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ADDRESS: 219 N. Peters Street   

OWNER: 219 N. Peters LLC APPLICANT: Rachel Rodrigue 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 6 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 2,380 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 3 Units     REQUIRED: 714 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 0 Units     EXISTING: 0 

    PROPOSED: 6 Units     PROPOSED: 0 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 
Rating: Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

In the 19th century a continuous row of 4-story brick warehouses stood in the 200 block of North Peters Street, 

facing the Mississippi River.  These buildings were united visually on their North Peters Street elevations by 

ground floor granite posts and lintels and on their Clinton street elevations by ground floor arched openings.  Many 

of these buildings, including the two story remnant at 215-19 N. Peters, remain from a c. 1834 row of Greek 

Revival warehouses, five of which for many years housed the mercantile firm of the Cuban Lizardi Brothers. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-29283-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of final construction documents of reconstruction of third and fourth floors, including parapet details at  

neighboring buildings, per application & materials received 05/26/2020 & 07/27/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

Staff finds the construction documents consistent with previously reviewed and approved sets, noting that the vast 

majority of the work is ultimately interior work. One item of note were parapet wall details that have not 

previously been seen. On sheet A 6.1, details are provided at the two adjacent party walls showing how the new 

construction will tie in with this existing masonry. Two alternatives are shown for the 219/223 party wall. In option 

A, the roof surface of the new construction is approximately 14” above the existing party wall. A variety of 

flashing then steps down from the higher new roof down to the top of the existing party wall and finally down to 

the flat roof of the existing neighboring building. Staff has some concerns about the long-term effect this cap 

flashing and encasing of the party wall will have on the masonry in this location. It is unclear from the photographs 

what the existing detail is in this location, but staff notes that the cap does not extend down the outside surface of 

the wall.  

 

The alternative option B shows the existing party wall masonry extended up approximately 19” so that it rises 

above the flat roof surface of the new construction. This masonry would ultimately be flashed and capped in a 

similar manner as what is seen in option A. Again, staff is concerned about the long-term effect this modification 

may have on the party wall below and staff does not find the addition of new masonry appropriate. 

 

The 217/219 party wall is shown as extending higher than the new roof surface in the existing condition. This wall 

is noted as being treated with “Hydro-Stop” liquid roof/wall flashing membrane cap system over prepared existing 

membrane parapet cap. Again, it is unclear from the photographs what the existing detail is in this location, but the 

cap on this wall also does not extend down the outside surface of the wall. 

 

Both existing wall details allow for some degree of breathability out of the exposed masonry wall on the 219 side 

of each building. Staff has some concerns if the tops of these walls become completely encased and that 

breathability eliminated.  

 

Overall, staff finds the construction documents approvable but request commentary from the Architecture 

Committee regarding the proposed detailing at the existing party walls. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/09/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/09/2020 

Permit # 20-29283-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of design development plans of conceptually approved reconstruction of third and fourth floors, per  

application & materials received 05/26/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/09/2020 

 

This application was deferred at the 03/10/2020 to allow the applicant to revise or provide additional details on the 

brick, millwork and the possibility of a roof hatch. The applicant has submitted an expanded design development 

set of plans which addresses these concerns. 

 

As far as the brick detailing, on sheet A6.4, the applicant is showing a section of the N Peters wall with the existing 

and proposed new masonry. The existing brick cornice details are shown as remaining, the first two rows of new 

masonry above the existing masonry are shown as projecting out in a stepped design with the other rows above in 

the same plane as the existing wall. At the cornice of the rebuilt wall, the applicant is proposing to match the 

existing detail from the neighboring “sister” building. This would include ornamental cast iron wall plates matched 

to the adjacent building. Staff notes that the plates on this building would likely not be required structurally and 

only added for aesthetics. The immediately adjacent building also has plates between the second and third floor 

and the third and fourth floor. Staff questions the addition of any wall plates on the reconstructed building as it 

may convey a false sense of history. Staff finds the other details regarding the brick detailing approvable. 

 

The applicant has provided a photo of the proposed brick which would be matched to the existing adjacent building 

and be more of a red brick rather than the more brown brick of the remaining two story portion. As the two story 

portion was likely rebuilt following the fire, the red brick of the neighboring building is more in line with the 

original construction of the building. Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the 

preferred color palette of brick for the rebuilt upper floors. 

 

The applicant has eliminated the previously proposed stair penthouse from the proposal in favor of a large hatch. 

Staff finds this a much preferred option for rooftop access and approvable. 

 

Staff notes that the VCC has received correspondence from the neighboring building owners expressing concern 

regarding the construction immediately adjacent to their walls. Staff will review all these details to ensure that best 

practice details are used at connections between the adjacent buildings and the reconstruction. 

 

Overall, staff recommends approval of the design development drawings but requests commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding the proposed structural plates and the brick color palette. 

   

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/09/2020 

 

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

the masonry wall would match the sister building on the left.  She went on to say that the mason told them that he 

could match it perfectly, that they would remove the decorative ties per staff’s request, and that VCC staff would 

be able to review the brick prior to installation.  Mr. Fifield opened the floor for Committee discussion.  Ms. 

DiMaggio asked if there was a plan to clean the existing brick.  Ms. Rodrigue stated yes.  Ms. DiMaggio went on 

to say that with regards to the ties she too would prefer that they be eliminated.  She went on to say that she was 

less concerned with the brick matching the adjacent building but that it should match the brick of this building. Mr. 

Fifield agreed that he would prefer the brick of the additional floors to match the existing two-story portion.  Ms. 

Rodrigue stated that it was her understanding that they were definitely trying to delineate between the new and the 

old with the banding being the separation.  With no further questions, or discussion, the Committee moved to the 

next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski, French Quarter Citizens 

French Quarter Citizens appreciates the overall approach and this sensitive restoration which seems very respectful 

of the site’s history. That being said we agree with the committee that the brick should match that which has 

existed for quite some time. We appreciate that the applicant will clean the facade as a part of the process but 

wonder if a test clean ahead of time would allow the mason to more effectively match the mortar color. The design 

guidelines clearly state: mortar profiles must match the original tooling, appearance and hardness” and "should be 

placed in joints in layers of no more than 3/8-inch thick and allowed to harden.” Throughout the district both new 

construction brickwork and repointing is being executed where the mortar is bright white or dark gray rather than 

tinted to match existing as design guidelines state. Mortar joints approaching 2 inches can also be found on brand 

new construction. While we are not familiar with the masonry company on this project being associated with work 

out of compliance we wish to underscore what the guidelines state ahead of time to avoid any issues. Further we 

ask that the VCC do more to assure work is done in compliance. When mortar doesn’t match it harms the visage of 

the entire area and rarely is it required to be corrected. 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t - 2 1 9  N .  P e t e r s   P a g e  | 7 

 

Stephen Cassiani, Secretary-North Peters Place Condominium Association (213-217 No. Peters)AND 

On behalf of the 223 North Peters Riverview Condominium Association 

Vieux Carre’ Commission Architectural Committee, 

 There are two important issues to be considered with regard to the application for 219 No. Peters: 

 #1: The plans rely upon the presence and integrity of the 219 side of the upriver (213-217) and downriver (223) 

“party walls” above the existing second floor. To my knowledge a survey has not been performed, above the 

ground level, to locate the position, relative to the lot lines, of the “party walls”, nor has a close-up, hands on 

inspection of the condition of those walls been done. Given that the building was lost to a fire and the 3rd and 4th 

floors were not rebuilt and the nearly 80 years that the walls have been exposed to the elements make it entirely 

possible that the walls do not have the integrity needed to support the construction as planned. 

 #2: The submitted plans show a reliance on 2” X 12” ledger boards secured by HILTI anchors into the “party 

walls” to support the added floors and roof and reference the “structural drawing for information”. However, no 

structural drawings are provided and there is no structural engineering report provided in support of the plans as 

submitted. It would seem prudent that if the project is approved, that separate interior structural walls be required 

rather than relying on the integrity of and avoiding damage to the potentially compromised river brick “party 

walls”. 

  

Motion and Discussion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to approve the design development drawings with no decorative plates, the brick to 

match the 2nd story construction and all mortar to comply with VCC design guidelines. Ms. DiMaggio seconded 

the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/10/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/10/2020 

Permit # 18-35621-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of design development plans of conceptually approved reconstruction of third and fourth floors, per 

materials received 02/13/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/10/2020 

 

The conceptual approval for this project was renewed at the 12/04/19 Commission meeting and since that time the 

applicant has submitted design development drawings that include more details. Staff finds the majority of the 

revised details approvable with some even being improvements over the previous submittal.  

 

One notable improvement on the current set is seen on the ground floor of the Clinton St. elevation where the 

applicant now proposes to fully restore the size and shape of one of the door openings that had been previously 

partially infilled. The only other significant change staff noted on this elevation is the addition of two new 

downspouts. The previous proposal proposed to connect to the existing downspouts of the two neighboring 

buildings. Staff has no objection to the introduction of new downspouts specific to this building. 

 

On the N. Peters elevation, the applicant is proposing similar new independent downspouts. Again, staff has no 

objection to these new elements. The only other noted change on the N. Peters elevation is the introduction of four 

new tie back plates shown just below the building’s cornice. The note for these calls them ornamental plates but 

they are shown as simple square plates. Typically, the Architecture Committee has preferred the use of round 

plates so there are no problems with alignment from plate to plate. 

 

The submitted roof plan also shows more information compared to the previous submittal. The submitted roof plan 

shows an elevator penthouse, a stair penthouse, HVAC equipment, and commercial kitchen exhaust and makeup 

air. The elevator penthouse is shown rising approximately 1’4” above the parapets and is located near the very 

center of the building. The HVAC and restaurant equipment is similarly sited at a good distance from the exterior 

walls. Staff finds this equipment consistent with the recommendations of the guidelines and approvable.  

 

The stair penthouse is shown at a distance of almost 20’ from the parapet wall and is shown as rising 6’8” above 

the parapet wall. Although staff finds this element will also be minimally visible, staff notes that this access is only 

for servicing the mechanical equipment. As such, staff finds a full height stair penthouse a little excessive and 

notes that in similar situations a simple roof hatch is most typically used. Additionally, this building does require a 

height waiver and it is unclear if this stair penthouse has been considered in that application as it would be the 

tallest element of the building. 

 

In summary, staff finds the design development drawings approvable but requests commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding the tie back plates and the stair penthouse. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/10/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Shull and Mr. Terrell present on behalf of the application. Ms. 
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DiMaggio asked if a roof hatch would be allowed.  Mr. Albrecht stated that he believed it would be.  Mr. Fifield 

asked how much brick had been changed from the original.  Mr. Terrell stated that all the brick had been altered.  

Mr. Block stated that staff would like to review any new brick before permitting.  Mr. Fifield stated that the 

architect might want to consider some kind of architectural element to divide the bricks, or perhaps change the face 

or coursing pattern.   

 

Mr. Bergeron moved to defer the application in order for the applicant to work future details including the brick, 

millwork and roof hatch possibility.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/04/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/04/19 

Permit # 18-35621-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Bryan Block 

 

Proposal to construct third and fourth floors on top of existing two-story building to restore historic condition, per 

application & materials received 10/26/18 & 09/19/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/04/19 

 

This proposal was initially reviewed by the Architecture Committee at the 11/13/18 meeting and the project was 

conceptually approved at the 12/05/18 Commission meeting. As the approval for that project is nearing one year 

old, at which time it would expire, the applicant asked to go back for the Committee and Commission to renew the 

approval for the overall project. The applicant has stated that they have been working on approvals for tax credits 

for this project. The full report below is still applicable and as a reminder this project consists of: 

 

• Reconstructing the third and fourth floors of this building which were destroyed in a 1941 fire 

• Matching details from the existing adjacent buildings 

 

Staff notes that the most recent submittal also includes violation corrections for several violations cited by VCC 

staff. 

 

Staff still has no objection to the proposed concept of restoring this building to four stories and recommends 

conceptual approval. Given the seemingly long timeline before construction will begin in earnest, staff 

recommends that the applicant proceed with the violation corrections as soon as possible. 

 

At the 11/12/19 AC meeting, a resident in the neighboring building stated that there were concerns about the effect 

the construction may have on the existing soft red brick walls of the existing shared common wall and that they 

were concerned about possible damage. Commissioner DiMaggio noted that once the construction was complete 

the masonry would be interior and therefore shielded from the elements resulting in a beneficial condition. Mr. 

Fifield noted that the current review was only conceptual and that subsequent reviews will look at more details. 

The matter was conceptually approved and forwarded to the Commission. Details for the new construction, 

should this be approved, will be forwarded to the AC for further review and approval prior to permitting. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/04/19 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/12/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/12/19 

Permit # 18-35621-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct third and fourth floors on top of existing two-story building to restore historic condition, per 

application & materials received 10/26/18 & 09/19/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/12/19 

 

This proposal was initially reviewed by the Architecture Committee at the 11/13/18 meeting and the project was 

conceptually approved at the 12/05/18 Commission meeting. As the approval for that project is nearing one year 

old, at which time it would expire, the applicant asked to go back for the Committee and Commission to renew the 

approval for the overall project. The applicant has stated that they have been working on approvals for tax credits 

for this project. The full report below is still applicable and as a reminder this project consists of: 
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• Reconstructing the third and fourth floors of this building which were destroyed in a 1941 fire 

• Matching details from the existing adjacent buildings 

 

Staff notes that the most recent submittal also includes violation corrections for several violations cited by VCC 

staff. 

 

Staff still has no objection to the proposed concept of restoring this building to four stories and recommends 

conceptual approval. Given the seemingly long timeline before construction will begin in earnest, staff 

recommends that the applicant proceed with the violation corrections as soon as possible. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/12/19 

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

that the only differences between the recent submittal and the one that had been previously approved were the lite 

patterns on the second floor windows and the addition of violation corrections. Mr. Kirk, in the audience, noted 

that he was a resident in the neighboring building and was speaking on behalf of the condo associations on either 

side of 219 N Peters. Mr. Kirk stated that there were concerns about the effect the construction may have on the 

existing soft red brick walls and that they were concerned about possible damage. Ms. DiMaggio noted that once 

the construction was complete the masonry would be shielded from the elements resulting in a beneficial 

condition. Mr. Fifield noted that the current review was only conceptual and that subsequent reviews will look at 

more details. 

Ms. DiMaggio moved to renew the conceptual approval of the proposal. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which 

passed unanimously. 

 

Vieux Carré Committee Meeting of     12/05/18    

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/05/18 

Permit # 18-35621-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct third and fourth floors on top of existing two-story building to restore historic condition, per 

application & materials received 10/26/18. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/05/18 

 

This existing two-story building is described in the description as a two store remnant of the continuous row of 4-

story buildings in this block. The applicants propose to restore the building by rebuilding the third and fourth floors 

to match the adjacent buildings in the row. Staff notes that a similar proposal to restore the third and fourth floors 

was reviewed and approved by the Commission in 1987 but that project obviously never came to fruition. 

 

Staff researched this building and found that a fire in March, 1941 that began across N. Peters jumped the street 

and damaged this building. An article from March 14, 1941 states that the building “was practically wrecked. The 

roof and floors down to the first collapsed.” (The New Orleans Item, March 13, 1941 – page 2) 

 

Following the 1941 fire, the third and fourth floors were never rebuilt. As the applicant proposes to match the 

details of the existing adjacent building, staff would consider this proposal as a true restoration of the building to 

its pre-1941 condition. This building is currently the shortest building in the block at two stories while the rest of 

the block has primarily three and four story buildings that are all similar in height. 

 

Although additional details and samples will need to be reviewed by staff and the Architecture Committee, staff 

finds the proposed concept of rebuilding the third and fourth floors conceptually approvable and recommends 

approval of the proposal with the applicant to return to the Committee to finalize details. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMITTEE ACTION:    12/05/18 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Rodrigue present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Taylor moved for 

conceptual approval of the proposal to reconstruct the third and fourth floors on top of the existing two-story 

building to restore the historic condition. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/13/18    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/13/18 

Permit # 18-35621-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct third and fourth floors on top of existing two-story building, per application & materials 

received 10/26/18. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/13/18 

 

This existing two-story building is described in the description as a two store remnant of the continuous row of 4-

story buildings in this block. The applicants propose to restore the building by rebuilding the third and fourth floors 

to match the adjacent buildings in the row. Staff notes that a similar proposal to restore the third and fourth floors 

was reviewed and approved by the Commission in 1987 but that project obviously never came to fruition. 

 

Staff researched this building and found that a fire in March, 1941 that began across N. Peters jumped the street 

and damaged this building. An article from March 14, 1941 states that the building “was practically wrecked. The 

roof and floors down to the first collapsed.” (The New Orleans Item, March 13, 1941 – page 2) 

 

Following the 1941 fire, the third and fourth floors were never rebuilt. As the applicant proposes to match the 

details of the existing adjacent building, staff would consider this proposal as a true restoration of the building to 

its pre-1941 condition. This building is currently the shortest building in the block at two stories while the rest of 

the block has primarily three and four story buildings that are all similar in height. 

 

At the roof level the applicant is indicating the installation of a total of eight mechanical units, 42” rails, and a new 

roof shed for stair access. There is no indication that the roof would be accessible to occupants or other users of the 

building but staff suggests that some minor changes occur so that this roof is clearly limited to mechanical 

equipment only. Staff recommends bringing the rails closer in towards the mechanical equipment and away from 

the building edges. 

 

Although additional details and samples will be required moving forward, staff finds the proposed concept of 

rebuilding the third and fourth floors approvable. Staff recommends that the Architecture Committee forward the 

application to the Commission with a recommendation of conceptual approval of the proposed restoration. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/13/18 

 

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

totally agreed with the proposed guardrail modification noted in the staff report. 

 

Mr. Block moved for conceptual approval provided no rooftop use. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the 

motion passed unanimously. 

 



828 Royal
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ADDRESS:  828 Royal Street 

OWNER:  Callipygian LLC    APPLICANT:  Jonathan O’Rear 

ZONING:  VCC-1      SQUARE:  47 

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

DENSITY       OPEN SPACE 

ALLOWED:     1 unit            REQUIRED:  441 sq. ft. 

EXISTING:      1 unit      EXISTING: 420 sq. ft. 

 PROPOSED:  no change     PROPOSED: no change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating:  Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

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

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

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

previous reports for additional history). 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

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

 

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

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

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

with a modified proposal to replace the existing wrought iron balcony outriggers with new steel outriggers. 

The new supports are shown as 1” wide, 3-1/2” tall at the building wall and tapering down to 1-1/2” tall at 

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

by 1-1/2” tall. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

preferred over the previously proposed additive approach. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

the back of the building.  

 

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

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

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/23/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/23/2020 

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

 

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

application & materials received 06/16/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/23/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

system.” 

 

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

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

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

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

any structural elements.  

 

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

Architecture Committee regarding this proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/23/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

No public comment 

Motion and discussion 

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

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

motion passed unanimously. 

 



524 Esplanade
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ADDRESS: 524 Esplanade Ave.   

OWNER: R. T. Kenny APPLICANT: Lewis Robinson 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 17 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

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

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

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

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

 

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

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

now connected to the main building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

sidewalls and installation of a new railing.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 



512-16 Conti
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ADDRESS: 512 & 516 Conti 

OWNER:   512 Conti, LLC  

ZONING:   VCC-2  

USE:  Mixed 

DENSITY 

Allowed:    

Existing:     

Proposed:   

 

APPLICANT: Scott Welty 

SQUARE: 29 

LOT SIZE: 4473 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE:    ***APPROX*** 

Required:   1341.9 sq. ft.  

Existing:   1189 sq. ft.  

Proposed:   No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

The buildings facing Conti Street are part of a row of brick warehouse buildings designed by the noted 

firm of Gurlie and Guillot in 1830 for the Baron de Pontalba. Plan book drawings show the original 

design which included arched openings with bars and bi-folding shutters in the warehouse tradition on the 

ground floor, and casement windows on the upper floors.  The rear four-story brick building, which is 

also rated green, was constructed for industrial use, as part of a rice mill.    

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/11/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-34872-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install kitchen hood vent and mechanical equipment in conjunction with a change of use from 

vacant to restaurant on the first floor, per application & materials received 07/17/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

The property underwent a massive renovation in 2019 and 2020, adding residential units in the upper 

floors of all three buildings. The first floors of all three buildings were left with a white box interior in 

expectation of a future occupant. The applicant is proposing to install a kitchen hood vent and HVAC 

condensers in conjunction with a change of use from vacant to restaurant on the first floor. The kitchen 

will be limited to the rear building, with restaurant seating in the courtyard and main buildings fronting 

Conti. The hood vent is shown up against the Bienville side parapet with no setback, with notes for a 42” 

tall mechanical guardrail spanning 10” past each side of the unit. Two (2) 7-ton condensers will also be 

installed, but their exact location is not shown, and staff is unsure which roof the applicant is proposing to 

add them to. Intake and exhaust vents are indicated in plan on the Chartres elevation of the rear building 

but are not shown in elevation or section. Staff will require additional information on the proposed units, 

location, and intake/exhaust vents, but does not find the proposed work to be outside the typical 

modifications needed to accommodate restaurant use.  

 

The proposed hood vent and rail will be visible from taller buildings in the Upper Quarter, particularly 

those on Iberville and Bienville. Staff recommends that the applicant submit details for a rail with an 

integrated screen, but finds the proposed work conceptually approvable. Staff recommends that the 

application be forwarded to the Commission with a positive recommendation for the change of use, and 

all final approvals for the outstanding items be handled at staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 



1228 Royal
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ADDRESS: 1228-30 Royal   

OWNER: Robert Ellis APPLICANT: Erika Gates 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

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

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

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

Barracks side of the building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-35433-VCCAM      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to install new keypad deadbolt door hardware with incorporated security camera, per application 

& materials received 07/23/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

The lock is proposed for an existing metal alleyway gate on the Barracks side of the building. Staff notes 

that this gate is set back from the street a few feet which will help to make any alternative door hardware 

installed in this location less obtrusive. 

 

The proposed keypad lock functions as a deadbolt only. Staff notes that there have been problems with 

other keyless door locks that only operate as deadbolts as the door or gate needs to be properly closed and 

aligned with the door jamb in order for the door to lock properly. Proposed lock specs state that it is not 

recommended for installation on metal doors. Staff wants to make sure the applicant is aware of these 

concerns. A camera is incorporated into the door lock and does not appear to be visually obtrusive. 

 

Staff has continuously searched for new keyless door hardware options and has found the most promising 

and visually appropriate technology utilizes Bluetooth technology, a small incorporated fingerprint 

scanner, or a combination of both. The use of the fingerprint scanner is very similar to what is seen on 

iPhones and similar modern cell phones and is setup in a similar way. The Bluetooth technology is found 

on almost all new cell phones allowing a person’s phone to be used to unlock the door. Temporary 

Bluetooth “keys” can be sent to service people or anyone who needs temporary access to the property. 

Staff has seen some of these locks still retain the option of using a traditional key.  

 

Although the Architecture Committee may find the proposed keypad lock approvable in this instance, 

staff believes that the biometric and Bluetooth technology should be greatly preferred over these visible 

keypads. As short-term rentals are not allowed in the vast majority of the district, staff does not see a need 

for keypad locks when this alternative technology and traditional key locks are readily available.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed keypad deadbolt. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 



822 Chartres
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ADDRESS: 822 Chartres St.   

OWNER: Scott Shows APPLICANT: Barry Siegel 

ZONING: VCC-1 SQUARE: 22 

USE: Commercial / Residential LOT SIZE: 1,500 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 300 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 200 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Plan book drawings document the original appearance of this fine block of six row houses, constructed 

in 1828 by architects Lemoine and Lambert.  The design included a continuous wrought iron balcony on 

the second floor; ground floor arched openings; and on the upper floors, square-headed openings 

(French doors and transoms on the second floor; short, double-hung windows on the third). Because it 

retains much of its original detailing, the subject building is rated of major architectural importance. 

 

Rating: Blue - of major architectural and/or historical importance. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-35756-VCPNT      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to install three (3) new cast iron boots at existing downspouts on the Chartres & Madison 

elevations, per application & materials received 07/27/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

The applicant approached staff noting that their copper downspouts had been stolen on several 

occasions. Staff suggested that a cast iron drain boot may be an appropriate solution to this problem. The 

applicant proposes to install a total of three (3) cast iron boots with two (2) located on the Madison 

elevation and one (1) located on the Chartres elevation.  

 

The proposed boots are made from cast iron and feature a round cross section and a discharge down 

directly into a subsurface system. The proposed boots are very simple and utilitarian without any 

decorative elements. There are many examples of existing boots that are either simple like the proposed 

or much more ornate. As this is a new installation and there is no evidence of a more decorative boot 

being in this location, staff finds the simplified design appropriate.   

 

The height of the boot can be customized and staff questions if the Architecture Committee or applicant 

would have preferences on the height of these elements. The same manufacture also makes a similar 

boot but featuring a square cross section. Staff questions if there would be a preference between the 

proposed round cross section and the alternate square profile.   

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the application with the Architecture Committee to comment 

if they have any preferences on the final design of the boots and all details to be worked out at the staff 

level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 



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

OWNER: L John Arbizzani, Haydee D 

Manual, Louis J Arbizzani, 

46 Avenida Menendez Inc, 

Mary R Beamer, Cody 

Childress, Theodore W Nass 

APPLICANT: Nicole Webre 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 28 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4096 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 6 Units REQUIRED: 1228.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

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

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

has French doors on the upper floors. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/11/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

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

Violation Case 19-10556-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

the Design Guidelines. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

work is not considered prescribed.  

 

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

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 
 

 



1118 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 1118 Burgundy Street   

OWNER: Kent G Nicaud APPLICANT: Bradley Shaffer 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 83 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4,090.7 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 4 units REQUIRED: 1227.2 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown  EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

C. 1832 four-bay brick Creole cottage with two detached two-story service buildings. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/11/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-32851-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 
 

Proposal to convert courtyard water feature to small swimming pool, per application & materials received 

07/01/2020. [STOP WORK ORDERS posted 06/19/2020 & 08/05/2020] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

On 06/19/2020, staff placed a stop work order for courtyard alterations, including installation of an 

exterior kitchen and conversion of a water feature to a small swimming pool. The applicant has submitted 

a proposal for the pool; the exterior kitchen is not addressed in this application. 

 

The new dipping pool will measure 15’-0” x 7’-6” and will slope from 3’-6” to 4’-6” deep. Staff notes 

that the raised water feature wall shown in the rendering and section is no longer included in the 

proposal. The pool will have three steps and a cocktail ledge, French gray plaster, and brick coping. 

Waterline tile or slate is not specified. Manufacturer’s specifications have been submitted for pool lights, 

but the number of lights and their proposed locations are not indicated on the drawings. Staff notes that 

the proposed Hayward ColorLogic lights are not approvable, as they are programmable color changing 

lights; only white lights are approvable within the District.  

 

The planters along the Gov. Nicholls-side property line will be modified to make room for the pool 

equipment, which includes a controller, pump, and salt cell manufactured by Hayward. The applicant has 

stated that the equipment could be installed on a pad in the planter without removing it, or it can be 

reduced in size and the equipment installed directly on the pavers. No screening is included in this 

proposal, and no alterations to drainage are shown on the plans. Staff does not find the option of installing 

the equipment in the planter to be approvable, and requests that the applicant provide a plan showing the 

layout of the equipment and details for lattice screening. 

 

Staff notes an apparent conflict between the site plan and photographs of the existing conditions, which 

show the edges of the pool much closer to the Burgundy and Gov. Nicholls side planters than the 

dimensions on the site plan indicate. Staff is unsure if the area will have adequate circulation space once 

the pool is finished, but is concerned that this area may become dangerous if the pool is overly large for 

the square footage of the courtyard. Staff requests that the applicant confirm all dimensions indicated in 

the site plan are accurate and adequate circulation space will be provided; the overall size of the pool may 

need to be reduced to avoid tripping hazards. 

 

The VCC Design Guidelines state 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.” (VCC DG: 10-11) 

 

Staff finds the proposed pool to meet these requirements, conceptually, but notes that to-scale drawings 

will be required prior to permit. The pool must meet all code requirements and zoning ordinances and 

require approval from both of these agencies prior to commencement of work. The lights must be revised 

to meet VCC Design Guidelines, and any modifications to drainage will require further review by the 

Committee prior to final approval. Staff recommends conceptual approval of the pool, with the proviso 

that adequate, safe circulation space must be provided without needless demolition and removal of 

planters.  All revised drawings must be submitted to staff for final review prior to permit. 

 

Staff notes that the STOP WORK ORDER will remain in place for the work on the exterior kitchen in the 

front courtyard, which has not been reviewed or permitted by the VCC.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 



536 Dumaine
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ADDRESS: 536 Dumaine   

OWNER: William Kerins & Ruth Boulet APPLICANT: Toni DiMaggio 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 22 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 4,820 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 8 Units     REQUIRED: 1,446 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 2 Units     EXISTING: 1,762 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Historical rating:  Main and Service Buildings: Green - of Local Architectural or Historical Significance 

Carriageway Façade: Unrated 

 

Unusual in its intactness, this site of an early industrial-residential complex extended from Dumaine to 

Madison Street and, as early as 1828, included a bakery establishment (Paul Dedunnes Poincy Bakery, 1828; 

U.S. Bakery, 1860s).  The main building on Dumaine Street is a non-altered (with exception of wrought iron 

gallery), two-story Creole style brick dwelling.  The original exterior carriageway entrance (830 Dumaine), 

already filled in with 20th century construction, was destroyed in December, 1988 by a bus accident.   

 

An extant contract of 1830 identifies William Brand, the architect of the Hermann-Grima House, as the 

builder of the two buildings at 529 Madison Street.  This contract noted that the front structure was to be used 

as the bakery and the rear building as a flour store.  A cross-walk/bridge was specified in the contract to 

connect the two buildings.  Today this bridge is replaced with brown-rated construction.  

 

In 1901, the following improvements were described at the site:  "The old and well-established bakery, store 

and warehouse, 532-36 Dumaine, containing stores, dining room, kitchen, bedroom in main building, and 

buildings in yard and rear, with oven capacity for baking at each batch of a large quantity of bread..." 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

Permit # 20-37084-VCGEN           Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht  

 

Proposal to modify gallery structure previously modified without benefit of VCC review or approval, 

per application & materials received 08/03/2020.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted a new application to attempt to resolve the work that exceeded the 

previously approved permit. The new proposal is similar to previous proposals with the major exception 

being where the outriggers meet the building wall. The applicant now proposes to install a new 4” tall by 

3/8” thick flat bar welded to the end of the outriggers. The flat bar would then be bolted to the masonry 

wall. Although the VCC has approved similar details, generally when new galleries are added to 

buildings, staff finds this detail to be inferior to the traditional detail and the previously existing thru-

wall outriggers.  

 

Staff notes that there is no stucco on this wall which, if there were, might allow the flat bar to be slightly 

recessed into the stucco. As-is, the flat bar would be clearly visible on the surface of the bricks.  

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to revise the proposal to feature thru-

wall outriggers. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 
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Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     06/17/2020   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:         06/17/2020 

Permit # 20-30378-VCGEN           Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht  

  

Proposal to retain gallery work which exceeded previously approved scope of work, per application &  

materials received 06/02/2020 and as per Architecture Committee deferral of 06/09/2020.   

  

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:      06/17/2020  

  

The Architecture Committee moved to forward this application to the full Commission following their  

review at the 06/10/2020 meeting in order to get feedback from the Commission regarding the situation.  

  

A permit was issued for the renovation of this building on 06/12/2019 which included the installation of  

new synthetic decking at the gallery. On 03/24/2020 staff observed work underway which exceeded the  

scope of the approved plans. The observed work included the installation of all new metal structure  

under the gallery and the complete removal of the gallery railing. A Stop Work Order was posted as a  

result of the observed work. At the last Architecture Committee meeting the contractor stated that  

following the removal of the decking they discovered that the underlying metal framework was in poor  

condition. VCC staff was not informed of the discovery or the change in plans for the work.  

  

Following the Stop Work Order, staff began conversing with the applicant regarding the work that had  

been done that was not shown in the approved plans. Staff expressed concerns regarding the strength of  

the connection between the historic outriggers and the new outriggers, the observed variation in one  

outrigger to the next and the overall appearance of this condition, the use of a “C” channel at the  

perimeter of the gallery, and the tall vertical metal pieces in the location of the gallery railing.  

  

Regarding the structural integrity of the connection, the contractor relayed through the applicant that the  

connection is significantly stronger than the metal itself. Regarding the other visual aspects of the work,  

the applicant proposes various methods to attempt to minimize any differences from the previously  

existing. This includes grinding down the connection between the old outrigger stub and the new metal,  

reinstalling the existing railing, and wrapping the new “C” channel in wood.  

  

The Guidelines generally are against the removal of viable historic fabric and favor repairs over  

replacement. Staff finds it unfortunate that the metal framework of the gallery was completely replaced 

without benefit of VCC review or approval and potentially viable historic fabric removed in favor of  

new materials. The Architecture Committee was also concerned regarding the removal of potentially  

viable historic fabric and questioned what recourse the VCC may have in this and similar situations  

where contractors greatly exceed the approved work.  

  

Staff requests commentary from the Commission regarding this situation.  

  

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:        06/17/2020 

Ms. DiMaggio recused herself before the staff report was read. 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report.  There was no one present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Villareal 

asked whom the original architect was on the case.  Mr. Albrecht stated Ms. DiMaggio.  Mr. Villareal 

stated that this was a rather touchy situation since she is on the Commission as well.  He went on to state 

that Ms. DiMaggio knew the guidelines so what was the Commission supposed to do here.  Mr. Block 

stated that he was unsure if she was responsible for construction administration as architects often are 

not.  Ms. Bourgogne stated that at the Committee hearing last week a John Perez was present on behalf 

of Ultimate Ironworks and that he claimed responsibility.   

 

Mr. Fifield concurred with Mr. Block, stating that this would be an extra service and it is up to the client 

if they wish to pay for this service or not.  With that said, Mr. Fifield went on to comment on the work 

as “horrible.”  Mr. Fifield then stated that he could not see how the Commission could allow this to 

remain.   

 

Ms. Gasperecz agreed with Mr. Fifield and reiterated that architects aren’t always present on site when 

work is conducted.  She went on to inquire into the masonry contractor sign seen in the photos stating 

“VCC approved.”  She then asked Mr. Block if this was ok.  Mr. Block stated that the sign was very 

disturbing and that he had contacted legal about it.  Ms. Gasperecz then opened the floor for questions 

and comments. 
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Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski, FQC 

While we are disappointed at the loss of historic fabric caused by the alteration of the outriggers at this 

address, the damage is done. Trying to modify what has been done to be less visually intrusive only piles 

on to the problem. Unfortunately the only way to correct this problem will be to replace all the pieces 

with new outriggers matching the original units. While yes this is a messy and more expensive option it 

is the only option. Galleries were designed with outriggers that go into the building so that the front 

facade is supporting the center of each one. Personally I have very specific experience in that we 

purchased a house that had the original gallery destroyed in total when a car drove into it. After purchase 

we had to remove our front room ceiling to attach new outriggers to support the new gallery. Had we not 

done this  we could potentially have had to rebuild the porch entirely since it has been hit twice since. 

 

I thank the commissioners for noting the signage from Historic Masonry which says “VCC approved.’ 

This is the contractor who also did the sloppy masonry at the other item on today’s agenda. He is also 

the contractor who illegally demolished the charming lean-to shed at 1005-1009 St Philip and 

reconstructed another in its place on the same day. That structure was ordered demolished by S&P 

because not one brick was straight, level or in plane. His mortar joints are sloppy,  as much as 2 inches 

thick, his mortar is too wet and he makes no attempt to blend with existing as the design guidelines 

require. I would hope the VCC would never recommend such any contractor whose work is so poor and 

shoddy. 

 

Motion: 

Mr. Fifield made the motion for the denial of the retention of the gallery work which exceeded approved 

scope of work.  Mr. Villareal seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/10/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/10/2020 

Permit # 20-30378-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of proposed changes to gallery structure and details, per application & materials received 

06/02/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/10/2020 

 

A permit was issued for the renovation of this building on 06/12/2019 which included the installation of 

new synthetic decking at the gallery. On 03/24/2020 staff observed work underway which exceeded the 

scope of the approved plans. The observed work included the installation of all new metal structure 

under the gallery and the complete removal of the gallery railing. A Stop Work Order was posted as a 

result of the observed work. 

 

Following the Stop Work Order staff began conversing with the applicant regarding the work that had 

been done that was not shown in the approved plans. Staff expressed concerns regarding the strength of 

the connection between the historic outriggers and the new outriggers, the observed variation in one 

outrigger to the next and the overall appearance of this condition, the use of a “C” channel at the 

perimeter of the gallery, and the tall vertical metal pieces in the location of the gallery railing. 

 

Regarding the structural integrity of the connection, the contractor relayed through the applicant that the 

connection is significantly stronger than the metal itself. 

 

Regarding the appearance of the outriggers and the “C” channel, the applicant proposes to grind down 

the projecting remnant of the outriggers to make the transition between the old and new outrigger as 

seamless as possible without compromising the structural integrity of the connection. For the “C” 

channel, the applicant proposes to wrap the metal in wood with matching beaded boards on both the 

front and back sides of the metal. It does not appear any wood is proposed for the underside of the metal 

where it spans from one post to the next. 

 

The applicant noted that the vertical metal pieces in the railing location were installed long to provide 

adequate extra material for the railing installation. The applicant stated that the railings would be 

installed at the same height and would not be raised. 

The Guidelines generally are against the removal of viable historic fabric and favor repairs over 

replacement. Staff finds it unfortunate that the metal framework of the gallery was completely replaced 
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without benefit of VCC review or approval and potentially viable historic fabric removed in favor of 

new materials. However, given the circumstances, staff does not see reasonable alternatives to the 

proposed retentions.  

 

Staff seeks clarification of the treatment at the underside of the metal “C” channel but otherwise finds 

the proposal approvable. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/10/2020 

 

Ms. DiMaggio recused herself prior to the reading of the report.   

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Perez from Ultimate Ironworks present on behalf of the application.  

Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if there were any comments or questions.  Mr. Bergeron asked staff what 

recourse the VCC possessed in situations like this where people simply go overboard and historic fabric is 

removed.  Mr. Block stated that there was a permit for decking, but the question here is about structure.  Mr. 

Albrecht concurred, there was a decking permit and that the applicant exceeded the scope.  Mr. Fifield stated 

that he shared Mr. Bergeron’s concerns about the loss of historic fabric and the structure.  Mr. Perez stated that 

he was not sure why the proposal did not go before the VCC.  He went on to say that once the decking was 

removed, they realized that the structural elements had been previously altered and that they feared leveling the 

existing structure.  Mr. Fifield stated that sometimes you need to fix the inside instead of the outside.  He asked 

the applicant if they had considered this and examined the interior.  The applicant stated that they had and the 

interior was completely repaired.  Satisfied, the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

No public comment 

 

Motion and Discussion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to defer the matter to the full Commission.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and 

the motion passed unanimously.  
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