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ADDRESS:    626 Bourbon 

OWNER:  The Marie Laveau Foundation 
ZONING:  VCE 

USE:   Commercial – retail   

DENSITY 

Allowed: 1 Unit 

Existing:  None  

Proposed: No change

 

APPLICANT:  John C. Williams 

SQUARE: 61  

LOT SIZE:  1280 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 384 sq. ft. 

Existing:    None  

Proposed:   None  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 

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

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

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

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

 

Proposal to install secondary gallery rail to achieve code compliance, per application & materials received 

02/24/17 & 09/01/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

Following discussion with the Committee on 08/28/2020, the applicant abandoned the proposal to raise 

the cast iron rail and is instead proposing to add a 42” tall secondary rail for code compliance as required 

by the Fire Marshal. The new rail is shown offset 2” behind the cast iron rail and is noted as having 

vertical post supports at “same spacing as existing rail,” “to be painted the same color as existing 

decorative rail.”  

 

Staff finds the proposed secondary rail to be significantly more successful than the previously proposed 

options to raise the existing rail, but requests that the applicant specify the sizing of the metal components 

and provide details showing the attachment on the underside of the gallery. Staff adds that the visibility of 

the secondary rail from the street may be further minimized by setting it back another inch or two and 

painting it to match the approved wall color instead of painting it the same color as the existing rail.  

 

Overall, staff finds the secondary rail to be preferable to the options presented on 08/28 and recommends 

conceptual approval with additional information and revisions to be provided as noted above. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

was found. 

 

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

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

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

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

top. 

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

overall height of 3’-6”. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Staff seeks the guidance of the Committee.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

Fifield asked the applicants if they would like to respond to the staff report. Mr. Williams stated that the 

Fire Marshal would only consider the measurement for the rail height to the top bar and not to the tip of 

the finials mounted on top.  Because of this, they proposed the two-bar scenario submitted for review. He 

went on to say that they want to keep the existing rail but must meet the 42” height requirement.  He 

stated that Option 2 was less desirable than Option 1, but that they would work with the VCC on 

developing any of the options.  

 

Mr. Fifield asked Mr. Williams if they were able to locate matching castings to extend the balcony rail 

into a gallery rail; Mr. Williams answered that they had.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee members if 

they had any questions or comments.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she found Option 1 the most viable but 

was concerned about how horizontal it appeared; she added that a vertical proposal may be viewed more 

favorably.  Mr. Williams asked the Committee if they should improve the two-bar option or propose a 

solid bar, possibly with a decorative punch.  Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if they had considered 

installing a plain, independent rail behind the existing rail to achieve the necessary height; Mr. Williams 

responded that they had done this at other locations but here it would have to be 7” or higher.  Mr. Fifield 

stated that a separate rail would take pressure off the finials. He went on to say that he believed there were 

two potential options, verticals below or a separate rail.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he agreed.  He added 

that another option would be to recast the entire rail, but he was not in favor of this idea; Mr. Fifield and 

Ms. DiMaggio agreed that they would not support that proposal.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she 

supported the separate rail option. Satisfied, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

As previously noted by this committee, this project had been done piecemeal making the end result 

difficult to envision. We are concerned that this is not an accident but rather by design to facilitate 

approval of the numerous and extensive changes. Sadly this current renovation render the original 
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building all but unrecognizable and completely changes the  streetscape. As we all know the VCC’s 

mission is to preserve and protect the Vieux Carre. This project is less about preservation than expanding 

in all directions to maximize commercial value for a longtime owner. At the project outset this balcony-

to-gallery conversion was sold to the committee as not for occuapancy and simply adjacent to office 

space. Now the applicant is requesting yet another signifcant change for code compliance indicating the 

balcony will indeed be used commercially. French Quarter Citizens requests that the VCC consider 

adding and enforcing measures within the design guidelines and CZO to prevent more detrimental 

architectural changes under the guise of “unforeseen circumstances” at the hands of property owners and 

architects with extensive experience and knowledge of the area. Had this project had a comprehensive 

plan presented at the outset many of these changes could have been avoided or at least minimized. Had 

the committee known the railing would need such extensive changes would it have approved the gallery 

in the first place? Perhaps the best solution to this railing issue is that the balcony be left as it was. 

 

Motion and Discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggio stated that she was confident that a code-compliant solution could be arrived upon that 

would be acceptable to the VCC staff and governing agencies, and made the motion to defer the 

application in order to allow the applicant to modify the proposal, or proposals, based on the discussion 

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

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      06/17/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/17/2020 

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

 

Proposal to rebuild and increase height of roof of main building to improve drainage, per application & 

materials received 02/24/17 & 06/01/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/17/2020 

 

The existing roof was approved for removal and reconstruction under the permit issued on 07/12/2018, 

due to rot and deterioration of the roof structure. Upon further study, the applicant is proposing to rebuild 

the roof 14” taller than existing in order to improve the drainage in the internal gutters on the St. Peter and 

Toulouse sides of the building. The structure will be reinforced by creating a knee wall under the gutter, 

independent from the roof rafter support, and increasing the pitch of the gutters slightly to enable easy 

flow of rainwater. The pitch of the roof will not be changed. 

 

The applicant submitted a report from Mosaic Engineering and Consulting regarding the proposed 

alterations to the roof height and drainage. The report states: 

 

“The current design shows a continuous, flat gutter being provided along the hidden eaves of 

the facility’s a-frame roof structure. A small parapet hides the eave and gutter on one eave 

while an adjacent masonry wall encloses the other gutter on the other side of the building. 

[…] 

 

It is Mosaic’s professional opinion that the replacement of the original detail would not be a 

good idea as the flat gutter system will most likely lead to standing water and debris 

collection within the gutters. Over time, the debris and standing water will create holes in the 

copper and associated seams, leading to hidden rot and other deterioration due to moisture 

penetration. […] Mosaic understands that a second opinion has been suggested in which the 

entire roof structure is raised roughly 20 inches [Staff note: this calculation was revised after 

the letter was written; the roof will only be raised 14”]. The gutters would still be hidden, 

constructed of copper, and would still drain only at each end; however, the additional roof 

height would allow at least a ¼-inch per foot slope to be built into the gutters. This drainage 

would eliminate the standing water and greatly reduce the potential for debris to build up 

within the gutter system. In turn, this would increase the longevity of the drainage system and 

overall life span of the completed repairs.” 

 

The applicant has confirmed that the roof does not need to be raised by 20” to achieve adequate drainage 

and has submitted revised drawings that propose to increase the height of the roof by 14”. On 5/22/2020, 

staff inspected a mockup of the increased roof height and was confident that the roof would not be visible 

from the street. On 06/10/2020, the Committee recommended conceptual approval of the additional roof 

height to improve the drainage conditions at this building and avoid future rot and deterioration. 

 

Staff notes that the recommendation for conceptual approval carries a proviso that the applicant must 

receive approval from all applicable regulatory agencies and boards, and that any necessary waivers must 

be obtained before permits will be issued. The French Quarter has been established as an Interim Zoning 

District for one year as we study appropriate allowable heights for the District. Previously, the entire 
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ADDRESS:  1005-09 St. Philip Street 

OWNER: Balentine Carbondale Holdings LLC 

ZONING:   VCR-1 

USE:   Residential 

 

DENSITY 

Allowed:   3 units (approx.) 

Existing:   1 Unit 

Proposed:  No Change 

 

APPLICANT:   John C. Williams 

SQUARE:   105 

LOT SIZE:   2792.4 sq. ft. (approx.) 

 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:   837.7 sq. ft. (approx.) 

Existing:   Unknown 

Proposed:   No Change 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This address actually consists of two historic lots of record, upon which separate buildings stand.  At 

1005, there is a circa 1895 2-bay shotgun cottage. At 1009-11, however, a c. 1830 frame Creole cottage 

was demolished in the 1940's. The historic service building at the rear property line was rebuilt, probably 

using the original materials. The small shed at the front property line has no significance. 

 

Rating: 1005 St. Philip -- Green - of local architectural and/or historical importance.   

1007-09 St. Philip -- Rear “kitchen”-- orange - unrated 20th century construction;  

shed at front property line -- brown of no architectural significance.  
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit #18-01001-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Review of proposed revisions to courtyard water fountain, per application & materials received 01/28/18 

& 09/01/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

[NOTE: The Committee is reviewing the revised proposal for architectural merit and Design 

Guidelines appropriateness only. Zoning compliance will not be discussed as it is outside the VCC’s 

purview. Any discussion regarding the location of the fountain should be directed to the Board of 

Zoning Adjustments.] 

 

On 08/19/2020, the Commission reviewed an appeal of the Committee’s approval and deferred the 

application for 30 days to provide the appellant time to file an appeal with the Board of Zoning 

Adjustments and to give the applicant and property owners an opportunity to pursue compromises in the 

design to address the neighbors’ concerns. The applicant has revised the proposal as follows:  

 

The grapefruit tree is no longer being proposed but is noted in the same location as “new fruit tree with 

noninvasive root system.” Staff requests that the dimensions of this space be provided on the drawings 

and that the applicant propose specific species of tree so staff can verify that it will not cause disruption to 

the foundations of the existing walls and fence before granting approval in this location.  

 

The fountain design has been modified with the goal of pulling the water sources away from the existing 

brick fence to avoid moisture wicking. The fountainhead is shown mounted to a steel support plate, offset 

6” from the brick wall and anchored below. Instead of applying waterproofing directly to the existing 

brick fence, a CMU knee wall (shown with a brick cap and PVC pond vapor barrier) will be added 

between the fence and the basin. The brick basin is slightly larger in each direction (increasing in depth 

from 3’-9” to 5’-1”) and is now proposed as 1’-9” tall so it can be used as a garden seat. The added height 

also reduces the potential splash from the sugar kettle as the water flows into the basin, which should 

further protect the brick fence.  

 

Staff does not consider any of the proposed changes detrimental to the appearance of the fountain and 

considers it to fit within the tout ensemble of the French Quarter. The added layer of CMU, increased 

waterproofing measures (this design also calls for “steel support and mesh, shop drawings to be submitted 

to the VCC”), and pulling the fountainhead away from the wall should all serve to protect the brick fence 

from moisture and wicking, addressing preservation concerns. Staff requests additional development of 

the steel fountainhead support to ensure that it is appropriately detailed, as well as submittal of 

manufacturer’s specifications for all pumps and equipment. Overall, staff finds the proposed alterations to 

the design to be in keeping with the Design Guidelines and VCC purview and recommends conceptual 

approval with final details and materials to be submitted to staff for final review prior to permit issuance.   

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      08/19/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/19/2020 

Permit #18-01001-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal of Architectural Committee approval to renovate courtyard, per application & materials received 

01/28/18 & 05/13/2020, respectively. [Written notice of appeal received 06/17/2020.] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/19/2020 

 

On 05/20/2020, the Committee approved a proposal to modify the courtyard pavers and to install two 

small arbors and a fountain along the N. Rampart-side wall. The neighboring property owner at 1011 St. 

Philip is appealing the Committee’s decision, which found the proposed work to be appropriate and 

within VCC Design Guidelines.  

 

The proposed work is as follows: 

• Two arbors, measuring 7’-10” tall, will be installed along the N. Rampart side wall in the courtyard. 

Since the arbors will be below 8’-0” in height there are no issues with building code compliance. The 

arbors are shown tied down at grade with Simpson clips and are set back 11” away from the masonry 

wall to prevent vegetation from attaching and climbing the brick. This work is easily reversible, does 

not damage or alter historic materials, and fits the tout ensemble, the arbors were found to meet VCC 

Design Guidelines. 

 

• The rear arbor will frame a fountain comprised of a salvaged sugar kettle, wall-mounted fountainhead 

and the pump will be embedded in the brick base below the kettle. The Committee asked the 

applicant to increase the height of the waterproofing against the brick wall to avoid any potential 

issues with deterioration due to moisture from splashing. The applicant agreed to extend the 

waterproofing; the Committee was satisfied and approved the fountain with final details to be 

reviewed and approved at staff level prior to permit. The materials, size, location, proportion and style 

are typical and commonplace in the Quarter and approvable within the VCC Design Guidelines.  

 

• The existing flagstone pavers will be brought down to grade at the walkway between the side gallery  

and the St. Philip-side gate, eliminating the small step down. New pavers will be installed to extended 

behind the utility shed, adjacent to the HVAC cabinet. Sand-set flagstone steppingstones will be 

installed between the parking area and the rear kitchen building, around the existing sweet olive tree 

and proposed fountain. The new flagstone will match the existing pavers, and no drainage alterations 

will be necessary since most of the new work is permeable. Staff found the proposed alterations 

minimal and appropriate within the VCC Design Guidelines. 

 

During the Committee meetings, several concerns were raised by the appellant regarding the 

approvability of the proposed landscaping work. Most of these concerns were related to the distance 

between the fountain and property line rather than being directly related to the VCC’s scope of concern. 

Since the VCC will not approve work that deviates from the CZO, the Committee deferred the first 

proposal to allow the applicant to consult with Zoning. and return with confirmation that they would not 

be required to set the fountain at least 3’-0” from the property line, and that the paving plan allowed for 

enough permeable open space. Zoning Administrator Nicholas Kindel reviewed the preliminary drawings 

and found them to be approvable within the CZO (with some slight revisions to the pavers, increasing the 

permeable square footage). VCC staff returned to the Committee with Mr. Kindel’s assessment, and the 

Committee approved the work (with provisos for minor revisions), with the understanding that the codes 

and regulations for all other governing agencies must be met or permits will not be issued.  

 

Staff does not find a basis for overturning the Committee’s decision on the basis of compatibility with the 

Design Guidelines and recommends denial of the appeal. 

 

In response to the appeal, Mr. Kindel provided the following statement: 

 

With regards to the VCC appeal for 1005-1009 St Phillip Streets, the Zoning Division of Safety 

and Permits found the proposed water feature to be compliant with the CZO. In Section 21.6 and 

Section 21.7 of the CZO, there are a number of setback requirements to the property line for 

accessory structures. In general, these restrictions apply to accessory structures in a required 

yard area. In the French Quarter, there are not required yards, so these setback requirements for 
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accessory structures would not apply. Section 21.6.GG.4 states that a water features shall be 

located a minimum of 3 feet from the property; however, this setback does not apply because the 

proposed water feature is not located in a required yard setback. Therefore, the proposed water 

feature is compliant with zoning. 

 

If the appellant does not believe that this is the correct interpretation of the zoning ordinance, 

then an appeal should be made to the Board of Zoning Adjustments which has jurisdiction over 

zoning interpretation appeals.   

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    08/19/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Ms. Szalwinski present as the appellant and Mr. Williams, Ms. 

Bardwell and Mr. and Ms. Balentine present representing the application for work at 1005-09 St Philip.   

 

[At approximately 1:37 Mr. Villareal and Ms. Lawrence joined the meeting.]   

 

Mr. Williams stated that they agreed with the staff and zoning report, and that they would appreciate the 

Commission upholding the decision of the Architecture Committee and denying the appeal.  Mr. Fifield 

asked if there was an applicant/appellant present; Ms. Szalwinski responded that she was.  She stated that 

she disagreed with Mr. Kindel’s interpretation of the CZO and that the 3’-“ setback should apply.  She 

voiced concern that moisture would wick through the existing brick fence, which extends to the rear of 

her property and into her dependency. She was also concerned that the fountain pump may leak 

underground. She stated that she had no issue with a fountain or plants as long as the 3’-0” setback is 

observed, and the plants should not encroach on her property or cause any foundation damage due to root 

spread.  Ms. Gasperecz called the two-minute time limit and asked the Commissioners if they had any 

questions. They did not, so Ms. Gasperecz moved on to the next agenda item.   

 

Public Comment: 

 

Lynn Kirby 

Dear VCC Council Members, 

Please consider asking the owners of the property at 1005-09 to move their proposed fountain three feet 

from the property lines.  Water features attached to shared walls often cause significant damage to the 

adjacent property because of water intrusion over the course of the years.There are so many beautiful free 

standing water features that can be designed into a courtyard that taking the risk of damaging a neighbor's 

property is not worth the risk. A water feature is a decorative item and is not a "necessary" part of new 

construction. 

Additionally fruit trees drop a significant amount of fruit.  In an open area where the trees are cultivated 

the guidelines suggest a fifteen feet circumference to allow the trees to grow to their best fruit bearing 

ability.  Placing a tree too close to the property line is not good for the tree and is asking the neighbor to 

maintain part of the tree. Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

 

Mary Bonney, Owner of Arlo's 

Today I am appealing the landscape plan at 1005-1009 St Philip for the following reasons: the fountain 

basin is attached to the rear brick fence-wall which runs into our rear building so we are concerned about 

moisture intrusion causing structural issues, attracting rodents, insects and termites. The grapefruit tree 

location is inches from both our and their rear buildings and will cause structural damage to both if it is 

planted so close. the jasmine trellis is so close to the rear fence that we will be force to maintenance the 

vines. We only ask that they move the fountain 3 feet off the property line as stated in the CZO and plant 

the tree away from all buildings to give it room to grow. 

 

Jamie Miller 

Hello, 

I am emailing to voice my opposition to the proposed landscape plan at 1005-1009 St Philip. I am a 

resident of the street and the block.  I oppose the proposed location of the fountain and vegetation. I feel 

that, per the CZO, the proposed location is not appropriate and should instead be three feet off of the 

property line. Particularly, the proposed location can potentially cause moisture problems and structural 

damage to adjacent properties. The VCC should take appropriate action to protect the integrity of the 

Quarter by preventing potential damage to the neighboring property. I support the beautification of 

individual properties and the Quarter but such actions should not jeopardize other properties. 

Thank you 

 

Karen Glaser Stein 

I am writing to object to the landscape plan at 1005-1009 St. Philip St.  As per the existing plan, the 

fountain is not 3 feet from the property line.  In my opinion, complying with the codes in place will 

enhance the design and not create future issues.  Leaks can not only impact the owners, but neighbors as 
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well. Fountains are a wonderful addition to any court yard, but they must be done correctly. 

Additionally, foliage should be placed to stay within the owners domain.  If vines and trees are planted 

without fore thought of growth potential, then structures adjacent to the trees and plants could be 

adversely impacted. 

Thank you. 

 

Lani Ramos 

To whom it may concern, 

I oppose the courtyard proposal at 1005-1009 St Philip. The fountain using the fence for one of its sides 

will inevitably lead to moisture intrusion when, not if, the liner degrades or is eaten through by FQ rats. 

this will lead to termites and rot. The plans would be fine if they just move the fountain and plantings 

away from the property line and plant  the citrus tree where it has space to grow without hitting the 

building and foundation.  

As a side note I ask that the owners instruct their contractors to not park on sidewalks and sit in their 

excessively large work trucks with the engines running as it has been extremely disturbing for the 

neighbors for two years now. The exhaust coming from these trucks go into our homes and patios.  

One more additional request. Like trucks with exhaust, I would like consideration on banning all 

handheld blowers. It's absolutely ridiculous for small to medium sized courtyard owners to hire gardners 

with massive gasoline blowers to blow leave blowing in gasoline fumes into neighbors courtyards. It's 

gotten out of control.  

Thank you for your time.  

 

Terrence Patrick Jacobs 

1005-09 St Philip 

I oppose the location of the proposed fountain which uses the common fence-wall between our properties 

as the rear of its retention basin and uses submersible pump. Inevitably moisture problems will result in 

my building wall and theirs not just from splash back but also because the rubber liners quickly degrade 

in our climate. This fence-wall directly connects to the masonry of the rear portion of my home. We are 

all aware of the problems of moisture wicking and the damage it causes to French Quarter bricks. This 

leads to structural damage, deterioration of interior finishes, insect and rodent problems and attracts 

termite nests that can affect structure in the entire block. These concerns are undoubtedly part of the 

reason for the three foot set back requirement in the CZO. In addition to building damage, I am also 

concerned about the increase in noise and humidity as well as mosquito and rodent issues, especially on a 

unoccupied commercial property. We are already dealing with an extended insect 

and 

rodent infestation as a result of this project which for seventeen years has never been a problem. 

The wording in the CZO is quite clear and specific. Whenever there is a carve out for a historic district is 

is clearly noted in the pertinent section of the CZO. The majority of these amendments make the zoning 

in the historic areas more restrictive. Reviewing the email chain of VCC staff in public records, two 

things become quite clear. The first is that the staff found the very plain language regarding water features 

once it was pointed out to them. The second is that rather than following the CZO, the staff set about 

trying to find a way to work around it. Erin, whose husband is an attorney, seems to be the origination of 

the idea of using a “qualified yard.” It is also clear that the staff forwarded this work-around to Mr. 

Kindel rather than simply waiting for his interpretation of the CZO language. This interpretation is 

creative but, dubious at best and dangerous at worst. The concept of a qualified yard does not appear in 

relation to water features in the CZO and following this line of reasoning would strip the Quarter of most 

of the protections afforded by the zoning regulations. 

 

Calla Bardwell, John Williams Architects 

We have and continue to be happy to work with the VCC to design and construct in accordance with the 

Design Guidelines and historically commonplace precedents. The arbors, which appear to be a concern of 

the appellants, are in fact proposed at 2’-0” off the property line. This can be seen in the drawing on page 

A7.0 & A7.2. We have diligently researched waterproofing options and best practices for the fountain and 

the longevity of the Balentine’s brick wall. The location was verified with the Zoning Administrator, with 

confirmation on May 13th the water feature is not subject to the 3’ setback. The plans were then publicly 

reviewed at the VCC AC meeting on May 20th and approved. A BZA variance has been approved, as of 

December 10th 2018 for this property (please see attached). This landscaping element has been considered 

and reviewed for quite some time now and we have done our best to be cognizant of standards. 

 

Nikki Szalwinski, French Quarter Citizens 

While the Balentines claim they own the fence in total it is not on their legal title. They are claiming 

several additional inches as theirs along with a fence that has been acknowledged as common for 70 years 

by both adjacent owners until now in order to do their extensive changes. They have no proof that their 

predecessors built this brick fence-wall. The only building permit on file prior to 1999, other than for 

standard maintenance, is for the charming shed started without permit circa 1968  and illegally 

demolished in June 2018. The common fence dates to circa 1953 when our home underwent a massive 
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renovation returning it to a single family home. The Balentine’s property was apartments from at least 

1940 until 1999 and was one of a few inexpensive apartment buildings owned by John Paine who 

acquired it for $2000 in 1943. Our rear building dates to at least 1853 and the ony change has been 

enclosing what was a stairwell along this brick fence. (The brick appears to be older than portions of our 

front house.) 

While the Balentines have continually accused us of not working with them they have rebuffed every 

compromise we have offered during their property update. We have been subject to deafening +100db 

equipment noise, heavy metal early in morning, building debris, wet mortar which has bonded to balcony, 

sidewalk, lamps and building, roofing nails we have stepped on in our courtyard and for the last four 

months a camera that not only was pointed squarely on our bedroom which also has a listening feature. 

After four months of increasingly less subtle hints, comments and signs we had to involve the city to get 

it re-aimed but that does not solve the loss of any expectation of privacy in our own yard since the sound 

issue remains. 

All we are asking is that the landscape feature be shifted off the property line. The previous neighbors’ 

Persian lime offered wonderful privacy screening and we rarely  heard anything from next door the 

enjoyed their side of the fence and we enjoyed ours. Betty Norris was sat on this very commission never 

objected to our lamps or anything else and in fact lauded us for improving her courtyard experience 

through our plantings, lighting and A/C changes. All we want is our building to not suffer damage when it 

can be avoided. 

 

Chad Pellerin, French Quarter Citizens 

Dear Commissioners: 

My understanding of one feature of today’s appeal is whether or not a neighbor may erect a water feature 

adjacent to a property line. I believe the ordinances establish that water features shall not be erected on 

one’s property line, and I support such a tradition and the law. 

 

Many years ago, I lived at 909 St. Philip and was intimately familiar with both homes involved with the 

dispute of whether a pond can be erected on the property line. I had been a guest in each home on many 

occasions and very familiar with the layout of the houses. 

 

Today, I live at 819 Orleans Avenue after having inherited this family home of many years from the 

Thibaut family, and have had great relations with neighbors adjacent to the left and right sides of this 

home. There’s a common wall between 819 and823 and 813 Orleans, and any discussion with our 

neighbors through the years was warm and accommodating. 

 

I would like to report that about 20 years or so ago, a neighbor apparently placed a pond right next to a 

brick wall to our adjacent properties and at the rear right corner of 819, without revealing this  to my 

aunt, Mrs. Thibaut. For years we were unaware of its presence, and subsequently, when Mr. Smith bought 

the home, he apparently bought the home, with the pond there. Sometime around this this decade the pond 

leaked and caused a termite intrusion into the right rear of 819 and caused the destructi            on of 

the sill running along the side of the house. VCC records will reveal the repairs to the sill           and 

the cost of other pier repairs, the copies of which I was unable to locate in our family documents. 

 

I would like to add that we have never done any work at 819 through the family history of this home, 

without VCC approval. Because my relations with the Smith family were always cordial, I paid for the 

repairs to sill. Mr. Smith has always been a decent and responsive neighbor, and repaired his pond so as 

not to leak within the next decade to attract termites. However, I would not like to see another French 

Quarter owner go through the cost of potential repairs from a leaking pond next to a wall so close to a 

property line, or cause friction between neighbors. All ponds leak, no matter what the type  of 

construction, though it may take decades to appear.  The rule set by the zoning law is sound and for good 

relations between neighbors, it should be upheld. 

 

Discussion and Motion 

 

Ms. DiMaggio stated that the opposite side of the proposed fountain location is exterior space, not the 

interior of a building, and that she would not expect the moisture issues raised as a concern. Mr. Fifield 

asked staff for clarification regarding the VCC’s jurisdiction over species and types of plants to be 

planted; Mr. Block answered that he did not believe the VCC can control that but that any potential 

damage was certainly a preservation concern worthy of discussion by the VCC. Ms. Laurence stated that 

she owned a grapefruit tree and that they could grow to be large and intrusive. 

 

Mr. Villarreal asked for comment from Ms. Szalwinski. She pointed out that a public comment had been 

submitted by Ms. Chad Pellerin of French Quarter Citizens that had not been read into the record. Ms. 

Vogt located the email and read it into the record at that time. Mr. Villarreal asked if the fountain could be 

installed more than 3’-0” from the property line for the sake of compromise and asked for comment from 

the City Attorney. Ms. Quigley stated that it was the responsibility of Safety and Permits and Zoning to 
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interpret the CZO and that any issues with the interpretation should be appealed to the BZA. Mr. Fifield 

stated that there has been ongoing acrimony between the property owners and the Commission should not 

be fielding an appeal that is based on an interpretation from the Zoning Department; if no solution can be 

reached, the appellant should pursue an appeal with the BZA. He added that it is the architect’s 

responsibility to ensure that the fountain is properly detailed to avoid water issues and the owner’s 

responsibility to keep the fountain maintained. He noted that the appropriate City departments have made 

their determinations and he was disappointed that they have been dragged into a conflict between the 

property owners. Ms. Lawrence stated that the 3’-0” setback was not up to the Commission, and asked for 

the record that the property owners be responsible and respectful. Mr. Villarreal also encouraged the 

owners to work together and come to an agreement. Ms. Balentine stated that they were willing to remove 

or relocate the proposed grapefruit tree and design the fountain so it would not cause issues with the wall. 

Mr. Williams stated that the design was found approvable by all regulatory agencies and that the public 

comments implied that they were requesting a waiver or proposing something that is not allowed, which 

is not the case. Mr. Villarreal asked why the 3’-0” setback did not apply to the French Quarter; Ms. Vogt 

responded that that would be a question for the Zoning Department, and Mr. Block added that the VCC 

relies on Zoning to interpret the CZO. Ms. Quigley added that the application of the 3’-0” setback rule is 

outside the VCC’s purview and the proposal was found approvable by Zoning and VCC.  

 

Ms. Lawrence asked what aspects of the appeal were under the VCC’s jurisdiction; Mr. Block answered 

that the appellant was appealing the Committee’s motion to approve the design and the Commission 

could uphold or overturn the decision. Ms. Quigley stated that the primary aspect of the appeal seemed to 

be a Zoning concern and it would be inappropriate for the Commission to overturn the motion purely 

based on the positioning of the fountain. Mr. Block asked Ms. Quigley if the Commission could deny the 

fountain if they found it inappropriate; she answered that the Commission’s decision would need to be 

based on whether the water feature fits the tout ensemble, not its positioning. She added that the 

application can return to the Commission if the BZA overturns Mr. Kindel’s interpretation of the CZO. 

 

Mr. Fifield stated that the Commission could consider deferring the appeal for 30 days to allow the 

appellant to appeal to BZA and give the applicant an opportunity to consider other options. Mr. Villarreal 

stated that he would like to see that, and that review by the Commission seemed premature. Ms. 

Gasperecz responded that the VCC needs to stay within its purview and the 3’-0” setback is the BZA’s 

jurisdiction. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to defer the appeal for 30 days to allow the appellant to apply to the BZA if they so 

choose, or return to the Commission for action at that time. Mr. Villarreal seconded the motion, which 

passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      05/20/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/20/2020 

Permit #18-01001-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to renovate courtyard including modifying flagstone pavers and installation of new arbors and 

fountain, per application & materials received 01/28/18 & 05/13/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/20/2020 

 

Following the 04/29/2020 Committee review where the placement of the proposed fountain and 

modifications to paving were called into question as relates to Zoning regulations, VCC staff followed up 

with the Zoning Department for an interpretation of the CZO on these items. The Zoning Administrator, 

Nick Kindel, stated the following: 

 

“In Section 21.6 and Section 21.7 of the CZO, there are a number of setback requirements to the property 

line for accessory structures. In general, these restrictions apply to accessory structures in a required yard 

area. In the French Quarter, there are not required yards, so these setback requirements for accessory 

structures would not apply. So water features and mechanical equipment would not have a setback 

requirement if they are not located in a required yard. The exception to this would be when the setback 

requirement is based on a safety concern, for example, swimming pool shall be 4 feet from all property 

lines and outdoor fireplaces shall be 10 feet from all property lines.” 

 

Mr. Kindel also stated that the permeable open space requirement is calculated based on the size of the lot 

and the ground floor area of all structures on the lot. Based on calculations of existing and proposed 

conditions provided by the applicant, staff estimates that 545 sq. ft. are required to be permeable. The 

revised paving plan will leave 570 sq. ft. of permeable area. 

 

The revised paving plan no longer adds any impermeable paving in front of the kitchen building. A small 
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area will be extended behind the utility shed, adjacent to the HVAC cabinet. Sand set flagstone stepping 

stones will be installed between the parking area and the rear kitchen building, around the existing sweet 

olive tree and proposed fountain. Staff finds the proposed paving plan compliant with VCC Design 

Guidelines and recommends approval, with the proviso that Zoning confirm the calculations for required 

permeable open space at this particular site prior to permit issuance. 

 

The fountain design is unchanged from the review on 04/29/2020 and can be permitted for this location 

according to Zoning’s ruling on required yards and setbacks. Staff recommends approval of the fountain 

as proposed.   

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/20/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. and Mrs. Balentine, Mr. Williams and Ms. Bardwell present on 

behalf of the application.  Ms. Bardwell stated that they planned to waterproof the fountain and that the 

wall was recently repointed, so they intend to protect it.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if they had any 

other questions for the applicant.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she was satisfied with the proposal regarding 

compliance with the Design Guidelines.  She asked staff to please pay attention to the mounted fountain 

head and splashing water from the kettle, and stated that the waterproofing may need to extend higher 

than indicated in the submitted drawings.  Mr. Bergeron asked staff if these types of fountain posed any 

risk to adjacent walls.  Mr. Block stated that staff did not anticipate any deterioration due to moisture and 

that the proposal was standard and historically commonplace.  With nothing else to discuss, Mr. Fifield 

moved on to the next agenda item.  

 

Public Comment: 

Terrance Jacobs, 1011 St Philip 

I am writing to oppose the fountain at 1005 St. Philip. The CZO is quite clear. Section 21.6.GG line 4 

reads “A water feature shall be located a minimum of three (3) feet from all lot lines.” This language is 

quite clear and specific.  The reference is to the property line, not to any sort of yard or required yard. At 

any time in the CZO there is a variance for the French Quarter, there is an accompanying statement such 

as “except in historic districts”.  There is no such caveat or exemption in this case.  While the zoning 

administrator is free to make any sort of statement he chooses, he is not free to grant a variance. 

Variances are the purview of the BZA and the CZO is under the control of City Council. Once again, I am 

not opposed to the Balentines adding a fountain to the property but, am opposed to the location. This 

project has pushed every boundary thus far. If Mr. Williams wants another variance to the CZO, he 

should have to appeal to the BZA.  The language in the CZO is quite clear. The attempt to side step this 

clear and concise wording through the idea of a required yard is inventive but, incorrect. The allowed 

location of a water feature references only the distance from a property line. 

 

Nikki Szalwinski, French Quarter Citizens 

The CZO clearly states that: 

4.  A water feature shall be located a minimum of three (3) feet from all lot lines.   

It says SHALL, not may. There is no exception for historic core districts. The language is clear. French 

Quarter Citizens questions Mr. Kindel’s interpretation for a variety of reasons.  

Applying the logic of accessory buildings to the yard is false logic. Even twith Accessory structures the 

CZO states caveat in the FQ. 

"Detached accessory structures shall be located a minimum of three (3) feet from any lot line, unless 

otherwise permitted or limited by this Ordinance. However, in the Historic Core and Historic Urban 

Neighborhood Districts, a detached accessory structure may be built on the interior side or rear lot line 

provided there is no existing structure on the adjoining lot located on or within three (3) feet of the 

common interior side or rear lot lines. The wall of the accessory structure built on a property line shall 

meet all standards of the fire code and shall include gutters to drain water away from the adjoining lot.” 

The CZO specifies setbacks and limitations pertaining to the historic core and Vieux Carre throughout. In 

fact 21.7 cites required yard multiple times. Allowing this interpretation renders mute whole sections of 

the czo, especially 21.7.  

This particualr proposal for a fountain only a few feet from a histric green-rated structure endangers this 

historic assetwith moisture intrusion that could affect its foundation and invitre rote and termites. 

Granting approval on this water feature opens the door to allowing neighbors to attach not just fountains 

but mechanical equipment, awnings etc to common fences and walls, i.e. buildings. One of the purposes 

of the CZO is preservation, which at times means disallowing that which had not previously 

been regulated. All sorts of things were done in the past that have proven to cause damage to buildings 

and foundations. Water intrusion from a fountain or vibration from mechanical equipement can 

undermine the integrity of foundatins, fences, walls, fireplaces and entire buildings. At a minimum Mr. 

Kindel’s interpretation side steps the BZA and city council and removes the public from the public 

process. FQC asks that you deny this water feature in this location as explictly disallowed in CZO. 

The precedent t will set has implications far beyond this particular fountain. 
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John Williams, Williams Architects 

My client at 1009 St Philip Street would be fine moving the salvaged sugar kettle a few additional inches 

away from the fence to reduce slash back to address the staff concern. We’d be happy to work out an 

exact dimension with the staff. 

 

Motion: 

Mr. Block noted that the VCC does not approve proposals that deviate from the CZO, and that the 

comments in the staff report were in response to the Zoning Administrator and their interpretation of the 

ordinance. He stated that if there was disagreement regarding the Zoning Administrator’s interpretation, it 

could be appealed to the Board of Zoning Adjustments. Ms. DiMaggio added that she was fine with the 

distance between the wall and sugar kettle being decided at staff level. 

 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for approval of both the proposed paving – including the provisos 

indicated in the staff report – and the fountain, with the understanding that the codes and regulations for 

all other governing agencies must be met, with details to be worked out at staff level.  Mr. Bergeron 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      04/29/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/29/2020 

Permit #18-01001-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to renovate courtyard including modifying flagstone pavers and installation of new arbors and 

fountain, per application & materials received 01/28/18 & 04/07/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/29/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing the following landscaping work in conjunction with the renovation and kitchen 

building addition, as follows: 

 

Pavers will be brought down to grade at the walkway between the side gallery and the St. Philip side gate, 

eliminating the small step down. The flagstone will be extended past the utility shed and HVAC cabinet, 

and new flagstone will be added in front of the rear kitchen building. Staff finds the proposed paving plan 

approvable. 

 

Two salvaged arbors will be installed along the N. Rampart side wall in the courtyard. Since the arbors 

will be below 8’-0” in height there will be no issue with building code. The arbors are shown tied down 

with Simpson clips and will not be attached to the masonry wall. The rear arbor will frame a fountain 

comprised of a salvaged sugar kettle, unspecified fountain head (shown as a lion) and the pump will be 

embedded in the brick base below the kettle. Staff finds the proposed work approvable. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/29/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Bardwell present on behalf of the application. 

The owners of 1005-09 St Philip, Bridget and Rick Balentine, were also on the call.  Mr. Fifield asked 

the applicant if he had any response to the staff report.  Mr. Williams stated that he appreciated staff and 

the Committee having this meeting under the current circumstances, and that he concurred with the staff 

report.   

 

Mr. Block stated that the proposal must comply with the current CZO and that no permits would be issued 

until compliance was shown. Any paving proposed must comply with the pervious pavement 

requirements in the CZO.  He further stated that staff had already contacted Zoning Administration 

regarding the paving and fountain but that he had not yet heard back by the time the meeting took place.  

Mr. Williams and Ms. Balentine stated that they would comply with whatever the CZO requires. Ms. 

DiMaggio stated that she did not think the French Quarter had the same pervious paving requirements as 

the rest of the city.  Mr. Block stated that, while that had been true previously, the VCC had worked with 

City Planning Commission to modify the CZO within the last year to include the French Quarter in the 

pervious pavement requirements in an effort to improve the resilience of the District. The VCC will be 

sure the proposal complies with the new regulations.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio asked for clarification from the applicant that the arbors were not attached to the wall; Ms. 

Bardwell confirmed that they were not. Ms. DiMaggio stated that the lack of attachment made her much 

more comfortable with the proposal.  With no further discussion, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next 

agenda item.   

 

Public Comment: 

ebvogt
Rectangle
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ADDRESS: 837 Royal   

OWNER: Troy Brouillette et. al. APPLICANT: Skip Wyatt 

ZONING: VCC – 1 SQUARE: 58 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 5,071 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

   ALLOWED: 8 Units     REQUIRED: 1,521 sq. ft. 

   EXISTING: 12 Units     EXISTING: 850 sq. ft. approx. 

   PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Main building and service ell – Blue, of major architectural and/or historic significance 

 

This address includes one-half of a well-detailed double residence with attached 3-story kitchens, which 

was constructed c. 1833, as described in a building contract of that year between Joseph Peralta, builder, 

and Paul La Croix, owner. In many ways the building is a classic Creole style building with a central 

passageway, arched ground floor openings, narrow wrought iron balconies and curved dormers. 

Especially fine and unusual, however, are the second floor arched openings, which are distinguished by 

their delicate detailing. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/10/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 19-13290-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to retain and modify brackets to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. 

elevation, per application & materials received 04/29/19 & 08/26/20, respectively.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

This application was deferred at the 06/23/2020 meeting but the Committee noted that the proposal was 

moving in a positive direction. The applicant has submitted a revised proposal for new brackets. The 

new proposed bracket design features a frame made from 2” x 4” metal tubing in a triangular shape 

under the balcony roof. The portion at the wall features angle iron approximately 3’ tall which would be 

bolted to the wall and sandwich the triangular frame. A total of eight bolts are shown at each bracket and 

the plans note that these would be attached to the masonry wall with ¾” diameter stainless steel rods set 

in epoxy. The space inside the triangular frame is shown filled with diagonal flat bars and plates to 

prevent birds from roosting on the brackets. 

 

It is hard to appreciate the final appearance of this proposed bracket with the submitted materials but 

staff is concerned this bracket would be highly visually obtrusive and inappropriate. Staff recommends 

that if brackets are proposed for these locations that they be minimized as much as possible. Completely 

simplified and minimized metal bars would be preferred to anything more stylized. Staff questions the 

use of metal tubing rather than solid metal bars which would likely allow for reduced dimensions. 

Additionally, staff does not find the infilling of the brackets with bars and plates appropriate. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application with the applicant to reduce the size and visual impact of 

any brackets as much as possible or look for alternative means to add support to this balcony roof or 

otherwise eliminate the unpermitted brackets. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/23/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/23/2020 

Permit # 19-13290-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to retain and modify brackets to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. 

elevation, per application & materials received 04/29/19 & 06/17/20, respectively.   



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t -  8 3 7  R o y a l  S t .   P a g e  | 8 
 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/23/2020 

 

The existing brackets were cited and ultimately denied for retention in 2019. The applicant has 

submitted a revised design for the brackets. The new design eliminates the struts in favor of a triangular 

shaped wood and steel bracket under the roof. The brackets project out parallel from the wall with the 

bottom of the bracket above the bottom of the fascia. Staff finds the appearance of this design to be 

preferred over the existing struts. 

 

Only three (3) brackets are now proposed, compared to the series of six (6) struts which were previously 

installed. The brackets are proposed to be located with one at each of the three balcony columns. These 

locations would align with the existing architectural features and would slightly reduce the visibility. 

 

Staff finds this proposal an improvement over the existing unpermitted conditions but still suggests that 

the overall size of the supports could be greatly reduced by utilizing a completely metal system rather 

than the mix of wood with metal brackets currently proposed. Staff recommends deferral of the 

application to allow the applicant to explore these alternatives but requests commentary from the 

Committee regarding this proposal and a possible metal alternative.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/23/2020 

 

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

that the staff report was accurate and that she and the architect had been discussing how to improve and 

minimize the overall look.  She went on to stated that she was here today for comments on materials 

and that they would be open to using metal.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that metal and unobtrusive would be 

the best option. Ms. DiMaggio continued that the need for the brackets is only because of the weight of 

the slate, that she was willing to discuss options but she wants them to be less obtrusive. Mr. Bergeron 

stated that 3 supports were definitely better than 7.  He went on to say that he did not think the steel 

needed to be wrapped in wood.  Mr. Fifield agreed with Mr. Bergeron and told that applicant that they 

were definitely moving in the right direction. Mr. Fifield noted that the current proposal showing ten 

(10) bolts into the masonry would have a big impact on the building and that they might want to study 

how the bracket attaches.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the final motion should include a statement 

regarding the masonry repair where the brackets were removed.  Mr. Fifield agreed.  With nothing 

more to discuss, Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item.   

 

No public comment 

Motion and discussion 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer the proposal in order to allow for the applicant’s continued 

development of the proposed supports based on feedback from the staff and AC with acknowledgement 

we are moving in a better direction.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/04/19  

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/04/19 

Permit # 19-22947-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Bryan Block 

 

Proposal to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. elevation, per application & 

materials received 04/29/19 & 10/07/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/04/19 

 

Following the deferral of this application at the 09/24/19 meeting the applicant submitted revised 

materials that take into account some of the recommendations of the Committee and staff. The revised 

detail proposes to use a 2” x 2” steel tube rather than the previously shown 2x8s. Staff appreciates the 

“lighter” detailing of the metal brackets but is still concerned with some of the detailing, particularly the 

connections between the wall and brace. 

 

As mentioned in the previous review, staff questions if a material change at the roof to a lighter material 

such as standing seam metal would solve the problems of deflection without adding additional structural 

elements underneath the roof. Alternatively, staff questions if metal flat bars could be introduced 

through the masonry wall to connect the balcony roof framing with the framing of the main roof. Staff 

believes this could significantly reinforce the balcony roof without the need for further interventions 

below the roof. 

 

Staff had an opportunity to visit the property on 10/22/19 and that inspection revealed that the 

previously proposed braces and other elements had been installed along with what was called a 

temporary column at the ground floor. Although the Architecture Committee noted that if temporary 

shoring was needed that the applicant should go ahead and install that, there was no indication that any 

work had occurred prior to the inspection. Seeing the previously proposed elements installed it is even 
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more evident that this type of work is not approvable. 

 

Staff requested commentary from the Architecture Committee but recommends that the applicant 

explore a much more minimal and less visible treatment as what has been installed is not approvable, 

especially for this blue rated building. 

 

At the 10/22/2019 AC meeting, Commissioner DiMaggio asked the applicant if he knew whether or not 

the property owner had looked into a change in the current roof material. Mr. Fifield stated that that the 

building was very important and that nothing that had been done was appropriate.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio moved to deny the retention of the structural reinforcements as executed.   

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/04/19 

 

MINUTES TO BE COMPLETED. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/22/19   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/22/19 

Permit # 19-22947-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. elevation, per application & 

materials received 04/29/19 & 10/07/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/22/19 

 

Following the deferral of this application at the 09/24/19 meeting the applicant submitted revised 

materials that take into account some of the recommendations of the Committee and staff. The revised 

detail proposes to use a 2” x 2” steel tube rather than the previously shown 2x8s. Staff appreciates the 

“lighter” detailing of the metal brackets but is still concerned with some of the detailing, particularly the 

connections between the wall and brace. 

 

As mentioned in the previous review, staff questions if a material change at the roof to a lighter material 

such as standing seam metal would solve the problems of deflection without adding additional structural 

elements underneath the roof. Alternatively, staff questions if metal flat bars could be introduced 

through the masonry wall to connect the balcony roof framing with the framing of the main roof. Staff 

believes this could significantly reinforce the balcony roof without the need for further interventions 

below the roof. 

 

Staff had an opportunity to visit the property on 10/22/19 and that inspection revealed that the 

previously proposed braces and other elements had been installed along with what was called a 

temporary column at the ground floor. Although the Architecture Committee noted that if temporary 

shoring was needed that the applicant should go ahead and install that, there was no indication that any 

work had occurred prior to the inspection. Seeing the previously proposed elements installed it is even 

more evident that this type of work is not approvable. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee but recommends that the applicant explore 

a much more minimal and less visible treatment as what has been installed is not approvable, especially 

for this blue rated building 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/22/19 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Chautin present on behalf of Mr. Wyatt and the application. 

Ms. DiMaggio asked the applicant if he knew whether or not Mr. Wyatt had looked into a change in the 

current roof material.  Mr. Fifield stated that that the building was very important and that nothing that 

had been done was appropriate.   

Ms. DiMaggio moved to deny the retention of the structural reinforcements as executed.  Mr. Fifield 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/24/19   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/24/19 

Permit # 19-22947-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. elevation, per application & 

materials received 04/29/19. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/24/19 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 05/14/19. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/24/19 

 

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

asked the applicant if he was open to the complete removal of the balcony. Mr. Wyatt stated that he was 

not.  Mr. Fifield asked what the load was on the current balcony.  Mr. Wyatt stated that the load was on 

the two balconies below which were cantilevered and that the balconies began to deflect when the 

balcony roof was replaced with natural slate.  Mr. Fifield stated that he could not imagine a dead load 

weighing more than what the balcony could support.  Mr. Wyatt explained that this roof was the only 

one with problems.  Mr. Fifield asked if the applicant could strengthen the cantilever.  Mr. Wyatt 

stated that he could consult with a structural engineer.  

 

Mr. Fifield stated that the proposed supports appear as temporary construction rather than an 

architectural feature.  Mr. Block suggested that the applicant might consider a metal roof which would 

be lighter. Ms. DiMaggio stated that if any emergency shoring was needed that it should be addressed. 

Ms. DiMaggio moved for a deferral in order for the applicant to consider different options.   Mr. Fifield 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     05/14/19   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/14/19 

Permit # 19-22947-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to structurally reinforce existing balcony on the Bourbon St. elevation, per application & 

materials received 04/29/19. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/14/19 

 

The proposed work is located on the rear of the main building where the applicant proposes to install a 

total of six struts at the third floor level to add support to the existing balcony overhang. The submitted 

plans note that the roof over the balcony where these new brackets are being proposed was not part of 

the original design. The plans continue that they suspect the roof was added during a 1984 renovation of 

the building. Staff located a photograph dated April 24, 1990 which shows the rear of the main building 

with the balconies but without any roof covering. Unfortunately, staff was unable to locate any drawings 

or additional information regarding when and how exactly this roof covering may have been installed. 

 

The applicant notes that they suspect the roof element is not cantilevered and is dependent on the 

balconies below for support. Over time this has caused deflection of the balconies and led to the current 

proposal to reinforce the roof with six new brackets. Five of the proposed struts, noted as strut 1 on the 

plans, are of the same design. They would be composed of 2 – 2x8s sandwiching a new wall mounted 

metal bracket at the building wall and sandwiching the existing overhang beam on the underside of the 

overhang. The brace is noted as angling out from the wall at 60 degrees and the wall mounted portion 

would be slightly below the bottom of the fascia. The proposal also features new Simpson ties at the top 

and bottom of the existing overhang structure. 

 

One other bracket, noted as strut 2 on the plans, is proposed for installation closest to Dumaine St. This 

brace features the same sandwiched 2x8s as strut 1 but also features a second set of sandwiched 2x8s 

mounted approximately 2-1/2’ lower on the wall and rising up to the overhang at a steeper angle. Staff 

notes that this structural intervention would obviously be visible from within the courtyard space of this 

property as well as from the neighboring 841 Royal courtyard but that otherwise there is virtually no 

visibility into this space.  

 

Typically when it comes to reinforcing structural elements, staff and the Architecture Committee 

recommend repairs or bulking up the existing elements rather than adding additional bracing or 

secondary elements. In this instance, as the balcony roof was a later addition and likely applied to the 

rear masonry wall rather than being cantilevered, reinforcing the existing elements would likely not 

achieve the desired result. Staff believes that either the roof could be reinforced with new brackets as 

proposed, that the roof could be completely reconstructed to feature cantilevered elements, or that the 

Architecture Committee may be open to the complete removal of the overhang roof as it is a relatively 

recent addition.  

 

The addition of the proposed brackets is certainly the least intrusive of these three options and given the 

conditions may be considered as a viable option by the Architecture Committee.  

 

On the design of the brackets, staff questions if simple metal brackets may be preferred to the proposed 

wooden ones as the same or greater strength could likely be achieved with much more slender elements. 

Additionally, the visible Simpson ties are highly atypical and staff requests commentary regarding this 
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element. 

 

Given the circumstances, staff finds something similar to the proposed brackets may be worth 

considering, however, staff request commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the various 

elements and details of the design as well as the overall concept.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/14/19 

 

The application was deferred as there was no one present on behalf of the application. 
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ADDRESS:  614-16 Conti 

OWNER:  Conti Street Holding, LLC 

ZONING:  VCC-2 

USE:   Vacant 

DENSITY 

ALLOWED:  2 units 

EXISTING:  Unknown 

PROPOSED:  Unknown

 

APPLICANT:  Terri Dreyer 

SQUARE:  37 

LOT SIZE:  1696 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

REQUIRED:  508.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING:  None 

PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

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

 

Review of balcony structure and rail reinforcement, per materials received 11/11/19 & 09/03/2020, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted additional details as requested by the Committee on 08/28/2020, as follows: 

• Stamped structural drawings show the penetration of the outriggers through the brick wall and their 

attachment to interior joists, including bolts, Simpson ties and blocking. 

• The threaded rod balcony rail attachment will be replicated as closely as possible, given the load 

requirements. The existing outriggers taper in depth towards the edge of the balcony and are punched 

at the end for installation of the threaded rod. Since the new outriggers are ¾” thick, the applicant is 

proposing to weld a 1” x 5” pipe sleeve at the end of the outriggers. Sections of existing and proposed 

conditions were provided, as well as several axonometric drawings showing all structural work and 

balcony rail modifications.  

 

Another structural element was deemed necessary by the engineer following the last Committee review. 

Additional bracing at the base of the vertical balcony support posts must be added to reinforce the rail. The 

axons and sections show L3x3x1/4 w/ 3/8” Ø angles on three sides of each vertical post. Staff found the 

angles to be visibly obtrusive in the axonometric, but the reinforcement may be less significant when 

viewed from street level. Since a rail extension is also being added, staff requested the second axon 

drawing from the applicant so the Committee could review the overall impact of the alterations. 

 

Given the structural nature of the application, staff has no recommendation regarding these details. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      08/28/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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

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

respectively. 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

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

appearance. The revisions are as follows: 

 

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

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

specified. Instead of traditional purlins, the applicant is proposing to install L3x2-1/2”x 1/4” continuous 

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

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

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

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

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

masonry wall and connect to interior joists.  

 

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

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

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

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Ms. Kobila present on behalf of the application. Mr. Bergeron stated 

that the existing threaded rod rail attachment on the underside of the balcony is an important historic detail 

and losing it was concerning.  Mr. Fifield agreed and asked the applicant how the rail would be attached.  

Ms. Kobila responded that they were still studying the attachment as they had been focused on the balcony 

structure itself, but that they were willing to revise the proposal to maintain the threaded rod. With no 

further discussion necessary, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next agenda item. 

No Public Comment 

 

Motion and Discussion: 

Mr. Bergeron moved for conceptual approval with structural drawings, including the threaded rod rail 

attachment, to return to the Committee for review prior to permit issuance.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the 

motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      05/20/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/20/2020 

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

 

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

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/20/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

which would not be allowed by code.  

 

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



V C C  P R O P E R T Y  S U M M A R Y  R E P O R T  –  6 1 9  R O Y A L   P a g e  |  4  
 

ADDRESS: 619-21 Royal   

OWNER: 619 Royal Street LLC APPLICANT: Trapolin Peer Architects 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 61 

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

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 6 units REQUIRED: 1255 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: Unknown 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

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

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

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

added later in the 19th century. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

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

 

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

mechanical equipment, and sunroom reconstruction, per application & materials received 06/09/2020 & 

09/01/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted a revised set following Committee review on 07/28/2020 and individual site 

visits by the Committee members to inspect the existing conditions. The revisions are as follows: 

 

The new soffit below the rear sunroom addition has been removed from the proposal; the structure will 

remain exposed and insulation added on the interior as suggested by the Committee. The structure is 

shown reinforced, with a note stating “original steel outrigger or new steel outriggers @ 3’-0”” and 

“original diagonal brace, reset if required.” Staff is concerned that the additional structural elements will 

be very visually obtrusive if built per detail 2/A5.21; the outriggers and purlins are drawn significantly 

lower than the fascia, which is highly atypical. The existing purlins and outriggers are primarily located 

on the corners of the addition and the depth of the structure is not as jarring. However, staff is concerned 

that the addition of more outriggers will clutter the exposed structure, which would normally be hidden 

behind the fascia. The existing fascia is missing. Staff would ordinarily recommend that the fascia 

extend past the structure, but this may create an awkward condition where it meets the service ell 

balcony fascia. Staff requests that the applicant study and develop this detail further. Additionally, staff 

notes that the section calls for fiber cement board instead of wood; synthetic siding is not allowed under 

the Design Guidelines.  

 

The new balcony structure is presented on sheet A5.22 and is typical in all details except the ¾” 

horizontal plate directly behind the fascia. Staff notes that the purlins may be further notched so the 

fascia drops slightly lower, which would obscure the plate behind since it would not be in the same 

plane. Staff seeks a response from the applicant and Committee on this observation. 

 

The service ell loggia windows will be removed and a 1” reveal will remain at the brick infill to indicate 

the location. 

 

Details 3&4/A5.22 show revised screened porch sections. The mesh frames will be installed behind the 

handrail and bisected by the top rail (2/A5.22). Staff recommends that the bottom of the screen be raised 

to align with the bottom rail to allow for unobstructed water runoff, and is concerned that moisture may 

pool at the top of the handrail where it meets the screen frame.  

 

The third floor HVAC platform has been removed from the proposal and all new equipment is shown on 

the sunroom roof platform (details on sheet A5.21). Staff has no suggestions for revisions to the location 

or detailing and finds the proposal conceptually approvable as presented, but notes that manufacturer’s 

spec sheets for the units must be reviewed by the Commission prior to permit. 

 

The applicant has removed the ridge skylights from the main building and is now proposing four smaller 

curb-mounted Velux skylights, two on each slope, measuring 2’-6” x 3’-10” each. Staff was unable to 
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calculate the percentage of the roof area and requests that the applicant provide the square footage of 

each roof slope and verify that the skylights do not exceed 3% of the area. While the skylights on the 

front roof slope would not be visible from the street, staff notes that the building is blue rated and has 

two existing dormers on this elevation. The rear elevation has a single, asymmetrically placed dormer 

and it is unlikely that the skylights would be visible from anywhere except the neighboring service ell. 

 

Dormer restoration details have been provided for the front and rear dormers, which had their original 

millwork stripped. Staff has some minor suggestions for revisions to the trim profiles but finds them 

largely approvable. Staff notes that the sashes are drawn with insulated double glazing, but it is not clear 

if the sashes will require replacement or if the existing sashes will be restored and maintained. If new 

sashes are necessary, they should be revised to have true divided lites and single glazing as required by 

the Design Guidelines. 

 

While some elements of the proposal have not yet been revised or submitted for review (such as the 

carriageway door or mechanical equipment), staff is satisfied with the overall proposal at this stage and 

recommends conceptual approval of schematic design, with the exception of the skylights. Roof area 

calculations should be submitted for both roof slopes prior to further review, in addition to items noted 

above and those not addressed following the 07/28/2020 Committee review. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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ADDRESS: 1228-30 Royal   

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

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

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

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

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

Barracks side of the building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/10/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

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

 

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

condensing unit, per application & materials received 07/16/2020 & 09/02/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

This application was deferred at the 08/28/2020 Architecture Committee meeting to allow a 

comprehensive HVAC plan to be submitted. A representative for the application has submitted a site plan 

and photographs showing the existing equipment on the property. The current arrangement consists of the 

existing first floor through wall unit proposed for removal, through wall units at the second floor of both 

the Barracks and Gov. Nicholls elevations of the main building, two wall mounted mini split condensers 

at approximately the second floor level of the Gov. Nicholls elevation, one wall mounted mini split 

condenser at approximately the same height on the Barracks St. elevation, and two projecting window 

units on the rear, Chartres St. elevation of the main building installed through the wall on that elevation. 

The submittal shows two traditional condensing units located behind the rear service building.  

 

Looking at photographs of the remaining through wall units located near the front of the building, staff 

finds this type of equipment less obtrusive than the proposed new mini split condensing unit. The units 

hardly project out from the wall and could be made even more discrete simply by painting the grills to 

match the wall color. As noted in the previous report, it is unlikely that staff would ever recommend for a 

brand new installation of this kind of mechanical equipment through a historic masonry wall, but given 

that these units already exist, staff finds that the existing style of equipment would have the least impact 

on the building as well as the neighboring area. 

 

Staff is concerned that with the one remaining first floor through wall unit and two existing second floor 

through wall units that the eventual replacement of these units with wall mounted condensing units will 

become more visually obtrusive. There may be an opportunity to locate all mechanical equipment in one 

central location, such as a roof rack on the rear slope of the main building, but staff has not seen such a 

proposal.  

 

Given that staff finds the proposal to install a condensing unit in the alleyway on the Barracks St. 

elevation more visually obtrusive than the current equipment, staff recommends denial of the proposal. 

Staff recommends the replacement of the existing through wall equipment with similar equipment or the 

submission of a new proposal to locate new condensing units in a central and discrete location.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

submitted to staff. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

 

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

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

the building wall. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

area. 

 

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

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

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

Mr. Albrecht only recently told her about the previous request for a comprehensive plan of all HVAC 

equipment on the property.  She went on to say that in the coming weeks it was her goal to come up with an 

approach that was better for the property as a whole.  Both Mr. Bergeron and Ms. DiMaggio agreed that a 

comprehensive plan was necessary for the entire property.  Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item.   

 
There was no Public Comment. 

 

Motion and Discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggion made the motion for deferral of the application in order to allow a comprehensive HVAC 

plan to be submitted as per the applicant’s acknowledgement of the request by the AC the last time the 

matter was heard.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passes unanimously.   

 



 

ADDRESS: 920 St. Louis Street   

OWNER: Revelry Properties LLC; et. 

Al. 

APPLICANT: Michael Russo 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 91 

USE: Residential (Condominiums) LOT SIZE: 6,222 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units     REQUIRED: 1,866 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 9 Units     EXISTING: 1,800 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating: Main and service wing: Blue, of major architectural or historical importance. 

Rear additions: presently not rated separately; should be rated brown or yellow.  

 

This imposing mansion or "palazzo" in the North Renaissance Revival mode was owned between 1857 

and 1880 by Edmond Forstall. Its construction, or perhaps drastic remodeling, likely occurred circa 

1858, according to a design executed by the firm of Gallier and Esterbrook. The property originally 

included a carriageway entrance from Dauphine (now the site of a circa 1968 hotel), leading to a carriage 

house at the rear of the St. Louis property. By the early 1900s when a laundry company was housed in 

this important property, new construction was added to the rear elevation. This addition remains today, 

obfuscating the historic footprint. Original drawings indicate the existing carriageway entrance on the 

front facade was a grand side entry.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/10/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 19-14776-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to install new steel structural headers above windows on the Burgundy elevation as part of 

ongoing masonry repairs, per application & materials received 05/02/2018 & 09/01/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

While permitted masonry work was underway at this property the applicant noted that there were 

problems with the existing windows on the Burgundy elevation including structural failures around the 

windows. In order to correct these failures the applicant proposes to install new metal angles concealed 

inside the wall to support the masonry above. 

 

The applicant has provided images of similar work he has completed at other properties as well as an 

engineer’s drawing for this property. Once the work is complete, the only indication of the metal would 

be the underside of the metal in the window opening. Once painted this element would be discrete and 

appropriate. 

 

Staff notes that the PRC holds a facade easement on this building. Staff and the applicant have been in 

touch with the PRC and the PRC has agreed to the proposed work. 

 

Staff finds the proposed work appropriate and the submitted materials sufficient. Staff recommends 

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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ADDRESS: 625 Gov. Nicholls   

OWNER: Ajay K Patel APPLICANT: Barbara Guidry 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 611 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 350 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Rating:  Green:  of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/10/2020   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 08/28/2020 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

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

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

the structural nature of the work. 

 

The submitted materials indicate five phases of work as follows: 

1. Install temporary shoring under the gallery. 

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

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

4. Install new footings for the columns. 

5. Replace the bricks in the sidewalk. 

 

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

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

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

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 

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

asked staff if there was any chance of collapse if the Committee did not act today.  Mr. Albrecht stated 

no.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she appreciated the strategy, but she was unsure if the Committee needed 

to discuss means and methods as opposed to overall work. Mr. Fifield stated that he had questions about 

the Capitals.  He went on to ask if staff was satisfied with this proposal.  Mr. Block replied no and that 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t -  6 2 5  G o v .  N i c h o l l s   P a g e  | 8 

 
was why they brought it before the Committee.  Mr. Fifield replied, so there are reservations.  With 

nothing left to discuss as there was no applicant present, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

There was no Public Comment 

 

Motion and Discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer in order to allow the engineer on the project to be present to 

answer AC questions.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   
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ADDRESS:  940-46 Burgundy/936-38 St. Philip  

OWNER:  J Read & Malynnda G Read Michael,  

  Daniel G Esteves, Ross A Pouley,  

  Ann M Masson, Alpesh I Patel   APPLICANT:   Ross Pouley 

ZONING:  VCR-1    SQUARE: 85   

USE:   Residential    LOT SIZE: 4267.8 sq. ft. 

 

DENSITY 

 ALLOWED:   4 units  

EXISTING:  5 units  

        PROPOSED:  No change 

 

  OPEN SPACE 

  REQUIRED:  853.5 sq. ft. 

  EXISTING: 1200 sq. ft. 

  PROPOSED:  No change 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Main building: green, or of local architectural and/or historical importance.  

 

This property, converted into a condominium complex in the late 1990s, actually consists of two building, 

which historically were sited on one lot of record. 940-46 Burgundy is a late 19th century four unit 

shotgun cottage, featuring segmental arched openings typical of the vernacular late Italianate style. The 

4th bay is a side gallery oriented away from the corner, facing a small garden on the river side. 936 St. 

Philip is a 2-bay shotgun and has similar detailing as its larger neighbor. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit #20-37664-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to remove portion of fence and install new gates, per application & materials received 

08/12/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

On 11/26/19, the Committee approved installation of a seven-board fence at the property line between 

932 and 938 St. Philip. The installation of the property line fence has left the Dauphine Street side of 938 

St. Philip inaccessible due to an existing fence at the rear of 938 and a lack of front gate on St. Philip. The 

applicant is proposing to remove the rear fence and install two gates, one at the rear of the building and 

another at the front property line.  

 

A diagrammatic proposal has been submitted for the front gate, calling for replacement of the posts, 

removal of the beaded board panel and installation of a narrow, beaded board gate. Staff welcomes the 

proposed removal of the vertical-board rear fence and addition of a front gate, but is concerned that 

installing an additional gate at the rear will restrict airflow in the alley and contribute to deterioration of 

the green rated building. Staff notes that a detailed section, elevation, and jamb detail must be submitted 

for final review and approval prior to issuance of any permit to ensure that the gate is appropriately 

detailed.  

 

Staff recommends approval of the proposal to remove the vertical-board fence, denial of the rear gate 

between the courtyard and Dauphine-side alley, and conceptual approval of the St. Philip-side gate 

pending submittal of detailed drawings.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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ADDRESS: 1107 Dauphine   

OWNER: Harry J Shearer APPLICANT: Sandra Tomasetti 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 83 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3125 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 3 Units REQUIRED: 937.5 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

Service building (detached): Orange, 20th century construction, post 1946. 

Side additions: Brown, detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance 

 

In 1870 this property was described as a "splendid 3-story brick building... having an iron verandah in 

front." In 1917 this c. 1852 gable-ended, galleried townhouse was bought by the Riccobano Brothers, who 

built new construction on the site of the historic side yard, and the old and new buildings became the 

home of a macaroni factory. The recent controversial renovation remodeled the service building after a 

fire practically destroyed the historic structure. The side yard now has new, inappropriate construction. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 20-38986-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to install solid metal backing on driveway gates, per application & materials received 

08/27/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to weld sheet metal to the back of the existing double iron gates. The gates 

were installed in 1987, following the 1984 fire that resulted in the demolition of the single-story macaroni 

factory structure. While the gates are not historic, the VCC Design Guidelines state that “the VCC does 

not allow glass, plastic or Plexiglas applied to a fence or gate” (VCC DG: 10-7) and sheet metal is rarely 

found approvable by the Architectural Committee. Temporary privacy installations, such as the fabric 

backing attached to the gate currently, are often cited as a violation; however, staff notes that the fabric 

backing can be easily removed without damaging or altering the existing ironwork.  

 

The applicant also provided photos of beaded board driveway gates as part of the application, but it is not 

clear if this option is being proposed as an alternative. If so, they would not be found approvable as they 

are appropriate for a Creole cottage or shotgun but are anachronistic for a galleried townhouse. Staff notes 

that, if privacy is the applicant’s primary concern, a wooden panel double gate may be presented to the 

Committee as a period-appropriate alternative. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the proposed gate modifications to allow the applicant to respond to staff 

and Committee concerns.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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ADDRESS: 1200-06 N. Rampart Street   

OWNER: Theodor C Vonkurnatowski, 

Randy S Nunn, City Land 

Properties LLC, Thoren L 

Thorbjornsen 

 

 

 

APPLICANT: 

 

 

 

James Goolsby  

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 107 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 6164 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 10 units REQUIRED: 1232.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

Additions to service building: Brown, detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance 

 

The imposing galleried brick building at the corner and the detached 2-story service building facing North 

Rampart date from the mid-19th century and have details in the Greek Revival style.  The 2-story frame ell 

structure off the rear of the service wing was constructed between 1876 and 1896; and the addition behind 

the service building facing Governor Nicholls Street is inappropriate, brown-rated construction.  The 

buildings retain very little of the original exterior detailing, which would have consisted of such Greek 

revival detailing as wooden paneled doors and sash windows, rather than the existing melange of millwork, 

which dates from the 1960s through the 1990s.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 20-36704-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install security spikes at first floor door sills, per application & materials received 08/20/2020.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

On 07/20/2020, staff sent a letter to the owners of the property regarding minor demolition by neglect and 

work without permit issues that needed to be addressed but did not rise to the severity of opening a 

violation case. One of the items noted was the unpermitted addition of planters in the Gov. Nicholls-side 

doorways and one doorway on N. Rampart, installed to deter people from sleeping or sitting in the deep 

openings. Staff is concerned that moisture from watering the plants will cause accelerated deterioration of 

the French doors and surrounding millwork and asked the owners to contact the VCC regarding 

alternatives. 

 

The applicant is proposing to remove the planters from these bays and install a row of 6” tall cast iron 

spikes to serve the same purpose of discouraging occupation of the openings; photos of a mockup have 

been provided for review by the Committee. The application requests that a second row of spikes be 

allowed if the single row is not an effective deterrent. While staff finds the appearance of the spikes to be of 

minimal visual impact, several holes would have to be drilled in each of the sills to mount the ironwork. It 

is unclear if the sills are stuccoed or if they are painted granite, but staff is reluctant to recommend approval 

of the spikes due to the damage it would cause to the historic materials.  

 

Staff was reminded of a similar installation at 210 Chartres, which is comprised of simple vertical pickets 

with a top and bottom rail that span the opening. If found approvable here, the pickets could be mounted to 

the wood jamb instead of the sill and the impact on historic materials would be less significant and easier to 

repair. Staff seeks the guidance of the Committee regarding potential alternatives to the existing and 

proposed conditions. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 
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ADDRESS: 1014 Royal Street   

OWNER: Rathborne Properties, LLC APPLICANT: Benjamin Tulman 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 49 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3,210 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 5 Units     REQUIRED: 963 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 5 Units     EXISTING: 1,125 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 
 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY:   

 

Rating:  green, of local architectural or historical significance.  

 

This c. 1848 three-story brick townhouse with carriageway, double cast iron galleries and attached service 

ell is known as the Turpin-Rossell Home, first restored in 1938. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/10/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 18-11438-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

                    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts  

 

Proposal to retain work not included on previously approved plans including new structural ties on the 

Royal St. elevation and dropped ceiling in the carriageway, per materials received 08/26/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

Regarding the structural ties noted in the agenda, staff found that the installed ties are consistent with 

previously approved plans and do not require additional review. 

 

The work in the carriageway is inconsistent with the previously approved plans. The approved plans 

noted the use of metal raceways attached to the ceiling to conceal all electrical and any other service lines 

that may be needed. Staff noted on the approved plans that these were to be “discreet metal raceways, 

painted to match the surface to which they are mounted.” Other work for the carriageway ceiling called 

out for the existing beaded board ceiling to be painted and for hooks in the ceiling to be removed. 

 

Rather than completing the work as per these approved plans, staff found that work was underway to 

construct a drop ceiling in the carriageway. According to the applicant, they intend to construct a new 

tongue and groove ceiling 9” below the existing ceiling. Revised plans provided by the applicant show 

this new ceiling attached to new treated 2x6’s. 

 

Staff is concerned that the observed as-built conditions do not appear to be consistent with these revisions 

as a series of aluminum supports were observed below the existing ceiling. Staff is also concerned with 

the overall concept of install a lowered false ceiling. This will not only obscure viable historic material, it 

will also affect the ratio of open wall above the openings in this carriageway. Based on photos taken by 

staff, it appears the ceiling at the back of the carriageway would be only slightly above the header in this 

location.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding this drop ceiling condition. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 

 


