a near complete set of drawings for the entire 

project. Staff will need to do additional reviews of these plans but there does not appear to be any major 

changes from previously reviewed plans. 

 

Staff does question the following details: 
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On sheet A114, the plans are showing an enlarged roof hatch measuring 7’8” square. A roof plan has not 

been included in the set since the April 10th, 2018 review but at that time the roof hatch in this location 

measured only 4’5” by 3’8”. Staff questions the reason for this dramatically enlarged roof hatch. 

 

On sheet A251, the plans indicate an exterior p/a system and a 2-way voice call station. Staff requests 

additional information on these systems. This sheet also indicates the installation at the perimeter of the 

gallery of something with the note “A4” but the legend does not note what this element would be. Staff 

requests clarification on this note. 

 

On sheet A254, the roof A/V plan notes the installation of three (3) each of a “H.T. screen” and a “C.C. 

T.V screen.” Staff requests more information on these elements and suggests that these elements may not 

be appropriate for an exterior installation. 

 

The applicant also provided some additional information from the garage door manufacturer. According 

to the manufacturer the door can fully open in 35 seconds and close in 35 seconds. Those times would be 

based on the door operating at its maximum speed but it can be slowed if deemed necessary. Regarding 

audible warnings, the applicant states that generally they are used to let pedestrians know when it is safe 

to continue walking. Staff questions how such a system would work and if it would utilize some kind of 

spoken word alert. Instead of an audible warning for opening, the door would use a photo eye sensor, 

typical with all modern garage doors that would stop if it detected something in the way. Staff is still 

hesitant on this system and suggests that the Building Department may have certain warning standards for 

this situation. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the applicant and Architecture Committee regarding the noted elements 

above. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  09/10/19 

 

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

asked if the roof hatch was attached hinges up, and if there was a guardrail. He stated that he would like 

to see exactly how that worked and for it to be reflected in the drawings. Mr. Block stated that the 

proposed televisions were not appropriate at the open air level.  Mr. Fifield moved for a deferral in order 

for the applicant to return with the answers to staff’s questions with regards to the roof hatch, the p/a 

system, the televisions and the garage door proposed in the report.  Mr. Block seconded the motion and 

the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    05/14/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    05/14/19 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

04/30/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  05/14/19 

 

This application was last before the Committee at the 01/15/19 meeting where staff expressed concern 

over the proposed details of the ground floor garage door and the upper floor French doors. The applicant 

has submitted plans that have revised some of these details. 

 

At the garage door, the applicant has revised the mechanism to feature a folding motion that would allow 

for the entire glazed portion of the door to move as one unit. This door would project slightly more than 

7’8” from the building when open which is the same distance as the proposed building gallery. Keeping 

the glazed portion as one panel allows for the door muntin sizes to remain small and lighter. These details 

are now show as matching the proposed adjacent doors. Staff finds that this may be a viable option and 

would alleviate many of the concerns stated about the proposed garage doors. Staff is concerned, 

however, about the out and up swinging motion of the door and how this may affect passing pedestrians. 

Although there are other instances of gates temporarily blocking sidewalks when open, this is a heavily 

trafficked area and this particular door motion is different than the typically side hinged gates. 

 

At the upper floor doors, the previously submitted sections have not been included in the current set so it 

is unclear if any changes have been made to their design. Staff requests more information on these doors 

and consistent with the previous report recommends the use of true divided lite windows and doors and 

notes that true divided lite steel doors have been successfully utilized for other buildings in the district. 

 

Staff suggests that, as concerns have been settled with zoning and that the overall building has been 

conceptually approved and recent reviews have been primarily concerned with details that the applicant 

should proceed with construction documents. Staff suggests that work could be started on the building 
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itself while additional details are finalized on the millwork details if necessary. The neighboring 800-804 

building still features bracing and will not be properly and fully repaired until construction begins on this 

building. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposed garage door revision and suggests 

that the applicant develop construction documents while additional millwork details are finalized. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  05/14/19 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Wotring and Mr. Williams present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Musso state that a light and sound warning would be required.  He also asked the 

applicant to consult ADA for standards.  Mr. Fifield complimented the applicants for finding a solution 

that solved the muntin problem seen with the design that rolled up. Mr. Musso then asked how long it 

would take for the door to open and close. Ms. Wotring stated that it was very slow.   

 

Mr. Fifield moved for the conceptual approval of the garage door with details to be worked out at the staff 

level.  Mr. Musso seconded the motion with the proviso that the applicant provide information on the up/ 

down motion of the new door.  The motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    01/15/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    01/15/19 

Permit # 16-02803-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

12/14/18, respectively.        

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  01/15/19 

 

This application was last reviewed at the 04/10/18 Architecture Committee meeting where staff noted 

three items of concern: the elimination of the previously proposed transom windows, the arrangement of 

windows and doors at the ground floor, and the window and door details including the use of applied 

muntins. The Architecture Committee at that meeting stated that they were in favor of eliminating the 

transoms as proposed and noted that the applicant was moving in a positive direction by contemporizing 

the details. 

 

The applicant has returned with some revised details, particularly for the ground floor doors. The 

applicant is attempting to detail the sectional overhead garage door with Hope’s steel windows and found 

that they couldn’t get the horizontal muntins of the garage door to match the muntins of the adjacent 

French doors. The applicant has revised both muntin details so that they more closely match. Neither the 

garage door nor the French doors were shown in detail in the previous submittal but the previous 

elevations showed them as a very light detail, approximately 1” wide. The submitted details now show 

that these horizontal muntins would actually be approximately 4-1/2” wide on the French doors and 

approximately 5” wide on the sectional garage door.  

 

Staff is concerned that these revised details result in a much more heavy and chunky appearance at the 

ground floor. Staff questions if the desire to feature an overhead garage door is a driving factor for these 

revised doors. Staff notes that this door type is highly atypical for the district and questions if the door 

opened in a more traditional way if the lighter door detailing would be easier to accomplish. 

 

At the upper floors, the applicant still proposes to utilize an applied muntin as part of the steel French 

doors. Staff is not opposed to the use of steel for these doors but finds the use of applied muntins 

inappropriate regardless of the door material. Staff recommends the use of true divided lite windows and 

doors and notes that true divided lite steel doors have been successfully utilized for other buildings in the 

district. 

 

Staff received an email from a neighbor concerned about the overall proposal. The email was forwarded 

to the Committee members prior to the meeting and has been included with the drawings. The submitted 

correspondence expresses concern regarding the height of the building, the flat face and roof, and the 

fourth floor windows. However, the neighbor’s biggest objection is with the design of the ground floor, 

specifically the amount of windows found at the ground floor. 

 

Staff notes that any VCC approval will still be contingent on receiving the necessary waivers from the 

BZA, specifically with regards to having no open space, and suggests that the applicant start that process. 

 

Given the concerns with the submitted millwork details, staff recommends deferral of the application with 

the applicant to “lighten” the ground floor millwork consistent with previous submittals and to utilize true 

divided lite millwork throughout the building.  
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ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  01/15/19 

 

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

moved for deferral in order for the applicant to consider both staff and the Committee’s comments 

particularly with regards to the rollup door. Mr. Musso seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    04/10/18    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/10/18 

Permit Number: 16-02803-VCGEN    Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of design development of conceptually approved new four story building, including the use of 

simulated divided lite metal windows and doors, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

04/03/18, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/10/18 

At the fourth floor level, the eyebrow windows have decreased in height slightly and the lite pattern has 

been revised from the previously proposed eight lite windows to simple two lite windows. Although the 

revision is minor, staff notes that eyebrow windows are typically much wider than they are tall and the 

revision is consistent with that general concept. The lite size is comparable to other lite sizes at the lower 

floors doors. 

 

At the second and third floors the applicant has changed the design of the gallery railings and has 

switched out the previously proposed pipe columns in favor of simplified filigree. Staff finds both the 

simplified design of the railing and the use of filigree rather than pipe columns to be positive revisions.  

 

The doors at these levels have changed to tall 9’4” doors with the previously proposed transom windows 

removed from the proposal. Staff questions if the removal of the transom windows makes for 

inappropriately tall doors at the upper floors or if the change helps to distinguish this as a contemporary 

building. 

 

At the ground floor, the openings have all been widened slightly, further increasing the amount of glazing 

at the ground floor and reducing the amount of visible structure. The storefront and garage have increased 

in width by 8”, while the pedestrian door has increased in width by 4”. This leaves a total of 4’4” width of 

structure at the ground floor. Staff has been concerned about the amount of glazing at the ground floor 

and is concerned that further increasing this, and subsequently reducing the width of structural elements, 

creates an atypical appearance at the ground floor. Staff recommends seeking alternative designs that will 

slightly decrease the amount of glazing at the ground floor. 

 

The applicant has submitted a new sample of the proposed applied muntin, simulated divided lite 

windows and doors. Staff is concerned that the muntins project in front of the stiles and rails and even 

overlap the stiles and rails at the attachment points. Staff notes that on traditional wood and steel windows 

the faces of the stiles, rails, and muntins are typically all in the same plane. Consistent with previous 

recommendations, staff recommends that if simulated divided lite windows are utilized, that they are 

more reminiscent of traditional steel windows.   

 

The submitted materials include revised renderings of the building and surrounding area. Staff is 

concerned that there appears to be some inconsistencies with the renderings, particularly how the 

proposed new construction relates to the neighboring buildings.  

 

Staff received an email from a neighbor concerned about the overall proposal and has included the 

complete email with the drawings. The submitted correspondence expresses concern regarding the height 

of the building, the flat face and roof, and the fourth floor windows. However, the neighbor’s biggest 

objection is with the design of the ground floor, specifically the amount of windows found at the ground 

floor. 

 

Overall, staff finds the proposal consistent with the conceptually approved design but finds the following 

items in need of revision or commentary from the Architecture Committee: 

• The elimination of transom windows at the second and third floors 

• The arrangement of windows and doors at the ground floor 

• The window and door details including the use of applied muntins 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/10/18 

 

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

noted that the Committee had been instructing the applicant to contemporize the appearance of the 
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building and that the elimination of the transoms, the changes at the ground floor, and the gallery filigree 

moves the proposal in that direction. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to adopt the staff report noting the concerns raised by staff but approving the proposal 

as initially submitted by the applicant. Mr. Musso seconded the motion with the amendments that the next 

submittal provide a correct perspective view and includes exterior lighting. Mr. Fifield accepted the 

amendments and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    10/24/17    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    10/24/17 

Permit Number: 16-02803-VCGEN    Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, including simulated divided lite metal windows and doors, 

per application & materials received 06/09/15 & 10/16/17, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  10/24/17 

 

At the 08/08/17, staff noted that the ground floor pedestrian door on the Royal St. elevation was shown as 

swinging outward onto the sidewalk. The applicant has indicated that this door not only serves as the 

entrance and exit for the residential apartment but that it is also the emergency exit for the attached art 

gallery space and that is what is driving the need for an out swinging door. The Architecture Committee 

may find an out swinging door in this location approvable but staff recommends that the door be detailed 

to allow it to be in the same plane as the adjacent garage and storefront, near the interior thickness of the 

wall. 

 

The commercial space doors have been revised to match the style and appearance of the garage doors but 

the previously shown French door condition has been revised to feature a single leaf door. Staff notes that 

the door hardware is still shown at the locations where it would be located on French doors. Staff finds 

this detail atypical when compared to other buildings in the area that often successfully feature a 

commercial space, a residential entrance, and a carriageway door. Staff questions if this element should 

be revised to something more typically found in the district. 

 

Regarding the window and door details, the applicant has stated that they would not be able to achieve the 

necessary hurricane ratings with the true divided lite systems. They have submitted details for the now 

applied muntins for all windows and doors. The guidelines state that, “if a new or replacement door is 

warranted, the VCC requires selecting a true divided-light, single-glazed door with matching muntins 

profiles and dimensions as appropriate when allowed by Code.” (VCC DG: 07-13)  

 

Additionally, for new construction, the guidelines state that, “the VCC requires using materials and 

techniques that are compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.” (VCC DG: 14-10) Although the 

Architecture Committee previously favorably reviewed the use of metal windows and doors at this 

location, the windows and doors at that time were proposed to be true divided lite.  

 

Given that this is new construction, the Architecture Committee may find the use of applied muntins an 

option to consider. Staff notes that the proposed muntins profile is atypical for the district and would 

likely divulge these windows and doors as having applied muntins. Staff recommends that if applied 

muntins are considered an option to pursue, that the muntins be profiled to more closely resemble more 

traditional muntins. 

 

The gallery railings are still shown at 42”, a height requested by the owner according to the applicant. 

Although somewhat atypical, the Architecture Committee may find a railing at this height approvable. 

Staff notes that the previously reviewed railing design has been essentially flipped to now feature what 

appears as an extension on top of the railing. Staff still recommends that the railing design be unified 

rather than appearing like an extension has been added to another railing. 

 

The previously proposed rooftop pool enclosure has been eliminated from the proposal. 

 

Staff finds the proposal generally approvable but finds the following items in need of revision or 

commentary from the Architecture Committee: 

• The arrangement of windows and doors at the ground floor 

• The window and door details including the use of applied muntins 

• The gallery railing design 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to restudy these elements. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/24/17 
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Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Fifield enquired as to the occupancy load of the proposed commercial space on the 

ground floor necessitating the out-swinging pedestrian door. Ms. Wotring replied that although the 

proposed occupancy load would be less than 50 persons, the door also served as the means of egress for 

the residential unit, therefore requiring it to be as proposed.  

 

Mr. Musso requested that the width of this door be increased to improve the overall composition of the 

facade. Mr. Fifield recommended that the traditional details of the handrails, windows, doors, etc. be 

contemporized to better reflect the overall contemporary nature of the design. The representative from 

Hope's, the proposed window and door manufacturer, stated that traditional muntin profiles can be 

replicated if necessary as all of their work is custom. However, Mr. Block recommended simplifying the 

muntin profiles so that they are more reminiscent of traditional steel windows. 

 

Kate Bishop, a neighbor to this property, expressed her concerns regarding the structural integrity of the 

adjacent building which has been braced with wood supports since the collapse of the historic building. 

Mr. Williams explained that the site is currently under litigation which has hindered structural work going 

forward. However, he explained that this litigation should be coming to a close shortly. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to defer the matter allowing the applicant to revise the proposal to reflect the 

comments of AC and staff.  Mr. Musso seconded the motion which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of    08/08/17    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    08/08/17 

Permit Number: 16-02803     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application & materials received 06/09/15 & 08/01/17, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  08/08/17 

 

This application was last reviewed at the 08/03/16 Commission meeting where the Commission voted to 

grant conceptual approval to the proposed building. With the one year approval coming to an end, staff 

inquired about the current status of the project and advised the applicant that the previously granted 

conceptual approval would soon expire. The applicant submitted revised drawings that have several 

notable changes from the previously reviewed and conceptually approved plans. 

 

Beginning on the ground floor of the Royal St. elevation, staff notes that the pedestrian entrance to the 

residence is now proposed to swing outward, onto the sidewalk. The guidelines state that traditionally, 

“doors were hung at the interior of the jamb, allowing the wall thickness to be experienced on the outside 

of the building.” (VCC DG: 07-10) The guidelines continue that for new or replacement doors, “the VCC 

requires mounting the new door at the interior thickness of the wall swinging inward unless an outward 

swing is required by the building code.” (VCC DG: 07-13) Staff does not believe that the building code 

would require an outward swinging door for this single family residence and recommends that the door be 

relocated to the interior side of the wall swinging inward. 

 

The French doors to access the commercial space have been revised. Previously these doors had a 

matching appearance as the garage doors with equal proportions between the sidelights and French doors. 

The revised plans have narrowed the sidelights and feature wider French doors. Staff notes that not only 

do the commercial doors and garage doors no longer match, the muntins of the commercial transom 

window do not align with the door frames. 

 

The gallery railings are shown at a 42” height. Again, staff notes that this is a single family residence and 

the building code does not require this height of railings for this situation. Additionally, staff notes that 

the railing design is not unified but rather looks like a railing extension has been added below the 

decorative ironwork. This arrangement creates awkward proportions for the railing. Staff recommends 

revising the railing details to a more unified design. 

 

On the Dumaine elevation of the building a new window has been added to the third floor. This window 

is the same size and style as the “eyebrow” windows found on the fourth floor of the Bourbon St. 

elevation. Staff notes that there is an existing alleyway adjacent to the neighboring 812 Royal St. that 

would provide light to this window. 
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On the Chartres elevation, previously proposed double hung windows at the third and fourth floor are 

now proposed to be French doors with a railing installed in the door frame. This detail is occasionally 

seen in the district and may be found approvable in this location. 

 

Details have been provided for the proposed steel windows and doors. These all appear to be double-

glazed but utilize a true divided lite system. The guidelines state that, “if a new or replacement door is 

warranted, the VCC requires selecting a true divided-light, single-glazed door with matching muntins 

profiles and dimensions as appropriate when allowed by Code.” (VCC DG: 07-13) However, given this is 

completely new construction and is utilizing a true divided light system, the Architecture Committee may 

find the proposed double-glazing approvable. Staff recommends additional detail drawings of the 

windows and doors that demonstrate if the true divided-light muntins would be utilized on all windows 

and doors. Staff also notes that if a sample window or door could be provided that is similar to what is 

being proposed it would be beneficial in determining the appropriateness of the proposal. 

 

At the rooftop level, staff notes that the cornice detail has been significantly simplified. Staff notes that 

the last time this application was before the Committee, at the 07/26/16 meeting, the Committee 

encouraged the applicant to redesign the cornice to something more contemporary and congruent with the 

rest of the building. 

 

Possibly the most significant change is at the rooftop level around the pool. Previously the pool area had 

been open to the sky but it is now shown enclosed by a Nana Wall system on the Royal St. elevation and 

a Controlite Intelligent Daylighting Roof System above. Staff finds the enclosing of this space potentially 

approvable but notes that this enclosed space now has the tallest roof of the building, reaching a height of 

49’10” above grade. Staff recommends that the applicant seek to eliminate the three varied roof heights 

and attempt to unify this roof with that of the rest of this floor.  

 

Staff suggests that if the applicant now wants to enclose this space that the details need to be consistent 

with the rest of the building. The current proposal is a very modern interjection in what is otherwise a 

more contemporary interpretation of a traditional townhouse.  

 

Additionally, staff notes that the Controlite system is essentially a skylight system comprising nearly 

100% of the pool room roof. When looked at in conjunction with the roof of the four story portion of the 

building, the total skylights equal nearly 28% of the roof surface. As this is new construction the 

Architecture Committee may find this amount approvable but typically skylights are limited to no more 

than 3% of a roof slope.  

 

Staff notes that the building site has deteriorated with significant plant growth. Staff recommends that the 

property owner take the necessary steps to maintain the lot. Finally, there are concerns with the condition 

of the neighboring building at 800-804 Royal which was somewhat dependent on the previously existing 

building for stabilization. That building has been shored since recently after the building collapse, with 

more permanent solutions on hold until construction begins on 808 Royal. Staff requests a hypothetical 

timeline of when the owner will be prepared to start construction following final approval from the Vieux 

Carré Commission. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to: 

• Revise the ground floor pedestrian entrance 

• Revise the ground floor commercial entrance 

• Revise the gallery rail designs 

• Revise the roof shape and details if the pool space is to be enclosed 

• Provide additional details and a physical sample of the proposed millwork 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/08/17 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams present on behalf of the application. Mr. 

Musso stated that he agreed with the staff report regarding the pedestrian door and that the transom 

should be realigned. Mr. Musso continued that he was in favor of the double glazing, that he liked the 

simplified cornice, and that he didn’t have a problem with the skylights. 

 

Mr. Fifield stated that he supported the recommendation for deferral as changes should be made to 

various details. 

 

Mr. Block asked if the Committee had any comments on the proposed Nanawall for the pool enclosure, 

noting that it is very contemporary in nature. Mr. Musso stated that there is an opportunity to translate the 

language of the building as the building goes up. 
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Mr. Taylor stated that he would like to see the proposal in 3D and asked about the purpose behind the 

pool enclosure. Mr. Fifield stated that it was on the applicant to promote the idea and notes that the 

enclosure complicates the roofscape. 

 

Mr. Musso noted that there may be some code issues with placing a grill on the roof. 

 

Mr. Musso moved to concur with the staff recommendation for deferral with the items mentioned in the 

report and discussion to be addressed. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     08/03/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    08/03/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

07/19/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  08/03/16 

 

This proposal to replace the building that partially collapsed and was ultimately demolished in October 

2014 has been reviewed numerous times by the Architectural Committee in the past five months.  

 

The guidelines address ten topics to be considered for new construction. These are Scale, Building Form 

& Massing, Setback, Site Coverage, Orientation, Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing, Architectural Elements 

& Projections, Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns, Trim & Details, and Materials. 

 

 

Scale, Building Form & Massing and Building Setback 

 

The proposed mass of the building has been fairly consistent since the initial submittal, as the applicants 

propose to construct a four story building built property line to property line and rising to a total height of 

48’4” with rooftop mechanical rising an additional 4’. 

 

Staff finds the form and massing  of the proposed new construction similar to neighboring buildings and 

appropriate. Staff also notes that the proposed condition of having no setback is appropriate for the block, 

which primarily consists of buildings with no setback. 

 

Site Coverage 

 

Staff notes that the proposed building has no open space, however, according to the City’s zoning 

administrator zero open space would be allowed in this instance because the previously existing building 

featured no open space and the overall interior cubic area of the new building does not exceed that of the 

previously existing building. 

 

Orientation and Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing 

 

Staff finds the proposed orientation of the new building appropriate. Staff also finds the alignment, 

rhythm, & spacing appropriate noting that the first, second, and third floors closely align with both 

properties immediately adjacent. 

 

Architectural Elements & Projections 

 

The applicant proposes to include a projecting gallery at the second and third floor levels. The guidelines 

state that “it is generally appropriate to replace a missing architectural element or projection designed 

and detailed similar to those found at neighboring buildings or according to documentation [or] install 

compatible, simplified detailing on a new architectural element or projection, particularly if it will be 

located at a side or rear elevation.” The guidelines continue that, “It is generally inappropriate to 

construct a new ‘historicized’ architectural element at a building that would not have included one 

historically [or] construct a balcony, gallery, porch, roof overhang, parapet, or dormer at a building type 

or style that typically would not have included one, or in a configuration or location where one in not 

appropriate for a building type.” (VCC DG: 14-13) 

 

The Architectural Committee, as well as staff, have found the proposed gallery appropriate in the context 

of the surrounding buildings. The Architectural Committee recently recommended simplifying the 

proposed cornice element to something more contemporary and congruent with the rest of the building. 

This change, along with using simplified detailing on the gallery, will help to distinguish this building as 

a contemporary construction and not a historic building. 
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Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns 

 

The aspect of the proposal that has received the most scrutiny by the Architectural Committee has been 

the window and door pattern of the ground floor of the Royal elevation. The applicant has been 

attempting to fit a garage door, a pedestrian entrance, and a commercial entrance into a building 

approximately 29’ wide. The most recent proposal, conceptually approved by the Architectural 

Committee, utilizes a unified metal and glass storefront system across the ground floor with the bottom 

1/3 of each of the doors featuring a solid metal panel. The upper 2/3s of the doors, as well as the transom 

windows feature clear glazing.   

 

Trim & Details  

 

The trim & details are primarily simplified, somewhat contemporary designs. Staff notes that at the most 

recent Architectural Committee review, the Committee recommended simplifying the proposed cornice 

element into a more simplified design. Most elements of trim & details will require additional review by 

the Architectural Committee. 

 

Materials 

 

The materials of the walls of the building are all proposed to be a precast concrete. All windows, doors, 

and shutters of the building are proposed to be made out of metal.  

 

Staff also notes that the proposed balcony deck is proposed to be constructed from concrete rather than 

the traditional wood on metal or wood outriggers. 

 

Staff notes that the guidelines state that, “it is generally appropriate to:  

• use exterior materials that are present in adjacent neighboring historic buildings in new 

construction”  

and “it is generally inappropriate to:  

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 

• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

The Architectural Committee has been agreeable to the proposed contemporary materials, again noting 

that these will help to distinguish this building as a contemporary build. 

 

The Architectural Committee forwarded the application to the Commission with a recommendation of 

conceptual approval with the caveat that the façade is reworked, especially the cornice, and that the 

elements are more congruent, with the application to return to the Architectural Committee for design 

development. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:      08/03/16 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the application. Mr. 

Musso noted that the Architectural Committee and the applicant were attempting to balance a 

contemporary building and the historic neighborhood. Mr. Musso noted that the Architectural Committee 

included a caveat that any traditional details be changed to more contemporary details. 

 

Mr. Skinner moved for conceptual approval of the application with details to be reviewed by the 

Architectural Committee. Mr. Hernandez seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     07/26/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    07/26/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

07/19/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  07/26/16 

 

Staff noted two areas where the plans have been changed from those presented at the 07/12/16 meeting. 

The first is found on the flat roof of the fourth floor, tallest portion of the proposed building where the 

applicant now proposes to install three skylights and has moved the kitchen hood exhaust closer to the 

center of the building. As this is new construction and will be located on a flat roof, staff finds no 

problems with the proposed skylights. The relocation of the kitchen hood is beneficial as it will likely 

have less impact on the neighboring property. 
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The other change occurs at the ground floor of the Royal St. elevation where the applicant has returned to 

a near continuous storefront type system with garage door, pedestrian entrance, and commercial entrance 

all side-by-side. The three different door sections are unified in their ratio of solid panel to clear glazing 

as solid panels are proposed for the bottom 1/3 of each door while the upper 2/3 and transoms all feature 

clear glazing. 

 

Staff finds the use of increased glazing, rather than solid panels, an improvement to the proposal but 

recommends that the applicant return to a scheme that does not feature a continuous storefront system and 

rather return to a fenestration that includes portions of solid walls.  

 

Staff notes that the supplied details show very flat elements for muntins and frames. The submitted 

transom bars are inappropriately thin and the frames should be heavier so as to provide appropriate depth 

and shadow lines. Staff recommends revising these elements. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application as submitted to allow the applicant to explore alternative 

ground floor fenestrations. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/26/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Williams stated that they kept the spacing as previously reviewed and added additional 

glass as a compromise. Mr. Block questioned the thinness of the storefront elements. Mr. Musso 

commented that they could not get a thicker steel door. 

 

 Mr. Taylor commented that it may be a solution to set the doors back further within the opening. Mr. 

Williams responded that this would be a precast building but that they could get a deeper panel for the 

front elevation. Mr. Taylor commented that the storefront was now a unified piece from left to right. Mr. 

Fifield noted that the garage door was no longer the principle element of the façade and that it may be the 

elegance of the steel system that now carries the design.  

 

Mr. Fifield commented that the design conforms to a traditional townhouse massing but questioned the 

design of the cornice, suggesting that this element be contemporized. Mr. Fifield recommended 

eliminating all of the 19th century detailing. Mr. Musso commented that the doors were not contemporary 

but they were a good contrast to the wood framed elements typical of the district. Mr. Musso 

recommended either following the period that relates to the steel doors or elements that are more 

contemporary than the doors. 

 

Mr. Taylor stated that he would be ok with moving this project forward but stated that large scale 3D 

models would be needed. Mr. Musso moved for conceptual approval with the caveat that the façade is 

reworked, especially the cornice, and that the elements are more congruent, with the application to return 

to the Architectural Committee for design development. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion, which passed 

unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     07/12/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    07/12/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

07/05/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  07/12/16 

 

The applicant has submitted plans that revise the ground floor elevation. The storefront doors reduce in 

width from the previously proposed 9’6” to a reduced width of 7’. The reduction in width allows for 

sections of wall between 2’1” and 2’2” between each of the three door openings and between the doors 

and the sides of the building. 

 

Staff notes that because of the width of the garage door combined with the 2”1’ wall section to the edge 

of the building, the vertical rhythm is lost for all of the ground floor openings. Staff suggests that if a 

garage door is desired that perhaps the other ground floor openings should be of equal width and located 

immediately below two of the second floor openings. This would locate the garage door closer to the edge 

of the building but allow for increased ground floor wall area to break up the large expanse of glass and 

metal. Staff also notes that the floor to ceiling heights vary only slightly from the adjacent building. If 

said heights were adjusted the galleries and canopy tops would align giving more cohesion to the design. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application as submitted to allow the applicant to explore alternative 

ground floor fenestrations and floor-to-ceiling heights. 
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ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/12/16 

 

Mr. Block gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Musso agreed with the recommendations of the Staff report.  Ms. Wotring responded to 

the recommendation from the report that floor-to-ceiling heights of the proposed new building should 

correspond to those of the adjacent building stating that the drawing presented likely does not accurately 

depict true dimensions of the adjacent building.  Mr. Musso expressed that they should and, therefore, the 

elevations need to be modified accordingly for a proper review.  He did, however, agree that good 

progress had been made on the front elevation in response to previous comments. 

 

Mr. Fifield continued that the current elevations of the ground floor openings are too schematic and do 

not represent the actual construction conditions.  Head and jamb details should be studied and presented 

which would inform correct wall sections.  This information had been requested at the previous review. 

The combination of traditional and non-traditional materials rendered in a somewhat traditional manner is 

problematic.  Mr. Taylor concurred that he did not find the steel plates of the proposed ground floor to be 

an appropriate material for a building in the Vieux Carré.  Fenestration on Royal Street is generally 

transparent. 

 

Mr. Musso moved to defer allowing the applicant the opportunity to respond to these recommendations.  

Mr. Fifield seconded the motion.  The motion passed unanimously.  

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/28/2016    

 
DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    06/28/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

06/21/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  06/28/16 

 

Staff met with the applicant following the 06/14/16 Architectural Committee meeting and recommended 

exploring alternatives to the ground floor fenestration, such as combing the storefront and residential 

doors and creating an interior vestibule. The applicant has returned with a proposal quite similar to that 

previously proposed after stating that a combination of the doors would not be feasible. 

 

The only changes noted by staff from the previously reviewed plans are the change of material for the 

shutters from the previously proposed aluminum to currently proposed steel, modification of the 

guardrails as suggested at the last Architectural Committee meeting, and the use of steel panels instead of 

glass lights for the bottom panels of the commercial storefront doors. 

 

The applicant has submitted photographs of other building types in the district that feature some 

combination of storefront, residential entrance, and garage doors. Staff finds the proposed examples 

problematic as only one example features a garage door, residential entrance, and what could be used as 

storefront doors. All other examples only feature two of the three door types. Staff also finds that these 

examples generally have more pronounced separation between the ground floor elements. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to explore alternatives to the ground 

floor fenestration. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/28/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Fifield noted that the proposal includes bits and pieces of historic vocabulary but that he 

doesn’t see any imagination to making it a truly contemporary building. Mr. Fifield continued that he 

doesn’t see how the proposed doors would work. 

 

Mr. Taylor commented that something similar to this design may be successful on a wider lot but that the 

current lot is not wide enough. Mr. Fifield inquired about making the doors narrower. Mr. Williams 

replied that the owner doesn’t want a door narrower than 9’6” but that they could go to 9’ wide if they 

had to. 

 

Mr. Fifield noted that the applicants are forcing a symmetry when they might not need to. Mr. Williams 

noted that they are responding to a program and that they would like to go to the Commission to review 

the proposed massing. Mr. Musso noted that the applicants were not that far off and suggested reducing 

the width of the ground floor openings and increasing the wall widths. 
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Mr. Musso moved to defer the application. The motion, seconded by Mr. Fifield, passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/14/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    06/14/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

05/24/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:      06/14/16 

 

The applicants have submitted revised and additional information for the proposed new four story 

building. The majority of the building remains the same but several significant changes have occurred on 

the Royal St. elevation. The previously proposed balconies are now proposed to be galleries with depths 

of approximately 8’. 

 

This gallery may be found in keeping with the guidelines which state that, “it is generally appropriate 

to… 

• Construct a building with an architectural element or projection designed and detailed similarly 

to those found at neighboring buildings 

• Construct balcony, gallery, and porch floor and ceiling heights as similar levels to those found on 

neighboring buildings” (VCC DG: 14-9) 

 

The proposed gallery floor and ceiling heights are similar to the immediately neighboring gallery of 812-

814 Royal and the balcony of 800-804 Royal.  

 

The railings for the proposed gallery have been modified and now appear to feature a railing height 

extension on top of the decorative iron railing. Staff recommends unifying the design of this element to 

achieve the code required height. If additional height needs to be added to a stock cast iron railing, staff 

recommends adding additional height below the decorative elements. 

 

The ground floor doors are similar to those previously proposed with two sets of doors accessing the 

ground floor retail space, one door for residential access, and a garage door. The garage and residential 

doors appear to be steel doors with steel panels, while the commercial doors appear to be steel doors with 

glass inserts. Staff notes that doors are indicated as being recessed approximately 4” from the face of the 

building. 

 

Staff notes that this set of plans initially featured louvered aluminum shutters at the second and third 

floor. Staff met with the applicant and noted that the use of louvered aluminum shutters is highly atypical, 

even for new construction, and that the guidelines state that, “it is generally inappropriate to: 

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 

• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

As these shutters appear as an imitation of traditional wood, louvered shutters staff recommended either 

using wood shutters or changing the shutter design to something clearly metal. 

 

The applicant submitted revised plans showing aluminum shutters that are solid panels with a thin 

framework. The applicant has also submitted a photograph of metal shutters which appear to resemble 

iron shutters that have been recently reviewed on another project located on Decatur St. Staff still finds 

the use of aluminum shutters atypical; however, the Architectural Committee may find the revised design 

potentially approvable as the shutters are not attempting to imitate traditional wood, louvered shutters. 

 

The dimensions of the clerestory “eyebrow” windows have been increased and now measure over 3’ tall. 

Staff questions if this is an atypically tall window for this type of feature. Staff recommends reducing the 

dimensions of this element. 

 

A notable change elsewhere on the building is the mechanical area on the highest roof of the building is 

now shown with an appropriate mechanical safety railing which only surrounds the rooftop mechanical 

equipment. The applicant has provided a spec sheet for the proposed rooftop generator. Staff notes that 

the generator will be the tallest feature of the building, rising to a height of approximately 52’4” above 

grade. Staff again notes that perhaps all this mechanical equipment should be incorporated better into the 

new construction to keep the entire height below 50’. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:    06/14/16 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the revised plans for the proposed building with the following 

provisos: 
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• The proposed railing design is unified rather than appearing to have an addition on top of the rail 

• Clarification from the Architectural Committee regarding the appropriates of the proposed 

shutters 

• Clarification from the Architectural Committee regarding the dimensions of the proposed 

eyebrow windows. 

• Clarification from the Architectural Committee regarding the appropriateness of the rooftop 

mechanical equipment 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/14/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Taylor noted that everything looks better except for the ground floor. Mr. Taylor stated 

that there needs to be a better ground floor composition. 

 

Mr. Williams noted the steel elements of the design and stated that other facades in the French Quarter 

feature roll up doors. Mr. Taylor stated it was unlikely to find a similar ground floor design. 

 

Mr. Block inquired if the Committee was explicitly against a garage door. Mr. Taylor stated that the 

applicants could be able to figure out a solution. Mr. Block asked if a more porte cochere inspired design 

would be favorably received. Mr. Taylor responded that it may be a solution. 

 

Mr. Brady moved to defer the application to allow the applicants to respond to the comments made 

during the meeting. Mr. Taylor seconded the motion. Prior to the vote, Ms. Wotring inquired about the 

other provisos listed by staff, particularly the rooftop mechanical. Mr. Taylor responded that the 

mechanical equipment doesn’t bother him. The vote was called for deferral and passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     05/10/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    05/10/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

05/03/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:      05/10/16 

 

The applicants have revised the proposed ground floor by attempting to eliminate ground floor walls 

entirely and project a continuous storefront system of the metal windows and doors. This new approach 

could possibly be a contemporary interpretation of a post and lintel storefront system. Staff suggests that 

varying the depth of the doors within the openings, such as recessing the pedestrian entrance, may help to 

improve the vocabulary of this ground floor. Staff questions the operation of the ground floor garage door 

in this revised scheme. 

 

The applicant has revised the muntin patterns of the upper level metal French doors and transoms. The 

lites are now more horizontal in nature and staff recommends reverting back to a more vertical lite 

pattern, noting that the detailing of thin rails and stiles, as well as featuring no bottom panel, should help 

to distinguish these as contemporary, metal doors. Staff requests additional information for the shutters 

including proposed material and detailing. 

 

Staff notes that no revised roof plans were submitted and that staff had concerns regarding rooftop 

elements at the last review. Specifically, the location of numerous mechanical pieces on the highest roof 

and the arrangement of the guardrail around the entirety of the upper level roof, creating the opportunity 

for an additional roof deck. Staff again notes that perhaps all this mechanical equipment should be 

incorporated better into the new construction to keep the entire height below 50’. 

 

The balcony depths have again been revised with the lower balcony measuring at just over 6’ in depth, the 

upper balcony at 4’6” in depth and the balcony overhang at 4’9”. Staff notes that the previously proposed 

Option A from the 04/12/16 meeting featured depths of 5’3”, 5’, and 5’2”, respectively for the two 

balconies and overhang. Staff recommends reducing the depths of these elements. Staff also questions the 

hipped shape of the balcony overhang and suggests that a single roof slope for the overhang may improve 

the appearance. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:    05/10/16 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to submit additional and revised 

materials as noted. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/10/16 
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Mr. Musso moved for deferral of the application. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion, which passed 

unanimously. 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/12/2016    

 
DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/12/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

04/05/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:      04/12/16 

 

The applicants have submitted revised drawings for a new building built very nearly property line to 

property line with a total building height of 50’. The guidelines address ten topics to be considered for 

new construction. These are Scale, Building Form & Massing, Setback, Site Coverage, Orientation, 

Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing, Architectural Elements & Projections, Façade Proportions; Window & 

Door Patterns, Trim & Details, and Materials. Several of these were reviewed and deemed appropriate at 

the Architectural Committee meeting of 02/25/16 but some elements required revisions. 

 

Height & Width 

 

Regarding height, as was noted in a previous staff report, mechanical equipment and a guard rail which is 

code compliant for general public use extend above the 50’ height limit with heights of 55’ and 53’ 

respectively.   

 

Staff still finds the placement of two (2) 50 gallon water heaters on the exterior of the building at the 

highest roof level atypical and unnecessary. Staff also questions the use of a code compliant guard around 

the majority of this upper roof level which essentially creates an additional roof deck. Staff recommends 

this guard be constructed to comply to the requirements for guards for mechanical equipment, i.e. with 

spacing not to exceed 21” between rails rather than the current spacing of less than 4”. Additionally, the 

mechanical equipment could be located nearer the center of the roof to allow the guards to be placed 

closer in from the perimeter of the walls. 

 

Staff again notes that perhaps all this mechanical equipment should be incorporated better into the new 

construction to keep the entire height below 50’. 

 

On the St. Ann side of the building, the new building wall will be constructed immediately adjacent to the 

existing corner building. Staff requests a detail of how the new wall will be tied into the neighboring 

property at the top of the lower wall to prevent water intrusion between the walls. 

 

Architectural Elements & Projections 

 

The applicant has significantly reduced the mass of the proposed projections and offered two options. In 

Option A the balcony depths have been reduced to approximately 5’3” for the lower balcony and 5’for the 

upper balcony and the gallery supports have been eliminated. Above the third floor balcony a simple 

overhang is proposed with a depth of approximately 5’2”. Staff notes at the previous meeting on 02/25/16 

staff had stated that traditional balconies have a depth not greater than 4’. 

 

Option B is similar but features a lower balcony with a depth of 7’ and an upper balcony with a depth of 

6’9”. The overhang on this option is approximately 5’4”. Staff finds balconies with this large of a depth 

highly atypical. 

 

Staff finds these revised elements for Option A to be potentially approvable but recommends the depth of 

the balcony be no greater than 4’. 

 

Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Harwood and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Musso stated that he concurred with the staff report and noted discrepancies and the lack 

of a ground floor plan. 

 

Mr. Fifield stated that the design was not moving anyplace, that there was a confusion between the form 

of the townhouse and superficial detailing. Mr. Fifield continued that it is impossible to understand the 

operation of the garage door and that more information is needed. 
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Staff had previously questioned the percent of the ground floor that was occupied by doors. The revised 

proposal has slightly decreased the garage opening to 9’6” but slightly increased the storefront to 9’6” 

resulting in openings that now match in width but still no net change in the amount of doors on the 

ground floor.  

 

The second and third floors remain similar to previously proposed and potentially approvable. 

 

At the fourth floor, the clerestory windows have been reduced in height, and the overall wall height has 

been reduced by approximately 20”. Staff estimates there is approximately 7’ 5” from the top of the third 

floor overhang to the top of the cornice. Staff finds the height of this element improved from previous 

submittals and closer in keeping with the appearance of something similar to attic eyebrow windows.  

 

Materials 

 

The materials on the St. Ann, Chartres, and Dumaine elevation are now noted as smooth field finished 

concrete with site cast concrete blocks on the Royal elevation. All windows and doors of the building are 

proposed to be made out of metal.  

 

Staff also notes that the proposed balcony deck is proposed to be constructed from concrete rather than 

the traditional wood on metal or wood outriggers. 

 

The applicants have indicated that the owner wishes to construct the building with no wood at all, 

including building framing, trim, etc. 

 

Staff again notes that the guidelines state that, “it is generally appropriate to:  

• use exterior materials that are present in adjacent neighboring historic buildings in new 

construction”  

and “it is generally inappropriate to:  

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 

• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

The applicants have revised the second and third floor doors and transom windows, as well as the ground 

floor residential entrance, to now more clearly read as a glass and metal doors. The applicants have also 

submitted photographs of examples of glass and metal doors that are similar to those being proposed. 

 

Again, staff finds the use of these contemporary materials in fairly traditional forms inappropriate and 

recommends incorporating more traditional materials, especially for windows, doors, and the projecting 

elements. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:    04/12/16 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to: 

• Relocate the rooftop mechanical equipment to below 50’and revise the mechanical guardrail 

• Reduce the depth of the balconies and balcony overhang 

• Address the window and door patterns on the first floor including the width, material, and design 

of the garage doors 

• Utilize traditional materials on the exterior of the building. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/12/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Musso stated that it was a very confusing and ambiguous elevation, one that imposes 

contemporary materials atypically onto a blatantly historicist form. 

 

Mr. Fifield stated that the ground floor openings are a traditional design with contemporary materials. He 

continued that the garage door doesn’t work at all. Mr. Taylor stated that the desire for a garage was 

driving the ground floor design. Mr. Taylor continued that this was new infill construction that has an 

expectation for high quality architecture and the proposed building seems confused. Mr. Taylor suggested 

that the building could be based on the previously existing building. 

 

Mr. Musso stated that the use of metal doors and windows was done historically in the 1910’s – 1930’s 

but there should be a different vocabulary that reads throughout the rest of the building. Mr. Musso 

moved to defer the application to allow the applicants to resubmit materials taking into account comments 

from the discussion and staff report. 
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Mr. Williams stated that he was trying to make the building work, that the owner desires off-street 

parking, and that he will continue to work with staff to develop the building. Mr. Block commented that 

balconies are typically narrow and are not outdoor living areas to the degree of galleries. Mr. Musso 

suggested possibly pushing the balconies inward into the building. 

 

Mr. Fifield seconded the motion to defer, which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/29/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    03/29/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials received 06/09/15 & 

03/16/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:      03/29/16 

 

The applicants have submitted revised drawings for a new building built very nearly property line to 

property line with a total building height of 50’. The guidelines address ten topics to be considered for 

new construction. These are Scale, Building Form & Massing, Setback, Site Coverage, Orientation, 

Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing, Architectural Elements & Projections, Façade Proportions; Window & 

Door Patterns, Trim & Details, and Materials. Several of these were reviewed and deemed appropriate at 

the Architectural Committee meeting of 02/25/16 but some elements required revisions. 

 

Height & Width 

 

Regarding height, as was noted in a previous staff report, mechanical equipment and a guard rail which is 

code compliant for general public use extend above the 50’ height limit with heights of 55’ and 53’ 

respectively.   

 

Staff still finds the placement of two (2) 50 gallon water heaters on the exterior of the building at the 

highest roof level atypical and unnecessary. Staff also questions the use of a code compliant guard around 

the majority of this upper roof level which essentially creates an additional roof deck. Staff recommends 

this guard be constructed to comply to the requirements for guards for mechanical equipment, i.e. with 

spacing not to exceed 21” between rails rather than the current spacing of less than 4”. Additionally, the 

mechanical equipment could be located nearer the center of the roof to allow the guards to be placed 

closer in from the perimeter of the walls. 

 

Staff again notes that perhaps all this mechanical equipment should be incorporated better into the new 

construction to keep the entire height below 50’. 

 

On the St. Ann side of the building, the new building wall will be constructed immediately adjacent to the 

existing corner building. Staff requests a detail of how the new wall will be tied into the neighboring 

property at the top of the lower wall to prevent water intrusion between the walls. 

 

Architectural Elements & Projections 

 

The applicant has significantly reduced the mass of the proposed projections. The balcony depths have 

been reduced to approximately 5’3” and the gallery supports have been eliminated. Above the third floor 

balcony a simple overhang is proposed with a depth of approximately 6’10”. Staff notes at the previous 

meeting on 02/25/16 staff had stated that traditional balconies have a depth of 4’. 

 

Staff finds these revised elements to be potentially approvable but recommends the depth of the balcony 

be no greater than 4’. 

 

Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns 

 

Staff had previously questioned the percent of the ground floor that was occupied by doors. The revised 

proposal has slightly decreased the garage opening to 9’6” but slightly increased the storefront to 9’6” 

resulting in openings that now match in width but still no net change in the amount of doors on the 

ground floor.  

 

The second and third floors remain similar to previously proposed and potentially approvable. 

 

At the fourth floor, the clerestory windows have been reduced in height, and the overall wall height has 

been reduced by approximately 15”. Staff estimates there is approximately 7’ 10” from the top of the third 

floor overhang to the top of the cornice. Staff finds the height of this element improved from previous 
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submittals but still atypical; especially considering it appears to be emulating something similar to attic 

eyebrow windows. Staff suggests a greater overall reduction in this dimension. 

 

Materials 

 

The materials throughout the building do not seem to have changed since the previously proposed with 

smooth face CMU block on the St. Ann, Chartres, and Dumaine elevation and site cast concrete blocks on 

the Royal elevation. All windows and doors of the building are proposed to be made out of metal.  

 

Staff also notes that the proposed balcony deck is proposed to be constructed from concrete rather than 

the traditional wood on metal or wood outriggers. 

 

The applicants have indicated that the owner wishes to construct the building with no wood at all, 

including building framing, trim, etc. 

 

Staff again notes that the guidelines state that, “it is generally appropriate to:  

• use exterior materials that are present in adjacent neighboring historic buildings in new 

construction”  

and “it is generally inappropriate to:  

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 

• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

The applicants have revised the second and third floor doors and transom windows, as well as the ground 

floor residential entrance, to now more clearly read as a glass and metal doors. The applicants have also 

submitted photographs of examples of glass and metal doors that are similar to those being proposed. 

 

Again, staff finds the use of these contemporary materials in fairly traditional forms inappropriate and 

recommends incorporating more traditional materials, especially for windows, doors, and the projecting 

elements. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:    03/29/16 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to: 

• Relocate the rooftop mechanical equipment to below 50’and revise the mechanical guardrail 

• Reduce the depth of the balconies and balcony overhang 

• Address the window and door patterns on the first floor including the width, material, and design 

of the garage doors 

• Further reduce the height of the fourth floor façade wall 

• Utilize traditional materials on the exterior of the building. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/29/16 

 

The application was deferred at the applicant’s request. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/25/2016    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    02/25/16 

Permit Number: 16-02803      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials submitted 06/09/15 & 

02/16/16, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS:      02/25/16 

 

The applicants have submitted revised drawings for a new building built very nearly property line to 

property line with a total building height of 50’. The guidelines address ten topics to be considered for 

new construction. These are Scale, Building Form & Massing, Setback, Site Coverage, Orientation, 

Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing, Architectural Elements & Projections, Façade Proportions; Window & 

Door Patterns, Trim & Details, and Materials. 

 

Height & Width 

 

Regarding height, staff notes that several pieces of mechanical equipment extend beyond the 50’ height 

limit with the tallest piece reaching an approximate height of 56’.  
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Staff notes that the guidelines, although referring to new rooftop additions, states that, “the VCC requires 

that a rooftop addition incorporate elevator, mechanical, and HVAC equipment within the single story.” 

(VCC DG: 14-17) Staff believes this requirement should carry over for this proposed new construction 

and that the majority of the mechanical equipment, specifically the two 50 gallon water heaters and the 

300 gallon water storage tank, seem to be arbitrarily placed on the highest roof and that there appear to be 

lower roofs or interior locations that could accommodate this equipment.  

 

Staff’s only concern with the proposed width is on the St. Ann side of the building where the new 

construction would leave an approximately 10” gap between this building and the neighboring 800-804 

Royal. Staff believes this will create a condition making maintenance of the walls of both buildings facing 

the very narrow space between the buildings impossible. 

 

Building Form & Massing and Building Setback 

 

Staff finds the form and massing  of the proposed new construction similar to neighboring buildings and 

appropriate. Staff also notes that the proposed condition of having no setback is appropriate for the block, 

which primarily consists of buildings with no setback. 

 

Site Coverage 

 

Staff notes that the proposed new construction covers 100% or very nearly 100% of the lot and does not 

feature the 30% open space required by zoning. The applicant stated that the City’s zoning administer has 

determined that this would be allowed in this instance because the previously existing building featured 

no open space and that the overall interior cubic area of the new building does not exceed the previously 

existing. Staff requests that the applicants submit information from the zoning administrator as well as the 

cubic area calculations to staff for VCC records. 

 

Staff would welcome a design that features some amount of open space but believes the current design 

with no open space is appropriate based on the previously existing condition and similar conditions that 

exist on neighboring properties. 

 

Orientation and Alignment, Rhythm, & Spacing 

 

Staff finds the proposed orientation of the new building appropriate. Staff also finds the alignment, 

rhythm, & spacing appropriate noting that the first, second, and third floors closely align with both 

properties immediately adjacent. 

 

Architectural Elements & Projections 

 

The guidelines state that “it is generally appropriate to… 

• Construct a building with an architectural element or projection designed and detailed similarly 

to those found at neighboring buildings 

• Design an architectural element with simplified detailing that is similar to architectural elements 

at comparable buildings within the property’s setting and the Vieux Carré 

• Construct balcony, gallery, and porch floor and ceiling heights at similar levels to those found on 

neighboring buildings” 

The guidelines continue that “it is generally inappropriate to… 

• Construct a new “historicized” architectural element on a building that historically would not 

have included one 

• Construct a balcony, gallery, porch, parapet, or dormer at a  building type or style which 

typically would not have included one, or in a configuration or location where one is not 

appropriate for the building type” (VCC DG: 14-9) 

 

The now demolished building at this property previously featured a single balcony and a new double 

balcony may be approvable as other buildings in this area feature similar balconies. The cast iron 

guardrail and gallery supports are geometric in nature and could be considered simplified detailing 

compatible with traditional galleries. However, staff notes that they are dissimilar from one another and a 

more unified design may be needed. 

 

Staff questions the use of the gallery supports in this situation and if removing them would help to 

“lighten” what currently appears as a “heavy” projection. Staff also notes that the proposed balcony depth 

of 7’ is highly atypical for a projecting balcony and suggests that reducing this dimension may also help 

to “lighten” this element. Typically projecting balconies are approximately 4’ in depth. 

 

Façade Proportions; Window & Door Patterns 
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The guidelines state that, “it is generally appropriate to use similar proportions, sizes, locations, and 

numbers of windows and doors as neighboring sites.” (VCC DG: 14-9) The proposed building features a 

ground floor of the Royal St façade with a large series of doors as a storefront for the proposed art gallery 

to operate in this space, a center door to access the residential units above, and a garage door in a pattern 

similar to the storefront but solid panels in lieu of glass lights. 

 

Staff questions the large percentage of the ground floor elevation that is made up of doors. Of the 28’ 

wide building, 22’ are some kind of door. Staff suggests that, at a minimum, the garage door could be 

reduced from 10’ wide to 9’ wide to both match the storefront width and to slightly reduce the total width 

of ground floor doors, however, more drastic changes to the ground floor fenestration may be warranted. 

 

The second and third floors feature four sets of French doors each. Staff finds the proportions and 

locations of these openings appropriate. The fourth floor features clerestory windows which allow 

additional light into the living room. Staff finds the proportions of windows at this fourth floor level a bit 

atypical and suggests that reducing the height of the fourth floor Royal elevation wall may help improve 

the proportions on this floor and the Royal elevation as a whole. 

 

Trim & Details 

 

Besides the ironwork of the projecting element of the building, the only details that have been included in 

the current set of plans is a proposed cast stone cornice. Staff finds the proposed cornice appropriate as 

per the guidelines regarding trim & details. Additional details for window and door casings will be 

needed in subsequent drawings. 

 

Materials 

 

The proposed building is noted as being constructed with smooth face CMU block on the St. Ann, 

Chartres, and Dumaine elevation and site cast concrete blocks on the Royal elevation. All windows and 

doors of the building are proposed to be made out of metal. The guidelines state that, “it is generally 

appropriate to  

• use exterior materials that are present in adjacent neighboring historic buildings in new 

construction”  

and “it is generally inappropriate to  

• Install a material where it is historically and stylistically incompatible 

• Install building materials that do not exist in the surrounding area or are a poor imitation” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

The use of concrete block for the walls may be found approvable for new construction, however 

additional finishing such as lath and stucco may be needed. The use of metal/aluminum windows and 

doors would not be found on even newer buildings of similar style in the Vieux Carré. Staff notes that the 

style of the proposed windows and doors are similar to many historic window and door types and 

therefore staff would consider metal versions a poor imitation of traditional wood windows and doors and 

inappropriate in this instance. Although the staff appreciates the contemporary approach to the proposed 

materiality, the overall form of the building is reflective of historic townhouse construction. Traditional 

materials would be more appropriate. 

 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:    02/25/16 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the application provided the applicant: 

• Relocate the rooftop mechanical equipment to below 50’ 

• Address the narrow gap between this building and 800-804 Royal 

• Submit additional information regarding approvals from zoning 

• Reduce the depth and overall mass of the projecting element 

• Address the window and door patterns on the first and fourth floors 

• Utilize traditional materials on the exterior of the building. 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/25/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Musso stated he believes this proposal needs to be revisited due to nine items of concern 

identified by staff and himself. Mr. Musso listed some of these items to be revisited as the depth of the 

front balcony, the percentage of openings on the ground floor, the heaviness of the metal work, the fact 

that if metal windows are used they should appear as metal windows. Mr. Musso stated that it would 

behoove the applicants to defer the application today to allow them to address the issues. 

 

Mr. Brady asked about the use of the exposed concrete block. Mr. Williams replied that it would be a 

building material of its time and that it could be stuccoed. 
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Mr. Fifield stated that the building was like mixing metaphors with the new materials in a traditional 

form, a 10’ garage door dominating the façade, the passageway door in the middle of the building. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to defer the application and recommended that the applicants return with a more 

unified proposal. Mr. Musso seconded the motion. Mr. Block requested that the Architectural Committee 

comment on the fourth floor façade level. Mr. Fifield noted that was well addressed in the staff report. 

Mr. Taylor called the vote, which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/23/2015    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    06/23/15 

 

Proposal to construct new four story building, per application and materials submitted 06/09/15. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  06/23/15 

 

The proposed new construction consists of a four story building with a sunken basement garage. The 

ground floor is primarily space noted as being an art gallery. The second floor is split between addition 

space for the art gallery and a home theatre room for the residence. The third and fourth floors are 

exclusively part of the single family residence. 

 

The proposed building is built from property line to property line on all sides so that the building occupies 

the entire parcel with no open space. The applicant has indicated that the previous building had no open 

space and they would like to keep this condition. 

 

Staff notes that Sanborn maps from 1876 through 1908 show a small open courtyard within the property. 

The 1940 Sanborn map is the first to indicate the presence of a one story infill closing in the courtyard.   

 

On the Royal Street façade, the proposed new construction rises three floors at the front property line with 

a fourth floor setback a little over 4½’. Projecting balconies are proposed for the second and third floors 

and a balcony behind the parapet proposed for the fourth floor. Staff questions this setback fourth floor 

arrangement and encourages the applicant to explore other options if a fourth floor is desired.  

 

Staff notes that all windows and doors are noted as being constructed from steel and glass. Staff would 

encourage the applicant to use traditional materials in all openings. Staff notes that if windows are placed 

on the property lines, as is suggested for the side and rear elevations, additional approvals will be required 

from the State Fire Marshall. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application with the following suggestions for the applicant: 

• Create the required 30% open space on the parcel 

• Utilize traditional materials in all window and door openings 

• Reconsider the setback nature of the fourth floor 

 

ARCHITECTURE COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/23/15 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Williams and Ms. Wotring present to represent the 

application. Mr. Musso stated he does not consider the lack of open space of the previous building as a 

reason for no open space for new building. Mr. Williams stated that they are allowed one year to rebuild 

with the same amount of open space. Mr. Fifield stated he doesn’t believe that the zoning section applies 

in this situation.  

 

Mr. Fifield stated the proposed building was an odd mixture of industrial and 19th century elements. Mr. 

Fifield stated he would like to see the proposed building in the context of the adjoining buildings. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved for deferral to allow the applicant to prepare responses based on the meeting 

discussion. Mr. Musso seconded and the motion passed unanimously. 

 



729 Governor Nicholls



VCC Property Summary Report – 729 Governor Nicholls                                               P a g e  | 16 

 
ADDRESS: 729 Governor Nicholls   

OWNER: Reagan Thomas APPLICANT: Williams Architects 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 54 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 5,740 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units     REQUIRED: 1,722 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 2,940 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: 3,738 sq. ft. 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

The buildings at this address are situated on a L-shaped lot which has existed in the present configuration 

since the early 1900s. A c. 1900 2-bay frame shotgun fronts on Gov. Nicholls; brown-rated construction is 

located behind the cottage. New construction, begun illegally and inappropriately designed, stands on the 

portion of the lot extending at a right angle at the back of the lot. 

 

Main Building – Green 

Previous Additions Demolished 2020, New Addition: Unrated 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/27/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify design of courtyard masonry walls including adding an additional wythe of CMU and 

review of conceptually approved sliding gate details, per application & materials received 01/05/2021 & 

01/15/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

The applicant notes three revisions on the site plan for today’s meeting materials all involving the courtyard 

walls and paving at this property. For the wall behind the house, the applicant proposes to push the wall 4’ 

further away from the house. This would put the wall out of line with the existing CMU wall that is built on 

the property line for the dog leg portion of this “L” shaped lot. Although slightly atypical staff does not 

object to the relocated wall.  

 

A portion of this wall would feature a rolling gate to separate the driveway and small courtyard behind the 

house from the larger open yard. Staff finds the revised details for the sliding gate unclear but appears to be 

close to an approvable sliding gate design. Staff requests clarification on the gate details and recommends 

that wood cladding be featured on both sides of the metal frame to cover and disguise the majority of the 

metal framework. 

 

The second proposed change occurs at the end of the large rear yard at the property line wall running 

parallel to Bourbon St. The applicant proposes to construct a second CMU wall immediately adjacent to the 

existing wall. The details call for the gap between the new wall and the existing to be filled with mortar, but 

no physical connections are noted between the two walls. Staff notes that a portion of this wall is actually 

the rear building wall of the neighboring brown-rated service ell building. Staff has some concerns about 

how the addition of this second wythe of CMU might affect that building wall and interior. The top of the 

wall is shown detailed with flashing and counter flashing secured to the existing building. 

 

The final noted change occurs at the driveway where the applicant proposes to install brick rather than the 

previously approved concrete. Staff has no objection to this change. 

 

Staff recommends approval of the relocated brick fence, sliding gate, and brick paving with final details to 

be worked out at the staff level and requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposed 

double CMU wall at the Bourbon St. property line. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/23/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/23/2021 

Permit # 21-00429-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 
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Proposal to modify design of courtyard masonry wall and review of conceptually approved sliding gate 

details, per application & materials received 01/05/2021 & 01/15/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/23/2021 

 

Review of this masonry wall was deferred at the 01/12/2021 Architecture Committee meeting to allow for 

review by a structural engineer of the proposed single wythe masonry wall. The applicant has since 

submitted a revised proposal for a more robust wall design. The new wall design features two wythes of 

bricks sandwiching an interior reinforcing metal structure. One side of the wall is shown as featuring a low 

planter and the wall is shown with five courses with air gaps starting approximately 6’ above grade. The 

total height of the fence is shown at 8’ to match the height of the existing adjacent CMU wall. 

 

This wall design is much similar in design to the one initially shown when this property came under review. 

Staff has no objections to the proposed wall design. 

 

The second aspect of the proposal are the details of the sliding vehicular gate located to separate the 

driveway from the larger rear parking area and green space. When staff issued a permit for the majority of 

the work at this property, staff included a note on the stamped approved plans that the sliding gate was 

conceptually approved only and that final details, including any mechanical operators, would need to be 

permitted separately. Staff had no objections to the design of the gate, which was shown as a simple, 

rectangular wood clad steel sliding gate, but was more concerned with the details of any mechanical 

operators that would likely be included with the installation. 

 

The gate design that has been submitted for review today is a great departure from the previously shown 

simple gate design. The now proposed gate is shown as a metal, picketed gate with a curving top. The 

applicant noted that a sheet metal backing would be added to the gate. Although this gate design is atypical, 

the applicant suggested that its location away from the street might allow it to be approved. 

 

Staff finds that this unusual location dividing the property is further reason to utilize a simple gate design. 

The previously shown rectangular gate with horizontal wood boards would appear not that dissimilar from 

a typical seven board fence. Having a decorative metal gate with an inappropriate sheet metal backing in 

the middle of a building lot would be highly atypical.  

 

In summary, staff recommends approval of the proposed courtyard masonry wall design and denial of the 

proposed decorative vehicular gate. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/23/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Bardwell and Mr. Williams present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Williams stated that they appreciated the consideration of the wall and that the owner 

wanted a more ornate gate. He went on to say that it would not be seen from the street and that they would 

keep and repair the existing gate at the street.  Mr. Williams stated that the proposed new gate would be 

about 120' back and that they would be happy to present other options or work with staff.  Mr. Fifield stated 

that none of the drawings showed the actual location.  Mr. Williams stated that the proposed gate would be 

on the far left and would slide over the brick wall when it was opened.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that her 

concerns aligned with the staff report and that a less ornate gate seemed more appropriate.  Mr. Bergeron 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski 

We agree with the staff report and ask that the committee deny this overly decorative design. A simple 

wood gate is much more appropriate on the interior of a  property. This very decorative statement gate is 

much more appropriate at a street entrance of a grand mansion which this property is not. Further the sheet 

metal backing is explicitly not allowed in design guidelines and other property owners are regularly denied 

the option. Additionally the masonry fence exceeds the hight allowed by the CZO and should require a 

variance. The Design guidelines and CZO  are supposed to level the  playing filed not be manipulated to 

suit individual tastes. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Williams stated that the owner would be happy to do a wood fence.  Mr. Block clarified that the VCC 

would not approve anything not approved by the BZA or allowed by the CZO.  Mr. Williams stated that the 

fence at the street was vertical so they thought they would simply repeat this in the rear. He went on to say 

that they would come up with a design and get it to staff.  Mr. Bergeron asked if the Committee would need 

to review all gate details. Mr. Block stated that the gate would be reviewed by the Committee with the 

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

the staff level and the denial of the decorative gate and the return to the wood gate previously approved. 
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Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/12/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/12/2021 

Permit # 21-00429-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify previously approved plans, including relocating mechanical equipment to rooftop 

location and changing design of courtyard masonry wall, per application & materials received 01/05/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/12/2021 

 

Staff has issued various permits for the ongoing renovation at this property in the past 12 months, most 

recently with a permit issued 12/14/2020. Following the issuance of that permit, the applicant returned with 

the proposed modifications to the plans. 

 

Mechanical Equipment 

 

The previously approved plans showed one condenser unit located at grade behind the rebuilt rear addition. 

The applicant now proposes to locate this single unit on a new roof rack on the rear addition. Visibility 

wise this condenser would not be visible from any public rights of way but may be slightly visible to one or 

two neighboring properties that front onto Bourbon St.  

 

The Guidelines note that, “the installation of rooftop mechanical equipment, such as an air conditioner 

compressor unit…is not permitted where it will be visibly obtrusive. Every effort should be made to shield 

the equipment from view and minimize associated noise.” (VCC DG: 04-11) 

 

Staff does not find the proposed rooftop location to be “visually obtrusive” and requests commentary from 

the Committee if limitations should be set on the noise level of the equipment. 

 

Courtyard Wall 

 

The applicant proposes a slight redesign to the masonry wall that would be located behind the main 

building and separate a small courtyard of the building from the larger green space and parking area 

behind. The previously approved plans had this wall as an 8’ tall double brick wall with an incorporated 

planter on the courtyard side. The applicant proposes to modify this wall to a single wythe wall with 

perforations above the 6’ height. A similar wall is seen at the front property line of the neighboring 723 

Gov. Nicholls. 

 

This type of perforated single wythe wall might be slightly atypical but staff has no objection to the design 

in this location. Staff requests detail drawings of the wall including the foundation. 

 

Summary 

 

Overall, staff recommends approval of the proposed changes with final details to be worked out at the staff 

level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/12/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Bardwell present on behalf of the 

application.  Ms. Bardwell stated that they were looking at a condenser that put out 59 decibels and that the 

owner just wanted a more usable, larger courtyard.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee members if they had 

any comments or questions.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that 59 decibels was on the higher end for noise.  Ms. 

Bardwell stated that they could look into something smaller.  Mr. Fifield asked how they planned to keep a 

single wythe brick wall standing.  He went on to ask where the lateral supports were. Ms. Bardwell stated 

that there were pilasters at the ends and in the middle.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that they were shown on slide 

71.  Mr. Fifield asked Ms. Bardwell if the structural engineer had reviewed the drawings yet.  Ms. Bardwell 

stated no, but that she would be sending them over.  Mr. Fifield stated that their seemed to be no use in the 

courtyard. He went on to question why the condenser could not be at grade.  Ms. Bardwell stated that the 

larger house would be for the owner while the smaller house would be a rental.  Mr. Fifield stated that he 

would like his concern noted.  Mr. Bergeron questioned slide 66, which indicated a 12’ car gate “to be 

submitted later.”  He went on to say that he felt all the changes should be discussed holistically and not 

piecemeal.  Ms. Bardwell stated that slide 66 was the absolute rear of the property.  Mr. Fifield agreed with 

Mr. Bergeron.  He went on to say that the Committee had seen this tactic before. He questions the small 

increments of an application and stated that Committee needed to see a complete application. In this same 

vein, Mr. Fifield went to question what motivated the HVAC change.  Ms. Bardwell stated that the owner 

thought it would be more appealing to a tenant if it was removed from the courtyard. Mr. Fifield asked staff 
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if there were zoning requirements on the distance of a condenser from a property line. Mr. Albrecht stated 

that he would look into that. With nothing left to discuss the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

This particular lt is large enough to accommodate grade level HVAC without marring the views of 

surrounding properpeties for decades to come. The applicant and architect should work togther to find a 

grade level location now while the building is not occupied and renovation mkaes installation less 

disruptive. As for teh singkle wythe fence these have a hostory of falling over with windlass and injuring 

people whe they are less tahn 6 feet in hioeght. At 8 feet the chanceces are much more likely taht it will be 

unstable particuall;ry if th emnoratr work has a poor bond with masonry. 

 

Lastly we concur with Comm. Fifiled taht thgsi project has been unnecessarily piecemeal and that the gate 

and fence at a minimum should be submitted as one proposal. The architect of record is  well-versed in city 

VCC procedures and breaking the project into so many small pieces is onerous for his committee . 

 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to deny the change in the HVAC location, and to 

defer the wall in order to allow for review by the structural engineer, building code compliance as well as a 

more comprehensive plan.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   
 



939-41 Orleans
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ADDRESS: 939-41 Orleans   

OWNER: Micah Collin Loewenthal APPLICANT: Micah Collin Loewenthal 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 87 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3672.5 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 3 Units     REQUIRED: 734 sq. ft. (20%, corner lot) 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 1357 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

Sheds: Brown, or no local historic and/or architectural significance.  

 

C. 1900 4-bay frame late Victorian double shotgun cottage. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      04/27/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit #21-07380-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install new pool in courtyard, per application & materials received 03/15/2021.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

The applicant is proposing to install a 7’-0” W x 32’-0” L x 3’-6”-5’-0” D pool in the Dauphine-side 

courtyard. The inside face of the pool is located 4’-0” from the Dauphine-side property line and only 2’-

0” from the edge of the house. Zoning Administrator Nicholas Kindel confirmed that the French Quarter 

is not exempt from the CZO’s requirement that pools be set back 4’-0” from all property lines. The 

applicant sought a variance for the setback from the Board of Zoning Adjustments on 03/15/2021, but the 

appeal was denied and the 4’-0” requirement was upheld. VCC Staff was unsure if the 2’-0” gap between 

the shotgun cottage and inside face of the pool would be found approvable by Safety and Permits and 

reached out to Chief Plans Examiner Jay Dufour, who stated that the building code only requires at least 

3’-0” of circulation around 50% of the pool.  

 

Staff is concerned that leaving only 2’-0” between the building and inside face of the pool may pose a risk 

to the ongoing preservation of the building, making this elevation more difficult to access for 

maintenance. The proximity between the pool and foundation is also a potential preservation issue. The 

VCC Design Guidelines for courtyards and water features states that “the VCC requires a pool or hot tub 

to be an in-ground installation with the curb flush with the adjacent ground level; a simple, geometric 

form for the pool or hot tub such as a rectangle or oval. The VCC recommends minimizing the visibility 

and quantity of mounted equipment on a parcel; minimizing equipment noise bleed-over to a neighboring 

property; and locating equipment so that it is raised above the ground plane with surge protection at all 

electrical connections.” (VCC DG: 10-11) If the size and proximity of the pool are not found to be 

preservation concerns by the Committee, staff finds the proposal to otherwise meet the Design Guidelines 

for conceptual approval. 

 

A cross section of the pool has been provided but does not include adequate detail for permit. A 

longitudinal section, showing the pool steps and slope, will also be required prior to final approval, as 

well as samples of the proposed gunite and any waterline tile. The pool equipment is proposed between 

the rear of the main building and the detached shed, adjacent to existing mechanical equipment. Staff 

requests that this drawing show the layout of the equipment in greater detail instead of indicating a 

general area, and specify if any of this equipment will be mounted to the building. Preliminary review of 

proposed pool equipment specs appears to be staff approvable, but additional specifications will be 

required for the pool lights. 

 

Staff notes that violations for improperly completed work remain on this property which must be 

addressed and resolved by the applicant prior to the issuance of any further permits. Violations include: 

• Improper materials and construction at the Orleans-side vehicular and pedestrian gates and 

header, 

• Exterior PVC piping and venting, 

• Weatherboards in need of repair, extraneous wiring, and prohibited lighting. 

A complete packet with annotated photographs and a list of outstanding items was provided to the 

applicant on 03/05/2020. Staff is unsure of the applicant’s intentions to address these violations, and 

requests that the applicant submit a permit application with a complete scope of work clearly identifying 

how they wish to proceed with each item. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 



200 Bourbon
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ADDRESS:     200 Bourbon  

OWNER:  200 Bourbon, LLC 

ZONING:  VCE 

USE:  Commercial  

DENSITY 

Allowed: 1 unit 

Existing:  Unknown  

Proposed: No change

 

APPLICANT: Kris Shull 

SQUARE: 65 

LOT SIZE: 1784.3 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 356.9 sq. ft. (20% corner lot) 

Existing:    None 

Proposed:  No change  

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Rating: Main building: blue, or of major architectural and/or historical importance.  

Courtyard infill: brown, objectionable or of no architectural and/or historical importance. 

 

Impressive c. 1831, 3½-story masonry townhouse with fine details, including side gable with round-headed 

openings; attic frieze windows, and wrought iron balconies. Ground floor was altered for commercial usage in 

the 1850s, and the courtyard infill was done c. 1890. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      04/27/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit #21-09736-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install new hood vent and intake air, per application & materials received 04/07/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

The applicant is proposing to install a new hood vent on the front, Iberville-side roof slope of the Blue 

rated main building. The vent’s height is noted as 3’-4” minimum above roof and a 1” diameter steel pipe 

safety rail is shown on the front side of the vent. The vent will be accessed from an existing hatch on the 

rear roof slope. An intake vent is noted on the second floor of the rear elevation, adjacent to the 

mechanical equipment installed on the brown-rated infill roof. The applicant stated that the proposed 

equipment is not associated with a change of use for the building. 

 

The Design Guidelines state that “the installation of a restaurant ventilation system is subject to building 

code requirements as well as VCC approval. Restaurant vents and exhausts should be installed within the 

building envelope in a location where they are not visible from the public right-of-way, an occupied 

courtyard, or a neighboring property.” (VCC DG: 04-08) Staff finds the proposed location on the most 

prominent façade of a Blue rated building to be inappropriate and not approvable within the Guidelines.  

 

The Committee has reviewed several proposals submitted in response to violations for unpermitted 

mechanical equipment installed on the brown-rated courtyard infill roof. The owner has been instructed to 

evaluate the equipment and remove any units that are not in operation prior to further review of any 

applications to retain. Considering the prominent corner location of the building, staff does not consider 

any proposal to install a hood vent on the roof of the main building to be approvable. If the applicant 

wishes to explore the application further, installation on the roof of the Brown rated courtyard infill may 

be considered; this area could be easily screened, and maintenance access would not require visually 

obtrusive safety rails. However, staff notes that any application must also address existing violations on 

the property, as permits cannot be issued while these issues remain outstanding. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the proposal, with the applicant to revise the proposed location of the hood 

vent and address violations cited in case 18-09436-VCCNOP.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 

 



1132 Royal
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ADDRESS: 1132 Royal St.   

OWNER: Gallier House Inc APPLICANT: Robert Cangelosi 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 50 

USE: Museum LOT SIZE: 4,140 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

   ALLOWED: 4 Units     REQUIRED: 1,242 sq. ft. 

   EXISTING: 0 Units     EXISTING: 1,264 sq. ft. 

   PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating: Purple, or of national architectural or historical importance. 

 

This address features the 1857-designed and constructed home of noted New Orleans architect James 

Gallier, Jr. In the early 1970s, the house was meticulously restored as a house museum.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/27/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit # 21-10656-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to replace two existing fiberglass gallery columns with new cast iron columns, per application 

& materials received 04/14/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

The applicant informed staff that at some point in the past, one remaining original gallery column was 

used to create a mold for new fiberglass columns. Approximately a dozen fiberglass columns were made 

from this mold but over the years all of these reproductions have been used. Currently, two of the 

fiberglass columns are badly failing with at least one of them being recently damaged in an automobile 

accident.  

 

As a result of insurance money resulting from this accident, the museum has funds available to create a 

mold from one of the existing fiberglass columns in order to cast new matching cast iron columns. 

Hypothetically, these new cast iron columns should be a very close match to the original cast iron 

columns. The applicant has indicated that as the remaining fiberglass columns degrade or are damaged, 

the museum hopes to replace those with new cast iron columns made from the mold. 

 

Given that this is a Purple-rated building and the atypical nature of the proposal, staff felt it necessary to 

get this proposal before the Architecture Committee. Staff recommends conceptual approval of the 

proposal with the applicant to work with staff through the process of creating and installing the new 

columns. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 

 



615 Ursulines
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ADDRESS: 615-17 Ursulines 

OWNER: Maurice L. Delechelle 

ZONING: VCR-2 

USE:  Commercial/residential 

DENSITY 

Allowed: 5 units  

Existing: 5 units (unverified) 

Proposed: No change 

  

APPLICANT:  Maurice L. Delechelle 

SQUARE:  50 

LOT SIZE:  3159.37  sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 947.8 sq. ft. 

Existing: 80 sq. ft. 

Proposed: No change 

  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Once part of the garden area for Le Carpentier (Beauregard-Keyes) House, this site now has a c. 1870 

two-story masonry commercial building, which beginning in the 1920s housed Brocato's Ice Cream 

Parlor and today continues the tradition as a French pastry shop.  Although actually constructed as a 

single building, it has three units, two of which were the old Brocato's.  Today all three units house 

Croissant d’Or.   

 

Main & service building: Green, or of local architectural and/or historical importance 

Courtyard infill:   Brown, or of no significance 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/27/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit # 21-10616-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #21-02991-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to install new metal gate at front of entrance alcoves, per materials received 04/12/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

A similar application to install metal gates at the entrance alcoves of this building was presented in 2016 

and ultimately deferred with the Committee encouraging the exploration of other options. 

 

The proposed gates would be located at the front of the entrance alcoves which are approximately 5’ 

deep. The gates are notes as being 5’ tall with ½” solid square bar pickets spaced 4” apart. The gates are 

proposed to be mounted to a new 2” square tubing which would be welded to a 4” square plate at the top 

and bottom of the square tubing. These 4” plates would be anchored into the existing file floor at the 

bottoms of the posts and into the wood at the top of the posts. A cane bolt is proposed in the center of the 

gate with an additional hole drilled into the tile to secure the bolt and middle of the gate. 

 

Regarding window and door security, the Guidelines state that, “the VCC recommends  

• utilizing historic security devices such as shutters and night blinds 

• minimizing the size, number, and visibility of modern exterior security devices.”  (VCC DG: 07-

19) 

The Guidelines continue that, “an exterior metal grille is only permitted at a doorway with an exterior 

vestibule at least 18-inches in depth.” (VCC DG: 07-19) 

 

A previous concern of the Architecture Committee was the importance of these entrance alcoves and their 

decorative details. One of these alcoves is actually featured in the Guidelines as an example of a historic 

storefront entrance alcove.   

 

Staff notes that a similar entrance alcove at a restaurant addressed similar issues with a proposal back in 

2015. At 201 Royal St, the Committee approved the installation of a removable ironwork gate. The gate 

was detailed with minimal connectors to the building so that with the gate removed, the alcove security 

essentially disappears. The gate is stored inside the building when not in use. Staff questions if a similar 

concept could be utilized in this situation with small brackets located at the sidewalls and possibly ceiling 

and the majority of the security as a removable element. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposal as well as possible alternatives 

that might serve the same purpose. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/26/2016    

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/26/16  

 

Proposal to install iron gates at front of entrance alcove, per application & materials received 01/12/16. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS AND RECOMENDATIONS:   01/26/16 

 

The applicant proposes to install a pair of iron gates near the front of what is dimensioned as a 61” deep 

storefront entrance alcove. Although not explained on the application staff hypothesizes that the pair of 

gates is to be closed and locked at off-business hours to prevent unwanted activities from occurring in the 

alcove. Staff notes that this building features two entrance alcoves and staff questions if this proposal is 

for both alcoves or only one. 

 

The guidelines for storefronts note that, “the VCC does not allow installing an inappropriate building 

material at a storefront, installing a stylistic element from a period that is different from the storefront, or 

building, or does not complement its overall stylistic expression,” or “altering a historically important 

storefront without sufficient evidence or documentation to provide an accurate representation of the 

historic condition.” (VCC DG: 13-12) 

 

The guidelines encourage the use of electronic security systems, motion detectors, lights, etc. to secure 

property in this situation. Staff would encourage the applicant to explore various options of electronic 

devices to discourage activities in the entrance alcoves. If the concern is more for people breaking into the 

property, the guidelines recommend installing slide bolts with deep throws on each of the paired doors. “If 

metal bars or a grille is considered the only acceptable method for securing a building, the VCC 

encourages the property owner to install them at the interior of the window, door, or display window.” 

(VCC DG: 13-10) 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to install iron gates and encourages the applicant to explore 

alternative options of securing the building and entrance alcove. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:    01/26/16 

 

The item was deferred until the end of the meeting, at which time Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation 

although no one was present to represent the application. Mr. Fifield stated that the recessed entrances are 

one of the main characteristics of the building and that the gate would obscure the shop windows and 

suggested finding a solution that is less destructive of the commercial space. Mr. Taylor suggested a 

solution may be some kind of gate that is put up as necessary and taken down and stored inside when the 

business is open. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to defer the application to allow the applicant to explore other options. Mr. Musso 

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 



923 Dumaine
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ADDRESS: 923 Dumaine Street   

OWNER: Catherine L Oberholtzer APPLICANT: Robert Cangelosi, Jr. 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 85 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4,515.75 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 5 Units REQUIRED: 1354.7 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. 

 

Sandwiched between two rows of American style townhouses is this classic, early (c. 1819) low 4-bay 

masonry Creole cottage with a high sloping roofline and side porch. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      04/27/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit #21-10130-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to address demolition by neglect violations begun without benefit of VCC review and approval, 

per application & materials received 04/12/2021. [STOP WORK ORDERS posted 02/18/2021 and 

03/25/2021] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

On 02/18/2021, staff observed unpermitted interior and exterior work at the property and placed a STOP 

WORK ORDER until materials could be submitted for review. The applicant is proposing to renovate the 

property, as follows: 

 

Front elevation: 

The non-historic brick infill between 919 and 923 Dumaine will be removed and a four-panel wooden 

gate with iron barred transom installed. The proposed gate is similar to one shown in a watercolor dated 

1940. Staff finds it conceptually approvable, with detail drawings to be submitted to staff for final 

review and approval. 

 

Side gallery: 

Windows, doors, and shutters will be restored to operation, as needed. A built-in electrical cabinet will be 

removed, and the stuccoed masonry wall repaired. The rear portion of the gallery ceiling has been rebuilt 

with new joists, and the applicant proposes to lengthen the plumbing furr-down towards Dumaine Street 

by 3’-6”. The existing insect screening will be repaired, as needed, and the cast iron vertical plumbing 

stack will be partially removed. Staff finds these items conceptually approvable but notes that millwork 

drawings will be needed for further review prior to permit.  

 

A new mini-split is shown mounted to the Dauphine-side wall on the second floor above the side gallery. 

The Design Guidelines for mounted equipment state that “the property owner is required to minimize the 

size and quantity of mounted equipment, as well as locate it to minimize visibility in or on a courtyard, 

yard, balcony, gallery or porch. In addition, the VCC might require the installation of solid or shrub 

screening to diminish visibility.” (VCC DG: 10-11) The Committee typically does not approve mounted 

equipment when ample room is available at grade, as any damage to a historic structure should be avoided 

whenever possible.  

 

Rear elevation:  

The rear addition, which appears to date to the early 20th century, has a combination brick and clay tile 

façade. The applicant proposes to remove the adjacent planter, conduit, and drainage, and apply new 

stucco to the elevation. Staff is concerned that this will affect the reveals of existing windows on this 

façade, and application over two dissimilar materials may lead to cracks as the underlying material 

expands and contracts at different rates. The Design Guidelines require Commission review and approval 

for application of stucco on a previously-unstuccoed surface; if found conceptually approvable by the 

Committee, the application must be forwarded to the Commission for final approval prior to permit 

issuance.  

 

Drawings also indicate that an unusual pole-mounted light fixture will be retained, and a new vent stack 

installed. Additional information is requested on both items, but the vent stack location may be found 

conceptually approvable. The removal of a window unit installed in the dormer and restoration of the 

dormer sash can be approved at staff level once more detailed drawings are submitted. 
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Roof: 

Plans call for the repair of the existing asbestos shingle roof, with installation of new vent stacks on the 

front and rear roof slopes. Staff requests additional information on these vents, including clarification 

regarding the proposed material, but finds them to be minimally obtrusive and conceptually approvable.  

 

In conclusion: 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of all items except the wall-mounted mini-split and application 

of new stucco on the rear elevation.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 

 

 
 



812 St Philip
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ADDRESS: 812-14 St. Philip   

OWNER: Walter L Bringaze  APPLICANT: Sidney Lapuyade, IV 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 76 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2496 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 2 Units REQUIRED: 748.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: 150 sq. ft. (approx.) 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change  

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

This address features a ca. 1870 2 1/2 story masonry Italianate townhouse 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      04/27/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit #20-39570-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain gas fixtures and service lines installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 09/11/2020 & 04/01/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

At the 02/09/2021 hearing, the Committee moved to approve retention of the alcove fixture, wall sconce, 

smaller pendant at the rear loggia, and two pendants on the service ell, with the proviso that the sistered 

outriggers must be restored to their original configuration. Staff is working with the applicant on final 

approval for the remaining fixtures and is returning to the Committee regarding attachment of the 

pendants.  

 

The pendants are supported by a 5” plate provided by Bevolo. The sistered outriggers were added to 

provide a wide enough attachment for the plates, which are too wide to be bolted to a single wooden 

outrigger. Bevolo has stated that no other plate attachments are available for the fixtures. The applicant is 

proposing to apply a 5” wooden block to the bottom of the outriggers to attach the plates. Staff finds this 

solution to be inelegant, and the lack of a smaller support plate is a concern considering how frequently 

such applications are submitted. Staff seeks the Committee’s guidance regarding the proposed attachment 

and detailing of such installations in future. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 


