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ADDRESS: 336-40 Chartres Street 

OWNER: Mercier Realty & Investment 

Company 

ZONING: VCC-2 

USE:  Commercial 

DENSITY 

Allowed: 6 units 

Existing: None 

Proposed: No change 

APPLICANT: Kurt Werling 

SQUARE: 29 

LOT SIZE: approx. 4042 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 808 sq. ft. 

Existing: 3034 sq. ft. 

Proposed: 4042 sq. ft. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Vacant four story, masonry and wood frame structure, with its one exposed wall being the cement plaster 

elevation that faces Conti Street.  Sanborn maps show a building in this location as early as 1876. The 

remainder of the property is a paved surface parking lot. 

 

Rating:  Yellow - contributes to the character of the district. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/08/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit #20-26023-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation Case #18-05593-DBNVCC     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Proposal to demolish yellow-rated infill structure, per application & materials received 04/21/2020 & 

11/23/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

On 05/27/2020, the Commission reviewed an application to downgrade the building to Brown and begin 

the 30 day layover period for demolition. Mr. Fifield made the motion to begin the 30 day layover period, 

during which time the applicant would provide the following materials for staff and Architecture 

Committee review prior to Commission action: demolition plans, updated engineers report, a current 

survey of the property, details of fencing for the entire site, and confirmation that the demolition will not 

compromise adjacent structures.  This motion adopted the staff recommendation that the Guideline 

requirement redevelopment plans be waived.  Ms. Lawrence seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.  After the motion passed, Ms. Vogt asked if Mr. Fifield had intentionally excluded the 

downgrade of the building rating from the motion.  Mr. Fifield responded that he had, and clarified that 

downgrading the building was not included.   

 

On 11/23/2020, the applicant submitted revised plans for demolition, an engineer’s report, updated 

survey, and a fencing proposal for the full site. 

 

Staff notes that the proposal to demolish the building has changed since last reviewed. Previously, the 

applicant proposed to demolish all four walls of the building. The applicant is now proposing to demolish 

only the roof, Conti-side wall, and the horizontal timber framing. The Chartres, Decatur and Bienville 

side walls will remain, with new steel bracing to be installed at each floor. The bracing plan and section 

show this detail as continuous C10x15.3 steel channels anchored to the Chartres and Decatur masonry 

walls in epoxy at 36” o.c. On each floor, 6” schedule 40 pipe bracing will span the Conti/Bienville side of 

the property, welded to the steel channels. The remaining masonry walls will be repointed and mortar 

caps restored. 

 

The engineer’s report dated 11/11/2020 and signed and stamped by Walter Zehner, PE, states that: 

 

“The building presently is still in poor condition. The timber framing has deteriorated further 

from roof leaks and the amount of structural damage is extensive, especially on the third and 

fourth floors, where there are structural failures and an unsafe condition. 

 

It is still my professional opinion that this building is in a condition of imminent collapse. If 

sections of the third and fourth floors fail further, it could result in the collapse of the entire 

building including the brick wall that abuts the parking lot at the corner of Chartres and 

Conti Streets.  

 

Thus it is my professional opinion that in the interest of public safety, the interior timber 

framing should be demolished as soon as possible, horizontal steel braces installed between 

the existing brick walls, and those walls tuck pointed as necessary.” 
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Staff notes that the site plan shows the Chartres-side wall immediately adjacent to the neighboring 

structures facing Chartres. Previous surveys showed a narrow alley between the properties, which the 

architect stated had been infilled in the years since. Review of the proposed work at 326-30 Chartres, 

currently under VCC review, shows that the alley remains but has been covered at the top floor with a 

metal grate, cutting off access to the alley. Since the alley remains in place, staff requests that the site plan 

be revised to include this information and that the architects and owners of the properties coordinate 

aspects of their proposals that affect each other.  

 

Staff is not qualified to make recommendations based on structural viability but notes that similar 

proposals have utilized ties that penetrate masonry walls instead of surface-anchored channels. Staff seeks 

the guidance of the Committee regarding the proposed revisions and plans to leave remnants of the 

building in place instead of razing the structure. 

 

Regarding the corner portion of the lot that is currently used as surface parking, the applicant has 

provided a site plan and fencing details. A new permeable paving system will be installed, but no details 

have been provided regarding the materials or paving plan. A 17’-6” wide electrically operated rolling 

vehicular gate will be installed at the Chartres-side curb cut. 12” x 12” x 7’-0” masonry piers will be 

spaced approximately 7’-7” apart on the Conti elevation and between 7’-9” and 9’-0” on the Chartres 

elevation. A 1’-6” x 8” masonry knee wall will span between the posts, with ½” solid steel pickets 

installed above. Post mounted hooded downlights are shown on each pier, but specs have not been 

provided for review. Wall-mounted security lighting is also shown at the footprint of the yellow-rated 

building, 10’-0” above grade. Previous drawings indicated that a fence and gate would also be installed in 

the location of the Conti-side wall that will be fully demolished, but they are not shown in this set. These 

details will be required prior to final approval and permit, but should not delay permit issuance for the 

demolition.  

 

Staff seeks the guidance of the Committee regarding the approvability of the demolition proposal and 

recommends conceptual approval of the site plan and fencing, with final details to be reviewed and 

approved at staff level. If the demolition details are found appropriate, staff recommends that the 

Committee forward the proposal to the Commission for final review. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 
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Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      05/27/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/27/2020 

Permit # 20-26023-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to demolish infill structure, in conjunction with staff recommended proposal to lower building 

rating from “yellow” to “brown,” per application & materials received 04/21/2020. [Will require 30-day 

layover period and additional review] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/27/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to demolish the unusual infill building, which remains on the site after the 

corner structure was lost in the 1940s. The remaining narrow building is completely surrounded by 

adjacent structures on three sides, and cannot meet building code requirements for egress or occupancy. It 

has been vacant since at least the 1980s, is missing a significant portion of its roof, and was deemed 

unsafe for full inspection by a licensed engineer in 2014. Significant water intrusion issues have also been 

observed in several of the adjacent structures.  

 

While staff regrets the loss of any historic structure, the structure is not viable for future use and staff does 

not consider it to “contribute to the character of the district,” which is the definition of a yellow-rated 

building. The condition of the building, its status as a remnant of a historic structure, and the extreme 

limitations for rehabilitation and occupancy, have led staff to recommend a downgrade from “yellow” to 

“brown,” which is defined as “detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance.” VCC 

Director, Bryan Block met with the applicant on-site for a cursory inspection. Mr. Block agrees that the 

advanced deterioration of the building, and the roof structure in particular, gives credence to the proposal 

and recommendation for complete demolition.  

 

The Design Guidelines state that “when reviewing a demolition application for a building or structure on 

a property, the VCC uses the following criteria in its evaluation: 

• The historic or architectural significance of the building or structure as designated by its color rating 

• The importance of the building or structure to the tout ensemble 

• The available alternatives to demolition that have been evaluated and explored by the applicant 

• The special character and aesthetic interest that the building or structure adds to the streetscape, 

site, or District 

• The difficulty or impossibility of reproducing such a building or structure because of its design, 

texture, material, detail or construction 

• The condition of the building or structure 

• The future utilization of the site 

• The proposed mitigation measures such as, but not limited to, continued maintenance, fencing and/or 

landscaping. 

 

[…] If the applicant believes the building is structurally unsound or a hazard, they are encouraged to 

provide documentation of the unsound condition prepared by a licensed structural engineer or architect. 

The only instance in which demolition is allowed without formal VCC approval is when required by the 

Department of Safety and Permits because the building, monument or structure is in imminent danger of 

collapse. 

 

A demolition application that does not meet the imminent danger of collapse criteria will be considered 

by the AC and then the Commission at public hearings. After initial review, the Commission typically 

requires a 30-day layover period for a demolition application. This allows further investigation by Staff 

and the Building Inspector, particularly as to the historic importance and current condition of the 

resource, and provides an opportunity for public comment. The VCC requires the submission of 

redevelopment plans concurrently with the demolition application and requires conceptual approval of 

the proposed redevelopment project prior to the issuance of a demolition permit.  

 

If the Commission approves a demolition application, a permit will be issued for the work after all 

conditions of the VCC’s approval have been met. No demolition or relocation work may begin until the 

VCC has approved a permit and the applicant has obtained all other necessary permits from the 

applicable City agencies, including the Department of Safety and Permits.” (VCC DG: 14-20) 

 

The applicant has submitted an engineer’s report from 2014 which stated that the building was at risk of 

imminent collapse at that time, as well as surveys from 1956 that indicate that the Chartres and Decatur-

side walls are not party walls. Photos also show some space between the walls of 340 and the surrounding 

buildings. The applicant proposes to install a brick fence with double gate on the Conti elevation to 

prevent unauthorized access to the portion of the site where the building currently sits.  

 

Given the state of the structure, the risk it poses to surrounding buildings, and the inability of this building 

to be redeveloped to meet contemporary building code, the Committee is forwarding a positive 

recommendation for the proposed demolition, with the application to return to the Commission 

following the 30-day layover period. In conjunction with the demolition, staff recommends a downgrade 
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in rating from “yellow” to “brown” to more adequately reflect the lack of contribution to the architectural 

and historic significance of the district, as well as its detrimental status. Additional materials will be 

required for further review at the Committee and Commission levels, including demolition plans, an 

updated engineer’s report, a current survey of the property, and confirmation that the demolition of the 

building will not compromise the adjacent structures. Staff also recommends that the requirement for 

submittal of future development drawings be waived in the interest of timely intervention, as no building 

could be reconstructed on this footprint and the corner portion of the site has been vacant since the 1940s.  

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    05/27/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. Werling present on behalf of the application.  Ms. Gasperecz 

asked the Commission if they had any comments or questions.  Ms. Lawrence asked staff when the 30-

day layover period would begin.  Ms. Vogt responded that it would begin now, but that the proposal 

would not come back to the full Commission for further review until the additional materials had been 

submitted and reviewed by staff and the Architecture Committee.  She went on to say that at that point it 

would return to the full Commission if the Committee was satisfied with the submitted documents.  Ms. 

Lawrence stated that she was worried about collapse in the interim.  Mr. Block stated that the potential 

was that it would return in 30 days as there was ample time to submit the necessary materials.  Ms. 

DiMaggio stated that the 30-day layover would also give time to notify the surrounding building owners.  

Mr. Block stated that staff believed the applicant was eager to move on the demolition and that there 

would be no delay from the VCC.  Ms. Gasperecz stated that clearly time was of the essence, particularly 

with hurricane season approaching.  With no other comments or questions the Commission moved on the 

next item.    

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski, FQ Citizens 

This property has been owned by Mercier family since 1870 and Mercier Realty since 1905. Sanborn 

maps show a 4 story building in that configuration since 1876. This same owner has allowed tis structure 

to sit vacant all these years without maintenance or renovation so that now it isn’t compliant with current 

code. This situation is to an extent of the owners’ own making. While we are sympathetic to their issues 

we oppose waiving the requirement for a redevelopment plan. Since this demolition request is not in its 

first round the owners have had ample opportunity to develop one.  Since a development plan is part of 

getting a demolition permit all requests should be treated the same and this one should not get special 

treatment. Further we would like to see some of the historic components being saved and reused as part of 

the plan. The idea that the VCC staff supports its demo without a plan and is agreeing to lowering the 

color rating when the applicant has owned this building this long is disturbing. 

 

Erin Holmes, VCPORA 

Per the VCC guidelines, the VCC requires the submission of redevelopment plans concurrently with the 

demolition application and requires conceptual approval of the proposed redevelopment project prior to 

the issuance of a demolition permit. In 2016, the VCC deferred a similar request for demolition and 

requested that applicants return with a redevelopment proposal of the entire parcel.  Have they ever 

explored redevelopment plans?  

 

This opportunity still exists, particularly as this parcel has remained underutilized for decades. Surface 

parking lots detract from the historic context of the Vieux Carre and pose security threats for both 

residents, employees, and visitors. Despite that a new building could not be constructed in the small 

footprint of the existing structure, the full property is a significant corner lot and should be prioritized for 

appropriate infill. 

 

Motion: 

Ms. Gasperecz asked the applicant if any efforts had been made towards a redevelopment plan for the 

site. Mr. Werling stated that it had been explored several times over the last six years, but there had been 

no interest in a lease to build on the site. He stated that the owners did not wish to sell the property, which 

he said had been vacant since at least the 1960s, possibly since the fire that destroyed the corner building. 

Mr. Block added that staff had recommended the Commission waive the Design Guidelines requirement 

for future development plans in conjunction with the demolition, but a future building could be 

constructed at the corner of the site. Mr. Werling stated that no one approached had been interested in 

pursuing this, as it was found cost prohibitive and the owner is not willing to sell the property. Ms. 

Lawrence stated that she was heartened by the owner’s willingness to allow for construction on the site 

and that it could always be proposed at some point in future. Mr. Villarreal stated that property owners 

have a responsibility to maintain their buildings but are not required to sell. Mr. Block stated that the 

issue at hand was that this building is a remnant that is potentially causing damage to surrounding 

buildings, has been judged to be in danger of collapse, does not contribute to the district, and is not 

developable due to egress and other code compliance issues. He reiterated that the condition of the 

building is regrettable, but that staff is in support of the demolition. 

 

Mr. Fifield made the motion to begin the 30 day layover period, during which time the applicant would 

provide the following materials for staff and Architecture Committee review prior to Commission action: 

demolition plans, updated engineers report, a current survey of the property, details of fencing for the 
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entire site, and confirmation that the demolition will not compromise adjacent structures.  This motion 

adopts the staff recommendation that the Guideline requirement redevelopment plans be waived.  Ms. 

Lawrence seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  After the motion passed, Ms. Vogt 

asked if Mr. Fifield had intentionally excluded the downgrade of the building rating from the motion.  Mr. 

Fifield responded that he had, and clarified that downgrading the building was not included.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      05/20/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/20/2020 

Permit # 20-26023-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to demolish yellow-rated infill structure, per application & materials received 04/21/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/20/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to demolish the unusual infill building, which remains on the site after the 

corner structure was lost in the 1940s. The remaining narrow building is completely surrounded by 

adjacent structures on three sides, and cannot meet building code requirements for egress or occupancy. It 

has been vacant since at least the 1980s, is missing a significant portion of its roof, and was deemed 

unsafe for full inspection by a licensed engineer in 2014. Significant water intrusion issues have also been 

observed in several of the adjacent structures. While staff regrets the loss of any historic structure, the 

structure is not viable for future use and staff does not consider it to “contribute to the character of the 

district.”  VCC director, Bryan Block met with the applicant on-site for a cursory inspection. Mr. Block 

agrees that the advanced deterioration of the building, in particular the roof structure, gives credence to 

the proposal and recommendation for complete demolition. 

 

The Design Guidelines state that “when reviewing a demolition application for a building or structure on 

a property, the VCC uses the following criteria in its evaluation: 

• The historic or architectural significance of the building or structure as designated by its color rating 

• The importance of the building or structure to the tout ensemble 

• The available alternatives to demolition that have been evaluated and explored by the applicant 

• The special character and aesthetic interest that the building or structure adds to the streetscape, site, 

or District 

• The difficulty or impossibility of reproducing such a building or structure because of its design, 

texture, material, detail or construction 

• The condition of the building or structure 

• The future utilization of the site 

• The proposed mitigation measures such as, but not limited to, continued maintenance, fencing and/or 

landscaping. 

 

[…] If the applicant believes the building is structurally unsound or a hazard, they are encouraged to 

provide documentation of the unsound condition prepared by a licensed structural engineer or architect. 

The only instance in which demolition is allowed without formal VCC approval is when required by the 

Department of Safety and Permits because the building, monument or structure is in imminent danger of 

collapse. 

 

A demolition application that does not meet the imminent danger of collapse criteria will be considered 

by the AC and then the Commission at public hearings. After initial review, the Commission typically 

requires a 30-day layover period for a demolition application. This allows further investigation by Staff 

and the Building Inspector, particularly as to the historic importance and current condition of the 

resource, and provides an opportunity for public comment. The VCC requires the submission of 

redevelopment plans concurrently with the demolition application and requires conceptual approval of the 

proposed redevelopment project prior to the issuance of a demolition permit.  

 

If the Commission approves a demolition application, a permit will be issued for the work after all 

conditions of the VCC’s approval have been met. No demolition or relocation work may begin until the 

VCC has approved a permit and the applicant has obtained all other necessary permits from the applicable 

City agencies, including the Department of Safety and Permits.” (VCC DG: 14-20) 

 

The applicant has submitted an engineer’s report from 2014, which stated that the building was at risk of 

imminent collapse at that time, as well as surveys from 1956 that indicate that the Chartres and Decatur-

side walls are not party walls. They propose to install a brick fence with double gate on the Conti 

elevation to prevent unauthorized access to the portion of the site where the building currently sits.  

 

Given the state of the structure, the risk it poses to surrounding buildings, and the inability of this building 

to be redeveloped to meet contemporary building code, staff recommends conceptual approval of the 

proposed demolition, with the application to be forwarded to the Commission for preliminary review. 

Additional materials will be required for further review at the Committee and Commission levels, 

including demolition plans, an updated engineer’s report, a current survey of the property, and 
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confirmation that the demolition of the building will not compromise the adjacent structures. Staff also 

recommends that the requirement for submittal of future development drawings be waived in the interest 

of timely intervention, as no building could be reconstructed on this footprint and the corner portion of the 

site has been vacant since the 1940s.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/20/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt presented the staff report with Messrs. Kurt and Adam Werling present on behalf of the 

application. Ms. DiMaggio noted that the building was yellow rated and asked if it was built within the 

period of significance for the French Quarter; Mr. Block answered that that would be a fair assessment, 

but that it was a remnant of a building and could be downgraded. Mr. Werling asked why the building had 

been given a yellow rating; Mr. Fifield answered that ratings were based on the historic and/or 

architectural significance of the building. He asked if the neighboring property owners had been made 

aware of the proposed demolition. Mr. Werling stated that the ownership has sent out certified letters over 

the last six years and have gotten some response, but not from all neighboring owners. He noted that the 

survey shows some space between the walls of 340 and the surrounding properties. Mr. Block stated that 

the demolition would require multiple public hearings and notices, in addition to those undertaken by the 

ownership. With no further discussion, the Committee moved on to the next item. 

 

Public comment: 

 

FQ citizens asks that any demolition request be taken with deep consideration. This particular proposal 

could affect other properties and we ask that they be brought into discussion and all options be considered 

before the loss of any historic asset. 

- Nikki Szalwnski, FQ Citizens 

 

 

We are sympathetic to the unique circumstances of this structure in that it is an awkwardly 

landlocked remnant of a former structure making renovation and reuse difficult. Yet, the VCC 

requires a property owner to exhaust all attempts to reuse a historic building or site feature prior to 

considering demolition. In the applicant's request information, it is noted that little attention has been 

paid to the structure since 2005, which has been vacant since the 1980's. This lack of maintenance 

has resulted in numerous citations of "demolition by neglect" between 2009 and 2018.  
 

In a 2016 request for demolition, the VCC deferred the consideration of this application for a 

calendar year to allow the owners to return with a redevelopment proposal for the entire parcel. 

Surface parking lots detract from the historic fabric of the Vieux Carre and pose security threats for 

both residents, employees, and visitors. This intersection would be better served through contextually 

appropriate infill.      

 

We support the committee maintaining this position, per the VCC design guidelines, and ask that the 

committee continue pushing for a full redevelopment plan for this significant corner lot. Allowing a 

demolition of a historic structure prior to these steps can incentivize negligence of other property 

owners and, potentially, the entire district. 
- Erin Holmes, VCPORA 

 

Motion: 

 

In response to the public comment, Mr. Fifield reiterated that the demolition would not be decided at the 

Committee level, and that a 30-day layover would require multiple Commission hearings. Ms. DiMaggio 

stated that she appreciated that the structure was a remnant of a previously-existing building, but that the 

remaining portion was a very odd piece to work with from a practical standpoint. She added that 

demolition must never be taken lightly, but should be very seriously considered. Mr. Block reiterated that 

the structure is a remnant of a historic building but that staff does not believe it is of any architectural 

and/or historic significance in and of itself, and that the bigger concern is the longevity of the surrounding 

buildings that contribute to the district. He stated that the building will deteriorate to the point of 

becoming a public nuisance.  

Ms. DiMaggio moved to forward a positive recommendation for demolition to the full Commission.  
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340 Chartres St - 18-05593-DBNVCC – 06/25/2018_________________________________________ 

1. DbN 

2. Roof deterioration/damage 

3. Sections of roof missing 

4. Roof joist deterioration/damage 

5. Skylight deterioration/damage 

6. Cracks present in the brick wall 

7. Cracks present in the stucco 

8. Vegetation 

9. WwoP 

10. Windows removed from the property. Plywood installed 

11. Doors removed from the property. Plywood installed 

12. Container permanently located on the property without approval 

13. Metal plywood fence installed on the property without approval 

 

November 20, 2019 adjudication hearing 

• Reset 90 days 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    06/01/16 

Permit Number: 15-04191      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish yellow-rated building per application & materials received 02/10/15 and to 

construct a masonry wall with double-leafed fence. [Notices of Violations sent 04/23/09, 9/20/13, and 

12/19/14] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  06/01/16 

 

The applicant has appealed the Architectural Committee’s deferral of the proposal to demolish the 
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existing yellow-rated building and construct a new fence. The Architectural Committee recommended 

compiling a comprehensive plan for redevelopment of the site, which is primarily a surface parking lot. 

 

Staff notes that the applicant’s previously stated that they had attempted to contact the neighboring 

property owners but had not received any replies. Staff attempted to contact the four neighboring property 

owners and received replies from three of the owners. All three owner’s stated that they had not been 

contacted by the owners of 340 Chartres and one of the owners expressed interest in taking possession of 

the building. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:   06/01/16 

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/26/16 

Permit Number: 15-04191      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish yellow-rated building per application & materials received 02/10/15 and to 

construct a masonry wall with double-leafed fence. [Notices of Violations sent 04/23/09, 9/20/13, and 

12/19/14] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/26/16 

 

This proposal for demolition was first reviewed at the 04/02/14 Commission meeting, at which time the 

applicant submitted a letter from an engineer stating that the building was in “imminent danger” of 

collapse. The application was most recently reviewed at the 02/24/15 Architectural Committee meeting 

where the Committee emphasized the need for letters of agreement from the neighbors regarding the 

proposed demolition. The applicants have returned with the same proposal following an adjudication 

hearing for the property. 

 

The building in question is set back from Conti Street and is situated between the rear of 326-32 Chartres 

and the lake side of 530-40 Conti. The rest of the lot is vacant and used for surface parking.  The lot had 

been occupied by a four story building that was demolished at some point between 1943 and 1946.  This 

building has been in a continual state of demolition by neglect for at least seven years. The noted 

violations include the following: 

• Skylight on roof is damaged and missing entire areas of glass allowing weather directly into the 

interior of the building  

• Vegetation is present on the building elevation.  

• Door and window millwork is in serious need of repair. 

• Stucco on Conti elevation is in need of repair.  

 

The guidelines state that, “the VCC rarely considers the demolition of a Purple, Blue, Green, Pink, or 

Yellow building or structure within the Vieux Carré Historic District an appropriate option. When 

reviewing a demolition application for a building or structure on a property, the VCC uses the following 

criteria in its evaluation: 

• The historic or architectural significance of the building or structure as designated by its color 

rating 

• The importance of the building or structure to the tout ensemble 

• The available alternatives to demolition that have been evaluated and explored by the applicant 

• The special character and aesthetic interest that the building or structure adds to the streetscape, 

site, or District 

• The difficulty or impossibility of reproducing such a building or structure because of its design, 

texture, material, detail, or construction 

• The condition of the building or structure 

• The future utilization of the site 

• The proposed mitigation measures such as, but not limited to, continued maintenance, fencing, 

and/or landscaping” (VCC DG: 14-20) 

 

The guidelines continue that, “The VCC requires the submission of redevelopment plans 

concurrently with a demolition application and requires conceptual approval of the proposed 

redevelopment project prior to the issuance of a demolition permit.” (VCC DG: 14-20) 

 

Finally, the guidelines state that, “the VCC requires: exhausting all attempts to reuse a historic building, 

structure, or site feature prior to considering relocation or demolition including: 

• Stabilizing, weatherproofing, and securing 

• Renovating or adaptively reusing the building, structure, or feature in a way that does not 

substantially alter its historic character 

• Selling or transferring the property 
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The applicants have stated that it would not be financially viable for them to renovate the building for use. 

The redevelopment plan submitted by the applicants is to construct a new 10’ wall and gate at the line of 

the existing building face. No other work is proposed as part of the redevelopment.  

 

Staff notes the very unusual shape of this lot and the fact the building at 336 Chartres abuts at least three 

neighboring buildings. Staff questions if the applicants have explored the possibility of re-subdividing the 

property and selling the portion with the building to one of the neighboring properties who may be able to 

properly secure, renovate, and put the building to use as an addition to their building. 

 

As this building and its current condition exactly meets the definition of demolition by neglect, staff 

believes allowing the demolition would create a very dangerous precedent. Staff recommends denial of 

the application and suggests that the applicant explore selling or gifting the building to one of the adjacent 

properties. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  04/26/16 

 

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Messrs. Werling and ??? present on behalf of the 

application.  

 

Mr. Musso inquired if the applicants have explored donating the building only to adjacent 

property owners. Mr. ?? stated that they have proposed that to neighboring property owners but 

none of them are interested in responding in writing. Mr. ?? stated that the long term plans of the 

owners is to build a building on the site but such a proposal is not feasible at the current time. 

 

Mr. Taylor stated that this building is a unique circumstance and it would be much easier to 

consider the demolition of this building if the owners had plans for the development of the 

corner. Mr. Musso inquired if the owners could return with a proposal for a development that 

could reach a starting point within the next calendar year. Mr. Taylor noted that vacant land in 

the French Quarter is a form of urban blight and the proposed demolition would be much easier 

with a plan to address the rest of the lot which is vacant land. 

 

Mr. Musso moved to defer the application pending receipt of a comprehensive plan for the entire 

site. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    02/24/15 

 

Proposal to demolish yellow-rated building per application & materials received 02/10/15 and to 

construct a masonry wall with double-leafed fence.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  02/24/15 

 

The proposal to demolish 340 Chartres was reviewed between the April 2 and May 13, 2014. The 

following is reiterated from those staff reports:  
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The building in question is set back from Conti Street and is situated between the rear of 326-32 Chartres 

and the lake side of 530-40 Conti. The rest of the lot is vacant and used for surface parking.  The lot had 

been occupied by a four story building that was demolished at some point between 1943 and 1946.  The 

outstanding deficiencies cited in the VCC Notice of Violation, dated 09/20/13, were previously cited in 

April 2009 but were never addressed. This building has been in a continual state of demolition by neglect 

for at least five years. The noted violations include the following: 

• Skylight on roof is damaged and in need of repair.    

• Vegetation is present on the building elevation.  

• Door and window millwork is in serious need of repair. 

• Stucco on Conti elevation is in need of repair.  

• Graffiti is present on the Conti elevation.  

 

VCC guidelines regarding demolition state:  

• the demolition of buildings of any architectural or historical importance, or that form of demolition 

which takes place slowly by neglect, is not allowed. 

• generally, any building or portion of a building which is rated as contributing to the character of the 

district (yellow) or better cannot be demolished. 

 

Furthermore, 

• detailed drawings must be submitted which show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as 

a result of a proposed demolition. 

 

A survey was submitted during the 04/08/14 meeting.  Based on that 1973 survey, it seems the masonry 

walls on the river and Bienville sides of the property are shared with the adjoining properties, and the 

property line on the Chartres side extends into the structures located at 326-30 & 332 Chartres.  However, 

photographic documentation submitted on 05/06/14 by Mercier Realty, as well as historic insurance 

maps, show a narrow alley that was enclosed at the first floor level between the Chartres side wall of 336-

40 structure and the rear wall of the 326-30 & 332 Chartres buildings.  

 

The alley originally ran along the rear of 326-328-330-332 Chartres.  That area has been enclosed entirely 

at the ground level and is enclosed and incorporated into the interior of the 332 building on the 2nd and 3rd 

levels as well.  Otherwise, it is open to weather, though a portion appears to be enclosed on the third level 

in the vicinity of 326-28 Chartres and is also covered at the roof level by a metal grate, HVAC condenser, 

and stair to a roof deck at 326-30 Chartres. 

 

According to the Sanborn insurance maps, the alleyway is documented with a one story structure, similar 

to the first story enclosure that exists today.  Consequently, staff understands that the joists inside 336-40 

Chartres span in the river-to-lake direction and were tied into masonry walls on both the Chartres and 

Decatur sides. 

 

Due to the legal complications from demolishing a building with common walls, the Committee had most 

recently deferred the proposal pending the submission of letters of agreement from the neighbors and 

review by the VCC legal counsel. Additionally, the applicant must submit drawings for the proposed 

redevelopment plan. 

 

Staff perceives approval or any granting of this application as effectively condoning the long-term 

improper and inadequate, yet required, maintenance of this property and again recommends deferral of 

the proposal to demolish 336-40 Chartres Street, with the application to return to the AC following 

submission of redevelopment plans and letters of agreement from the neighbors. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  02/24/15 

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Mr. Werling representing the application. Mr. Musso 

explained that the VCC must have letters of agreement from the neighboring property owners as well as 

new drawings if the new proposal differs from that which was previously reviewed. He also reiterated 

from the staff report that the building has been in a state of demolition by neglect for many years, and he 

voiced his hesitance to grant demolition due to the fact that the property has not been maintained 

properly. Mr. Fifield again referenced the need for letters and requested information on the current status 

of acquiring the letters. Mr. Nass explained that letters had been sent certified and many returned 

unanswered. Based on Mr. Nass’s explanation, the property owners had received verbal agreement from 

one property owner but have not received anything in writing.  

 

The Committee members empathized with the applicants but emphasized the necessity of having letters of 

agreement from the neighbors. Mr. Fifield moved, and Mr. Musso seconded, to grant a 30 day deferral to 

gather the required documentation. 
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DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    05/13/14 

 

Proposal to demolish four-story structure, per application & materials received 03/27/14 & 05/06/14. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  05/13/14 

 

The owner/applicant submitted for review a redevelopment plan on 05/06/14, as well as documentation 

from the riverside (rear) and Bienville side windows of 332 Chartres showing what partially remains as 

open-air above the former rear alley that separated the structures.  The alley originally ran along the rear 

of 326-328-330-332 Chartres.  That area has been enclosed entirely at the ground level and is enclosed 

and incorporated into the interior of the 332 building on the 2nd and 3rd levels as well.  Otherwise, it is 

open to weather, though a portion appears to be enclosed on the third level in the vicinity of 326-28 
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Chartres and is also covered at the roof level by a metal grate, HVAC condenser, and stair to a roof deck 

at 326-30 Chartres. 

 

According to the Sanborn insurance maps, the alleyway is documented with a one story structure, similar 

to the first story enclosure that exists today.  Consequently, staff understands that the joists inside 336-40 

Chartres span in the river-to-lake direction and were tied into masonry walls on both the Chartres and 

Decatur sides. The applicant has noted that pipes and attachments (including vents and drains) possibly 

from the neighboring properties exist within area above the closed alleyway, and expressed concern that 

they are detrimentally affecting 336-40 Chartres.   To this point, staff states that the building’s 

deteriorating conditions,  open to the elements through the damaged roof, as well as all façade openings 

(windows and doors) that have not been properly sealed, since at least 2009 when the VCC first cited the 

property for Demolition by Neglect, appear to be more severe problems aggravating the Demolition by 

Neglect state. 

 

The letter submitted by Kurt Werling, the contractor of record, explains the proposed methodology for 

demolition. The wall closest to Chartres would be deconstructed by hand from the top to about 8-12’ high 

from ground level and would serve as a wall along the common passageway. The Conti façade would also 

be deconstructed; the interiors and framing will be removed concomitantly so as to avoid major wall 

collapse. Drawings have been submitted by Bendernagel Architects for a new iron gate and 10’ block 

wall to be constructed in place of the existing Conti façade.  

 

As evidenced by a letter from Harold A. Werling, Secretary and Treasurer for Mercier Realty, owner of 

the property, long term plans include “giving serious consideration to erecting a new building, similar to 

previous structures that occupied this lot, and…[T]he area that is now in question will be utilized as open 

space (patio, garden, fountain, etc.) for the newly constructed building.” 

 

Staff continues to voice concerns that the approval, or the recommendation to approve, the proposed 

demolition would effectively condone the long-term improper and inadequate maintenance of any 

property, automatically leading to applications to demolish as a means to “rectify” such deteriorated 

conditions rather than properly preserving and maintaining a building’s structural integrity.  As a result, 

staff recommends denial of the proposal to demolish 336-40 Chartres Street with the owner/applicant to 

return to the VCC with plans for rehabilitation and structural intervention.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  05/13/14 

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Messrs. Nass, Werling, and Zehner present to represent the 

application. Mr. Hesdorffer restated the VCC’s understanding of the relationship between the buildings 

located at 322-24, 326-32, & 340 Chartres. Mr. Musso then stated that he had discussed this situation with 

the Zoning Department and that it was determined that the area occupied by the building in question 

would have to exist as open space in perpetuity. The owners were not be permitted to build on the space 

after the existing building is demolished, as it is a building code issue. Following a discussion regarding 

the attachments to the Chartres side wall of the 340 Chartres structure, Mr. Nass stated that the owners 

cannot employ a contractor willing to repair the roof.  

 

Mr. Vanlangendonck asked the Committee whether the owners would be able to sell the open space to the 

properties facing Chartres for use as courtyard space; Mr. Musso explained that the space would require 

resubdivision, which in this instance would not be possible due to the minimal size of the area. Meg 

Lousteau, Director of VCPORA, commented that the allowance of demolition in this case would set a bad 

precedent and has the potential to encourage owners to allow demolition by neglect if demolition is a 

valid option.  

 

Mr. Taylor addressed the legal complications of this issue, noting that multiple property owners should be 

involved in the discussion, and directed the applicant to receive input and/or letters from the neighboring 

property owners. Mr. Musso concurred and clarified that there are five (5) people with adjacent properties 

that should submit letters giving their consent. The Committee elected to defer the application pending 

the submission of letters of agreement from the neighbors and review by the VCC legal counsel. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    05/07/14 

 

Proposal to demolish four-story structure, per application & materials received 03/27/14. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  05/07/14 

 

This application was brought before the Commission on 04/02/14 prior to any review by the Architectural 

Committee, due to concern expressed by the engineer of record for “imminent collapse.”  Since that 

hearing, the Architectural Committee reviewed the application twice during public meetings on 04/08/14 

& 04/22/14 and inspected the building on 04/17/14.  Both public meeting reviews concluded with 

deferrals of the application.  

 

During the 04/08/14 Architectural Committee meeting, the Committee deferred the discussion pending 
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receipt of more information about the building’s current structural state and the applicant’s redevelopment 

plan for the site, of which the latter is required by VCC guidelines for demolition. A redevelopment plan 

was received on 05/06/14; this plan is scheduled to be assessed by the Architectural Committee on 

05/13/14, in order to advise the VCC at its subsequent meeting.  A survey was submitted during the 

04/08/14 meeting.  Based on that 1973 survey, it seems the masonry walls on the river and Bienville sides 

of the property are shared with the adjoining properties, and the property line on the Chartres side extends 

into the structures located at 326-30 & 332 Chartres.  However, photographic documentation submitted 

on 05/06/14 by Mercier Realty, as well as historic insurance maps, show a narrow alley that was enclosed 

at the first floor level between the Chartres side wall of 336-40 structure and the rear wall of the 326-30 & 

332 Chartres buildings.  

 

Based on the on-site evaluation, staff concludes that the building has been in a state of decline for many 

years.  The framing is rotting due to exposure to the elements, and the joists in some places are so 

deteriorated that they no longer tie into the joist pockets. The roof and façade openings are not properly 

sealed against moisture and biological intrusion.  The masonry in some areas is sugaring and crumbling.  

It appears that no action has been taken to resolve the open roof condition previously cited in April 2009. 

However, there are some sistered joists and shoring of unknown age. 

 

The current state of deterioration is characterized by the VCC as demolition by neglect. Staff must again 

refer to the VCC guidelines regarding demolition for a building of at least yellow rating (contributes to 

the character of the district), which states demolition or demolition by neglect is prohibited.  Furthermore, 

the Architectural Committee & VCC must approve the redevelopment plan for the site prior to any 

demolition approval.  

 

Staff perceives approval or any granting of this application as effectively condoning the long-term 

improper and inadequate, yet required, maintenance of this property and again recommends deferral of 

the proposal to demolish 336-40 Chartres Street, with the application and redevelopment plan to return to 

the Architectural Committee for review.  

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:   05/07/14 DRAFT 

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Mr. Nass in attendance to represent the application. Following 

a brief discussion that focused on a recent inspection of the property from a neighboring property, Mr. 

Taylor moved, Mr. Blanda seconded, to defer the proposal, with the application to return to the 

Architectural Committee for further review.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/22/14 

 

Proposal to demolish four-story structure, per application & materials received 03/27/14. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/22/14 

 

During the April 8th Architectural Committee meeting, the Committee deferred the discussion regarding 

the proposed demolition pending receipt of more information about the building’s current structural state 

and the applicant’s redevelopment plan for the site. A survey was submitted during the meeting; based on 

this 1973 survey, it seems the masonry walls on the river and Bienville sides of the property are shared 

with the adjoining properties.  

 

Staff and Committee members visited the site on 04/17/14, but the documents requested during the 

04/08/14 meeting have not been submitted.  Based on the on-site evaluation, staff concludes that the 
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building has been in a state of decline for many years.  The framing is rotting due to exposure to the 

elements, and the joists in places are so deteriorated that they no longer tie into the joist pockets.  The roof 

and façade openings are not properly sealed against moisture and biological intrusion.  The masonry in 

some areas is sugaring and crumbling.  It appears that no action has been taken to resolve the open roof 

condition previously cited in April 2009.  However, there are some sistered joists and shoring inside of 

unknown age.  The current state of deterioration is characterized by the VCC as demolition by neglect. 

Staff must again refer to the VCC guidelines regarding demolition for a building of at least yellow rating 

(contributes to the character of the district), which states demolition or demolition by neglect is 

prohibited. Staff recommends deferral of the proposal to demolish 336-40 Chartres Street, pending 

receipt of the following documents: 

• detailed drawings that show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as a result of the 

proposed demolition, as required by VCC policy, 

• and permit applications for structurally stabilizing the building until a final determination is made 

regarding the proposed demolition. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  04/22/14  

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Messrs. Harold Werling, Kurt Werling, Peter Nass, and 

Walter Zehner present to represent the application.  Mr. Musso commented on the survey and common 

walls, as well as the requirement for the submittal of a stabilization and redevelopment plan.  Mr. Nass 

stated that Mercier Realty was anticipating a second engineer’s report on the structural integrity of the 

building and had a working draft of the redevelopment proposal.  A representative of Mercier Realty and 

the contractor of record had a copy of the draft on hand and presented it to the Committee.  After 

reviewing the draft, Mr. Musso commented that drawings/plans must be submitted in conjunction with 

the written draft.  

 

Mr. Lyons then stated his concerns regarding the structural integrity of the masonry walls and the 

consequences from removing the interior framing from those walls.  Mr. Musso reiterated that concern 

and also expressed interest in getting feedback from the owners of the adjacent 326-30 & 332 Chartres 

building, since the rear (Decatur side) wall of those properties appear to be on the Mercier property at 

336-40 Chartres. 

 

The Committee elected to defer the application to demolish 336-40 Chartres, pending receipt of the 

following documents: 

• detailed drawings that show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as a result of the 

proposed demolition, as required by VCC policy, 

• and permit applications for structurally stabilizing the building until a final determination is made 

regarding the proposed demolition. 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/08/14 

 

Proposal to demolish four-story structure, per application & materials received 03/27/14. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/08/14 

 

During the 04/02/14 VCC hearing, the Commission allowed the 30-day layover period for demolitions to 

begin, and required the following: 

• the application return to the Architectural Committee for further discussion, 

• the owners stabilize the structure during the period of review, and 

• a survey be provided to clarify common walls and property lines. 

 

As mentioned during that hearing, the applicant has submitted a letter from a consulting engineer noting 

concern for the building’s status and potential “imminent collapse.” The building in question is set back 

from Conti Street and is situated between the rear of 326-32 Chartres and the lake side of 530-40 Conti. 

The rest of the lot is vacant and used for surface parking.  The lot had been occupied by a four story 

building that was demolished at some point between 1943 and 1946.  The outstanding deficiencies cited 

in the VCC Notice of Violation, dated 09/20/13, were previously cited in April, 2009 but were never 

addressed. This building has been in a continual state of demolition by neglect for at least five years.  

 

VCC guidelines regarding demolition state:  

• the demolition of buildings of any architectural or historical importance, or that form of demolition 

which takes place slowly by neglect, is not allowed. 

• generally, any building or portion of a building which is rated as contributing to the character of the 

district (yellow) or better cannot be demolished. 

 

Furthermore, 

• detailed drawings must be submitted which show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as 

a result of a proposed demolition. 
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Staff believes that demolition should not take place until the potential salvage and rehabilitation of the 

structure may be evaluated and recommends that immediate steps be taken to shore the small building 

from within and to brace the Conti elevation to prevent any failure or collapse due to the compromised 

state of the structure. Without any plan for future use of the building, or its footprint, the staff is unable to 

consider or assess any proposal for the property. 

Staff recommends that: 

• floor plans and sections be required to illustrate the current structural state, 

• a survey is provided to clarify common walls and property lines, 

• detailed drawings be submitted which show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as a 

result of the proposed demolition, as required by VCC policy, 

• members of the Committee and VCC staff visit the site, and 

• the owner/applicant acquire permits for structurally stabilizing the building until a final determination 

is made regarding the proposed demolition, with the application to return to the Architectural 

Committee prior to final review by the Commission. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:  04/08/14  

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Mr. Nass, Harold Werling, and Kurt Werling in attendance to 

represent the application. Prior to the staff presentation, Mr. Nass reviewed the VCC meeting on 04/02/14 

and Mercier Realty’s actions leading up to that meeting.  He stated that Mercier had obtained the building 

acquisition documents and the latest survey (1979) of the property; he also stated that Mercier has no 

intention to put the area of the building into commerce following demolition and that the area would be 

“walled off” to keep anyone from entering the space.  Mr. Taylor said that the Commission had also asked 

for a chain of title, which Mr. Hesdorffer explained was needed to help illustrate how the building’s walls 

may be either part of or party to any of the other surrounding parcels.  Mr. Kurt Werling stated that the 

building does have some shoring on the interior of the building to momentarily keep it from collapsing; 

his understanding of the building construction is that the Conti façade is not tied into either of the lateral 

walls, but instead was constructed separately and is freestanding.  Mr. Hesdorffer stated the necessity of a 

site visit by the VCC staff and Architectural Committee prior to the April 22nd meeting.  

 

The Committee elected to defer the discussion regarding the proposed demolition and requested the 

following documents: 

• floor plans and sections be required to illustrate the current structural state, 

• a survey is provided to clarify common walls and property lines, 

• detailed drawings be submitted which show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as a 

result of the proposed demolition, as required by VCC policy, 

• members of the Committee and VCC staff visit the site, and 

• the owner/applicant acquire permits for structurally stabilizing the building until a final determination 

is made regarding the proposed demolition, with the application to return to the Architectural 

Committee prior to final review by the Commission. 
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DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:    04/02/14 

 

Proposal to demolish four-story structure, per application & materials received 03/27/14. [NOTE: this 

meeting marks the beginning of the 30-day layover period.] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:  04/02/14 

 

The VCC policy on demolition as outlined in the Design Guidelines requires that such proposals are put 

before the Commission for consideration at a regular monthly meeting, at which time proposals are 

normally laid over for a month until the next regular meeting before any final decision is rendered.  Also 

during that 30-day period, the Architectural Committee has the opportunity to evaluate the proposal in 

greater detail and consider whatever plan is submitted for the property.  

 

In this case, the applicant has also submitted a letter from a consulting engineer noting concern for the 

building’s status and potential “imminent collapse.”   For that reason as well, this application was 

scheduled for immediate review despite it being submitted after the normal meeting deadline (2-weeks 

prior to the meeting date.)  

 

The building in question is set back from Conti Street and is situated between the rear of 326-32 Chartres 

and the lake side of 530-40 Conti. The rest of the lot is vacant and used for surface parking.  The lot had 

been occupied by a four story building that was demolished at some point between 1943 and 1946.  The 

outstanding deficiencies cited in the VCC Notice of Violation, dated 09/20/13, were previously cited in 

April 2009 but were never addressed. This building has been in a continual state of demolition by neglect 

for at least five years. The noted violations include the following: 

• Skylight on roof is damaged and in need of repair.    

• Vegetation is present on the building elevation.  

• Door and window millwork is in serious need of repair. 

• Stucco on Conti elevation is in need of repair.  

• Graffiti is present on the Conti elevation.  

 

VCC guidelines regarding demolition state:  

• the demolition of buildings of any architectural or historical importance, or that form of demolition 

which takes place slowly by neglect, is not allowed. 
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• generally, any building or portion of a building which is rated as contributing to the character of the 

district (yellow) or better cannot be demolished. 

 

Furthermore, 

• detailed drawings must be submitted which show exactly what is proposed for treatment of the site as 

a result of a proposed demolition. 

 

While VCC staff believes that demolition should not take place until the potential salvage and 

rehabilitation of the structure can be evaluated, it also believes that the 30-day layover period may be 

allowed to begin. Staff also recommends that immediate steps be taken to shore the small building from 

within and to brace the Conti elevation to prevent any failure or collapse due to the compromised state of 

the structure.  Without any plan for future use of the building, or its footprint, the staff is unable to 

consider or assess any proposal for the property.  This property is a case where it appears that for many 

years the building was “warehoused” for some unknown future use.  Despite that, interior conditions on 

the property that cannot be readily observed have been allowed to worsen to the point where the owner 

now seeks the proposed demolition.   

 

VIEUX CARRE COMMISSION ACTION:   04/02/14  

 

[Commissioner Denechaud entered during this discussion] 

 

Ms. Ripple gave the staff presentation with Mr. Werling and his attorney Mr. Nass present on behalf of 

the application, following which Mr. Musso made a general statement of concern regarding the length of 

time that 340 Chartres has been neglected. Mr. Nass stated that the owner’s understanding of the property 

was that the building under discussion is a product of the mid-twentieth century and was historically an 

open yard. He provided a brief chronology of events in the last few months regarding concern for the 

structure, which resulted in the hiring of an engineer to provide a professional opinion in reference to the 

building’s structural status and safety. Staff then clarified the history of the structure, explaining that a 

structure is documented in Sanborn Insurance maps beginning in at 1876 and appears to have remained, 

though possibly altered, as evidenced by changes to the building plans in the maps.  

 

Mr. Musso questioned whether the lateral walls are common walls and if action had been taken to 

stabilize the building, to which Mr. Nass replied that he did believe the walls were common and that no 

action had been taken. The following discussion, involving questions from Messrs. Blanda and Musso, 

centered on why the building had been allowed to deteriorate to such an unstable point; what action or 

work had been performed recently to maintain the building; the recent use of the structure; the proposed 

use of the area; and whether the owner had clear title. 

 

Mr. Nass confirmed that the owner has no intended use for the land at present and that he does have clear 

title. Mr. Musso requested a survey to discern the property lines and clarify whether the lateral walls are 

common.  Mr. Vanlangendonck, a Vieux Carré resident, asked whether this area, which is obscured from 

the street and currently unlit, would be secured from vandals following demolition. Mr. Werling stated 

that the owners would install a fence.  

 

Mr. Taylor moved, Mrs. Denechaud seconded, to begin the 30 day demolition layover period, require 

the application to return to the Architectural Committee for further discussion, require the owners to 

stabilize the structure during the period of review, and request that a survey be provided to clarify 

common walls and property lines. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



837 Royal
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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     12/08/2020   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

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 & 12/01/2020, respectively.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

The applicant has brought on a new engineer to look at the structural issues at this rear balcony. Staff 

and the Architecture Committee has previously not been in favor of the heavy-handed approach of both 

the unpermitted existing condition and various proposals made over the past year and a half. This new 

proposal is agreeably much more discrete.  

 

The applicant proposes to install three (3) ¾” x 1-1/2” flat bar brackets at each of the three columns on 

the rear elevation of the main building. The brackets would be secured by 7-1/2” bolts epoxied in the 

masonry wall and by 5” lag bolts bolted to the existing roof framing. Staff finds this bracket design has 

been minimized as much as possible as previously requested and would not be very visually apparent if 

installed. 

 

In addition to the angled brackets, the applicant proposes to replace existing more decorative metal ties 

where the rafters meet the building wall with new simple metal ties. Staff notes that the existing ties 

were painted or prefinished black and it contrasts highly with the white of the rest of the structure. If the 

new ties are painted to match the structure, they may be lower in visibility.  

 

Metal ties would be eliminated from where the rafters meet the fascia in favor of new heavy-duty 

connector screws through the fascia into the rafters. Provided that the heads of these screws can be 

countersunk and filled over, this element of the proposal would not be visible at all. 

 

Overall, staff finds the current proposal more in keeping with the guidelines and a large improvement 

over the current unpermitted design. Staff recommends approval of the application with any final details 

to be worked out at the staff level.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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.   
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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 

 

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

the applicant if she had anything to report.  Ms. Gates stated that she believed Mr. Albrecht’s comments 

to be good however, she too had questions for the architect regarding the plating and the design, but as 

of the meeting he had not responded to her inquiry.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she agreed with the staff 

report and that she too had concerns about how the historic material would be affected.  Mr. Bergeron 

stated that he wondered how much of the wall had been rebuilt over time.  At this point Mr. Bergeron 

dropped the call.  Mr. Fifield stated that the original design was far overdesigned and that the proposed 

bracket may also be overdesigned. Mr. Fifield continued that he did not see an effort to address the 

visual impact and that the proposal doesn’t meet the design standard. Mr. Fifield recommended that the 

applicant find the load requirements and design supports appropriately. Ms. DiMaggio stated that 

aligning the supports with the columns was a good direction to move in. Mr. Fifield stated that there was 

clearly information missing- the application and how they would be attached to the wood members.  

The Committee moved on to the next agenda item.   

 

No Public Comment 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to defer the proposal in order to allow the applicant to generate an 

alternate bracket design or proposal based on the discussion today. Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion, 

which passed unanimously. 

 

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.   

 

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 
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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 

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 
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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. 

 

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.  
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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 

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. 

 



1228 Royal
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ADDRESS: 1228-30 Royal   

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

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 51 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

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

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

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

Barracks side of the building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/08/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

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

 

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

condensing unit, per application & materials received 07/16/2020 & 11/23/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

The applicant has returned with two options to replace the existing through wall unit with a new mini split 

unit. Option A proposes to locate the unit on the Barracks elevation of the main building, adjacent to an 

existing unit at approximately the second-floor height. Given the narrow width of the alleyway and the 

location of the balcony adjacent to these units, a new unit in this location would have limited visibility but 

would likely be slightly visible from the street. Staff does not find the visibility to be overly concerning in 

this location. 

 

Option B shows a new roof rack on the rear slope of the main building. This location would be visible 

from the courtyard of 1228 Royal and possibly from the windows of one or two immediate neighbors but 

would not be visible from the street or any public right of way. 

 

The applicant also noted that the building’s ownership has noted that this is the “only unit remaining to 

update the HVAC to a mini split and no additional units will be add[ed] to the property.” Staff responded 

noting that there are two additional existing through wall units at the second floor of the building and 

requesting clarification that if these units fail in the future there will not be another application for mini-

splits. Staff seeks clarification from the applicant if this is indeed the case and questions if the VCC 

should request a formal declaration of this fact from the building ownership. 

 

If ownership can confirm this fact, staff does finds both options A and B approvable. If ownership cannot 

confirm that no future applications will be submitted, staff recommends the approval of option B as this 

would allow for the installation of additional future equipment. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 
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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 

 

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

that the biggest problem with replacing the wall unit to match existing was that the current unit was not 

big enough to condition the space. She went on to say that currently it was located very close to the floor, 

so it was not in an ideal location.  Mr. Fifield stated that he was hoping the applicant would have 

produced a comprehensive proposal to heat and cool the whole building and that what was provided was 

more of a survey of the existing equipment rather than a plan. He went on to say that he wanted to see a 

net positive effect instead of a cumulative effect.  Ms. Gates asked for clarification.  Did the Committee 

wish to see a future plan or a proposal for changing all units now?  Mr. Fifield stated that he just wanted 

to see this unit fitting into a comprehensive plan.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she agreed with Mr. Fifield 

and that she wanted to see what they planned for the future.  Mr. Fifield finished the discussion by stating 

that he believed there was technology out there that could minimize this situation.  The Committee moved 

on to the next agenda item.  

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to defer the application in order to allow the applicant time to develop a 

comprehensive equipment plan, and with the matter of individual vs comprehensive ownership of 

condominium associations as applicants to be referred to full Commission.  

 

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 
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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.   

 



932 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 932 Bourbon   

OWNER: 932 Bourbon St. LLC APPLICANT: Archetype LLC 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 57 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,323 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 697 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 490 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This narrow (3-bay) c. 1830 2½-story masonry townhouse has millwork additions that date from the late 

19th century. 

 

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

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/08/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit # 20-44886-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-10034-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to renovate building and correct VCC violations including proposal to replace existing wood 

stoop with masonry stoop, structurally reinforce existing balcony and replace decking with new Aeratis 

decking, per application & materials received 10/27/2020 & 11/24/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

Following the deferral at the 11/10/2020 meeting, the applicant decided not to pursue the removal of the 

Victorian elements and submitted a revised proposal on 11/24. The revised proposal addresses the 

violations cited by staff and is generally staff approvable with the exception of the three items noted 

above. 

 

Stoop 

The applicant proposes to remove the existing wood stoop and to install a new similarly sized masonry 

stoop. The proposed new stoop would be constructed with concrete steps, CMU side walls with a brick 

cap. The sidewalls would be stuccoed. 

 

The earliest photo of this building located by staff is from ca. 1950 and shows a nearly identical wood 

stoop as the existing. The Guidelines mention stoops in the chapter on Balconies, Galleries, and Porches 

and notes that, “the VCC does not allow replacing wood steps with concrete or brick.” (VCC DG: 08-12) 

 

Staff does not find this aspect of the proposal approvable. 

 

Balcony 

At the balcony, the applicant notes on the plans a new “steel flat bar welded to end of outriggers & bolted 

to existing brick wall.” Staff inquired about this aspect of the work and the applicant stated that until they 

open up the balcony, they will not know the extent of structural work that may or may not be needed. As 

such staff notes that some structural interventions may be needed once the structure of the balcony 

can be fully viewed and that any structural changes to the balcony will require additional VCC 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t -  9 3 2  B o u r b o n   P a g e  | 2 

 

review. 
 

At the balcony decking the applicant proposes to install new Aeratis synthetic decking.  Staff notes that 

the conditions present at this building do not meet the recommended criteria for the use of synthetic 

decking. Specifically, this building is higher rated than recommended for synthetic decking as it is green 

rated, and the balcony is mostly covered by the overhang above. Staff notes that the underside of the 

balcony is enclosed so if synthetic decking were approved there would be no visible change to the 

supporting purlin structure of the balcony. 

 

Summary 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed stoop material change, deferral regarding the structural elements 

of the balcony, and requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposed use of synthetic 

decking. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/10/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/10/2020 

Permit # 20-44886-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-10034-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to renovate building and correct VCC violations including proposal to remove non-original 

Victorian woodwork, per application & materials received 10/27/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/10/2020 

 

Staff cited this property for several areas in need of repairs back in October 2019. The applicant then 

contacted staff a few weeks ago to discuss the concept of removing the Victorian elements from the 

building as part of the work to correct violations. The removal would include the overhang, brackets, and 

gutters above the second-floor balcony, the brackets, fascia, and soffit at the balcony, the casings above 

the first-floor windows, and the wood steps and stoops to be replaced with a masonry stoop. A stucco 

cornice would be created where the overhang was removed to match the existing cornice on the 

neighboring rear building of 940 Bourbon St.  

 

Staff informed the applicant that this could be argued as either a restoration of the building to something 

more similar to its original appearance or that the Victorian elements, in place now for over 120 years 

could have gained their own significance. Staff suggests that if such a restoration were approved the work 

would likely need to be much more extensive in order to completely and accurately restore to a different 

period of significance. Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee if the concept of 

removing the Victorian elements would be something worth exploring further. 

 

The proposal also includes the proposed removal of the window unit from the center transom on the 

second floor and the installation of a new mini split unit mounted to the wall 10’ back from the front wall. 

Although staff finds the removal of the transom AC unit hugely positive, staff does not find the wall 

mounted mini split location consistent with the Guidelines. Staff recommends researching a more discrete 
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location for a new mini split. 

 

The other work besides the proposed Victorian element removal and AC work is repair/replacement to 

match existing and generally approvable. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application but requests commentary from the Committee as noted 

above. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/10/2020 



New Business



810 Ursulines
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ADDRESS: 810 Ursulines   

OWNER: Jeffrey Hebert APPLICANT: Dustin Woehrmann 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 77 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 1,920 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 576 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 370 sq. ft. approx.. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Ratings: 

Main & rear buildings: Green - or of local architectural and/or historical significance 

 

Riverside carriageway infill & second-level infill between main and rear buildings at: Brown - 

Objectionable or of no architectural importance 

 

This property consists of two (2), two-story masonry service buildings, one (1) fronting on Ursulines 

(main building), and one (1) located at the rear of the property (rear building), both of which originally 

served two (2) c. 1840 or earlier Creole cottages fronting on Bourbon Street. The cottage at the corner of 

Ursulines and Bourbon streets was demolished between 1876 and 1896.    The adjacent cottage at 1035 

Bourbon remains to the present, but is now part of a separate property.  As evidenced by the Sanborn fire 

insurance maps, the rear building at the rear of the property appears to be a remnant of a longer service 

building, which extended towards Bourbon Street, the rest of which was demolished sometime after 1909. 

Also according to the Sanborn maps, two sections of infill had been constructed by 1940, one partially 

enclosing the carriageway, and one connecting the building fronting on Ursulines with the building at the 

rear of the property at the second floor. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/08/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit # 20-41053-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

                   

Proposal to remove existing six-panel, solid wood door and to install new three-panel, solid wood door, 

per application & materials received 09/20/20 & 11/10/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

Photographs indicate that the existing door has been in place since at least 1963. An earlier, ca. 1940s 

photograph, however, shows a completely different door with a single large lite above a large, single 

panel. The applicant provided a drawing of their proposed replacement door which features a large wood 

panel at the top of the door, a smaller horizontal panel at around the lock rail height, and a large bottom 

panel. 

 

In regard to historic doors, the Guidelines state, “the VCC requires retaining a serviceable original wood 

door … unless otherwise irreversibly deteriorate; if the original door does not survive, replacing it with a 

new or salvaged door that matched the original door.” (VCC DG: 07-13) 

 

As there is solid documentation that the existing door was installed likely in the 1950s or early 1960s, 

staff finds that some kind of replacement not matching the existing may be appropriate. Although the 

door style seen in the ca. 1940s photograph could be an approvable replacement based on the 

documentation, staff suggests that door was unlikely to have been original to the ca. 1840 building as 

well. 

 

Staff questions if the proposed three panel door is necessarily appropriate for the building. If not, staff is 

open to seeing other proposed alternative doors. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of a replacement door and requests commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding the style of any replacement door 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/13/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/13/2020 

Permit # 20-41053-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

                   

Proposal to remove existing six-panel, solid wood door and to install new three-panel, solid wood door, 

per application & materials received 09/20/20. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/13/2020 

 

Photographs indicate that the existing door has been in place since at least 1963. An earlier, ca. 1940s 

photograph, however, shows a completely different door with a single large lite above a large, single 

panel. The applicant provided an image of their proposed replacement door which features a large wood 

panel at the top of the door, a smaller horizontal panel at around the lock rail height, and a large bottom 

panel.  

 

In regard to historic doors, the Guidelines state, “the VCC requires retaining a serviceable original wood 

door … unless otherwise irreversibly deteriorate; if the original door does not survive, replacing it with a 

new or salvaged door that matched the original door.” (VCC DG: 07-13) 

 

As there is solid documentation that the existing door was installed likely in the 1950s or early 1960s, 

staff finds that some kind of replacement not matching the existing may be appropriate. Although the 

door style seen in the ca. 1940s photograph could be an approvable replacement based on the 

documentation, staff suggests that door was unlikely to have been original to the ca. 1840 building as 

well. 

 

Staff does not believe the proposed three panel door is necessarily appropriate for the building, however, 

based on the documentation, staff is open to seeing other proposed alternative doors. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of a replacement door and requests commentary from the 

Architecture Committee regarding the style of any replacement door.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/13/2020 

 

The applicant withdrew the proposal prior to the hearing. 

 



700 Bourbon
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ADDRESS:  700-04 Bourbon Street/737-41 St. Peter Street 

OWNER:  McConnell Enterprises   APPLICANT:  Erika Gates 

ZONING:  VCE     SQUARE:  60 

USE:   Commercial    LOT SIZE:  42' 4" x 56' 10" = 2405.94 sq.ft. 

 

DENSITY- 

 ALLOWED:  6 UNITS 

 EXISTING:  0  

      PROPOSED:  no change 

OPEN SPACE- 

  REQUIRED:  481.2 sq.ft. 

         EXISTING:  0 

         PROPOSED:  no change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 
Rating:  Green:  of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

This address actually consists of two c. 1848 Greek Revival two-story brick commercial buildings, the 

facades of which are unified by a covered cast iron gallery.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/08/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit #20-42717-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to convert existing non-historic windows to French doors, per application & materials received 

10/06/2020 & 11/17/2020, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

The applicant proposes to repair doors and windows on both floors of the main building, in conjunction 

with converting three window openings to ten-lite, single panel French doors: two new sets on the 

Bourbon elevation, and one on the St. Peter elevation. The millwork on this building has been 

significantly altered over time, although it seems that the locations of openings have not shifted, and all 

French doors currently swing out. Existing granite sills and brick scarring indicate that the windows 

were previously doors, and the openings are all shown the same width as the existing French doors. The 

existing lintels will remain in place. Staff requests confirmation that no brick infill or horizontal brick 

removal will be required to install the doors, and head/jamb/sill details should be provided for additional 

review.  

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposed work, with final review and approval to be 

handled at staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 



327 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 327 Bourbon   

OWNER: 327 Bourbon Street, LLC APPLICANT: Erika Gates 

ZONING: VCE SQUARE: 69 

USE: Vacant LOT SIZE: 5,472 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 9 Units     REQUIRED: 1,641 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: None     EXISTING: 1,679 sq. ft. approx. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating:  Blue - of Major Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

This c. 1835 Greek Revival townhouse is noted for its historical associations as the home of Judah P. 

Benjamin, as well as for its elegantly detailed features such as the carriageway entrance, main entrance, and 

"bow and arrow" wrought ironwork.  The components of the original complex (house, kitchen, stable) remain 

intact.  The mansard roof is a late 19th century addition. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/08/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit # 20-46277-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-02773-DBNVCC     Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to stabilize failing cornice by reattaching with “Tapcons” or “All Thread” every eight feet, per 

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

Staff observed the failing condition of the cornice on 11/06/2020 and immediately informed representatives 

for the building. An application was submitted 11/11/2020 to re-attach the cornice using “tap cons” or “all 

thread” to “secure it, without compromising aesthetics until we can fully renovate the building.” Initially no 

additional information was provided but staff has been in contact with the applicant who did submit an image 

of the cornice noting the proposed attachment points. The applicant has also stated that they have had the 

condition looked at by the engineer Walter Zehner who approved the proposed repairs from an engineering 

standpoint. 

 

Staff is concerned about the likely fragile condition of the cornice that has resulted in the overall neglect to the 

building for several years. Staff worries that further damage will be done if the cornice is not put back in a 

very cautious and delicate manner.  

 

Staff seeks commentary from the Committee regarding the situation. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 



1214 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 1212-14 Bourbon   

OWNER: Merry J McSwain APPLICANT: Valence Construction 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 54 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,652.5 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 796 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 841 sq. ft. approx. 

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

Rear addition, and portion of the main house on the upriver side of the property: brown, 

objectionable, or of no architectural/historical importance. 

 

The two-story frame building at this address was constructed circa 1890 as a typical one-story frame double 

shotgun cottage in the Italianate style.  The second floor was added in the 1920s.  The rear addition “service 

wing” was constructed in 1992. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/08/2020   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit # 20-46763-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to replace existing wood balcony decking with new Aeratis balcony decking, per application & 

materials received 11/16/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

According to the application, the existing condition on this balcony is wood decking clad in copper 

sheeting. This is not a typical approvable detail for balcony or gallery flooring. The applicant proposes 

to remove the copper cladding and underlying decking and to install new Aeratis synthetic decking. 

 

Staff finds this to be a good candidate for synthetic decking as it meets the unofficial guidelines 

regarding the installation of this type of decking. This balcony is located on a yellow rated building, is 

generally open to the sky, etc. Additionally, the underside of this balcony is enclosed so there is no 

concern about potential visual impact of adding or relocating supporting purlins.  

 

Staff recommends approval of the application with the proviso that the decking still be painted following 

installation. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 



200-30 Royal

(defer at Staff request for new submittal)



Appeals and Violations



326-30 Chartres
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ADDRESS:  326-30 Chartres Street 

OWNER:   326-30 Chartres St LLC 

ZONING:   VCC-2 

USE:   Commercial 

 

 

DENSITY 

Allowed:   3 Units 

Existing:   Unknown 

Proposed:  Unknown 

 

APPLICANT:   John C. Williams (2018) 

  James Marques (2020) 

SQUARE:   29 

LOT SIZE:   2450 sq. ft. 

 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:   735 sq. ft. 

Existing:     None 

Proposed:   No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

A row of four c. 1860, three-story masonry buildings, which have rusticated facades and granite posts and 

lintels on the ground floor. 

 

Rating:  Yellow - contributes to the character of the district. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/08/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit #20-44777-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation Case #20-20887-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Appeal to retain rooftop deck installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, to install new 

gallery, and address work without permit and demolition by neglect violations, per application & 

materials received 10/26/2020 & 12/02/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

The proposed work addresses major work without permit violations cited continuously between 2000 and 

2020, including: 

• Inappropriate asphalt roof installed  

• Rooftop addition constructed  

• Roof deck installed  

• Inappropriate door installed to access roof 

• HVAC installed 

• Inappropriate light fixtures 

 

The appeal to retain many of these items was last reviewed on 01/20/2018; the Committee requested a full 

scope of work and an engineer’s report that addressed the building’s many systemic issues. The water 

intrusion issues at this property seem to have been exacerbated by the condition of the landlocked 

building next door at 340 Chartres, which is currently under review for demolition. Additionally, there 

were significant concerns that the asphalt roof and illegal roof deck have contributed to the deterioration 

of this property, and the building may not be capable of supporting the added weight of the roof deck 

structure, particularly in its current condition. The new applicant, representing the same ownership, has 

provided an unstamped engineer’s report from James Heaslip dated 06/04/2018, which states the 

following [VCC staff note: the letter makes repeated reference to the “balcony structure;” the letter and 

accompanying photos are referencing the roof deck, not a balcony or gallery.]: 
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Staff notes that the Committee was concerned that the building’s structure may be compromised by the 

presence of the roof deck, not just the occupancy of the roof deck (if allowed to remain). The letter, which 

is over two years old, does not evaluate the overall building strength and the impact of the deck’s dead 

load. Staff notes that no permits have been issued for interior or exterior work since the 2017 inspection 

that showed severe moisture intrusion, vegetation, and mold growth on the interior of the property. The 

recommendation that the roof deck be rated for nine (9) people is also concerning, as the VCC has no way 

to enforce how many people may occupy the roof deck at any given time, and the possibility of events 

taking place on a 640 square foot roof deck that could theoretically host dozens of people is highly 

alarming. The VCC Design Guidelines are clear that a roof deck is prohibited on a structure with this 

roof pitch and not recommended for a yellow rated building (VCC DG: 14-17), and staff maintains that 

retention of this roof deck, in any form, should be denied.   

 

 
 

The applicant is proposing to address the violations, as follows: 

 

Roof and roof deck: 

The existing asphalt roof would be replaced with a new synthetic slate system over an ice and water 

shield. This work is approvable by the Guidelines since the building is yellow rated, but the applicant 

must what type of synthetic slate will be used. The applicant proposes to replace the dormer roofs, which 
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are below the roof deck, with modified bitumen. Staff notes that the age and provenance of the dormers, 

as well as the access to the roof deck from the attic, are unclear and they may also be unpermitted 

additions. 

 

The existing wooden roof deck rail would be replaced with a stainless-steel cable rail system. The 

decking would be replaced with synthetic decking, and the existing 2x8 joists replaced to match existing. 

The existing deteriorated support framing is called out as being replaced with “new galvanized tube steel 

members,” with new pitch pockets. Staff notes that this constitutes a complete reconstruction of the 

existing illegal roof deck, with no reduction of square footage.  

 

The roof deck is currently accessed through an unpermitted door in the Conti-side dormer and up a 

wooden stair that runs along the side of the adjacent building at 340 Chartres, which is currently under 

review for demolition. The stair is built on top of a metal grate that covers a small alley between 326 

Chartres and 340 Chartres, which is currently inaccessible. Staff is concerned that a lack of access to this 

alley may have contributed to the water infiltration of both buildings, since this masonry could not be 

maintained and shows significant signs of vegetation growth and missing mortar where visible.  

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal to replace the deteriorated, unpermitted asphalt 

shingle roof with synthetic slate, and recommends denial of all proposed work to the roof deck, which 

should also be denied for retention and demolition required. The door from the Conti-side dormer should 

also be removed; the dormers themselves may be conceptually approvable for retention if modified, but 

are highly atypical in their size and design.  

 

HVAC and lighting: 

The existing HVAC equipment is noted as “to be retained.” Lighting violations are not addressed in this 

scope. 

 

Gallery: 

The applicant is proposing to remove the existing fire escape from the Chartres elevation and install a 

double gallery on the second and third floors, with four sets of casement windows to be converted to 

French doors for access. The gallery spans all three addresses, 326, 328 and 330, and has decorative 

vertical iron panels that divide the gallery into five equally spaced bays that do not correspond to the 

width of each building.   

 

VCC Design Guidelines state that “adding a new balcony, gallery, porch or overhang will greatly alter 

the appearance of a building. In select cases, the VCC might approve the installation of a new […] 

gallery provided that: 

• There is documentary evidence supporting a gallery previously existed, 

• The installation is appropriate for the building type, 

• The installation does not destroy or conceal an important architectural feature or detail, 

• The proposed design is compatible in size, scale and design to the building and surrounding 

streetscape.  

When installing a new gallery, great care should be taken to minimize the removal of existing building 

fabric during its installation and attachment. In addition, the design of the components should be simple 

and visually minimized to allow the wall surfaces beyond to remain visible. When installing a new metal 

gallery, simple posts located along the curb with a plain balustrade are generally the most appropriate. 

(VCC DG: 08-09) 

 

Staff researched the buildings to establish if any projections over the street had been present. The 1876 

and 1896 Sanborn maps both show projections, but they are not deep enough to indicate that galleries 

existed, particularly when viewed in comparison with the previously existing corner building at 340 

Chartres. Staff notes that the dashed line over the sidewalk may not indicate a balcony; awnings and deep 

cornices were also reflected in Sanborn maps, and no photos or drawings show projections of any kind 

beyond the fire escape that remains. Staff notes that it would be inappropriate to install a balcony or 

gallery on these three buildings and not include their sister at 332 Chartres, but a simple balcony that 

meets the VCC Design Guidelines guidance on new projections (above) could be considered. Staff 

recommends deferral, with the applicant to submit revisions based on staff and Committee comment. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 
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DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/30/18 

Permit Number: 18-01087-VCGEN               Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 
 

Appeal to retain rooftop addition and deck constructed on rear slope of gable roof without benefit of VCC 

review and approval, per application & materials received 01/10/18 & 01/24/18, respectively. [Notices of 

violation sent 05/05/09 & 11/30/16] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/30/18 
 

On 05/18/16 Staff inspected the property and cited the following work without permit violations: 

• Inappropriate asphalt roof installed  

• Rooftop addition constructed  

• Roof deck installed  

• Inappropriate door installed to access roof 

• HVAC installed 

• Inappropriate light fixtures 

 

The asphalt roof and roof deck were also cited 05/05/09 and reviewed by the Committee on 11/28/00. The 

Committee moved to require the applicant to install roofing to conform to VCC Design Guidelines, and 

approved the ongoing decking repairs “provided that the applicant first corrects the roofing violation.” 

These issues are still unresolved. 

 

The applicant has submitted the following proposal: 

• Appeal to retain the existing roof 

• Appeal to retain rooftop addition & access stairs 

• Appeal to retain roof deck 

• Appeal to retain HVAC equipment 

• Remove existing vegetation & repoint Decatur-side wall 

• Remove fire escape stair on Chartres, repair fire escape balcony and convert second floor and 

third floor windows to doors to access fire escape. 

 

Staff fully inspected the site on 11/16/17 and noted extensive water intrusion, termites and mold on the 

second, third and fourth floors. Both the Decatur-side masonry wall and roof system are easily 

identifiable as the source of continual water damage. Asphalt shingles are not approvable within VCC 

Design Guidelines and this roof has been cited repeatedly since it was discovered in 2000; the roof deck 

has also been continually cited and is considered prohibited within VCC Design Guidelines due to the 

historic building’s gable roof. Before these items can be considered for retention, staff feels that it’s 

necessary to have the building and roof deck evaluated by an engineer, along with detail drawings 

showing the deck’s attachment to the building’s sloped roof system. This will provide additional 

information for staff and Committee consideration. 

 

Staff notes that the retention of the inappropriate roof access door and lighting are not addressed. 

 

The removal of the Chartres-side fire escape stair is approvable, but would also require the removal of the 

fire escape “balcony.” This is not a true French Quarter balcony, and has no historic value as such. 

Additionally, converting a set of casement windows to doors to access this balcony is also not approvable. 

If the fire escape remains, the windows may not be modified. Additionally, staff notes that two sets of 

casement windows on the Bienville side of the front elevation have eight lites per rather than ten, as 

typical. These windows are drawn to match the others but no note states that they will be replaced. Staff 

asks for clarification regarding this aspect of the proposal. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application. 
 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/30/18 
 

Ms. Vogt presented the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Champagne present on behalf of the 

application. Mr. Williams stated that the property was purchased from the City at auction eighteen months 

ago after the previous owner did not pay taxes.  

 

The Committee asked for public comment and Ms. Lousteau spoke on behalf of VCPORA, stating that 

the Orleans Parish Assessors Office had the property transfer posted online, and that the record showed 

the current owner purchased the property from the previous owner, Gary Landrieu, in 2010. She added 

that the rooftop deck is inappropriate for this structure and is clearly causing damage.  

 

Mr. Taylor agreed that the deck is causing damage to the building and expressed concern with the 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t  –  3 2 6 - 3 0  C h a r t r e s       P a g e  | 6 

 
additional weight of the deck upon the building’s structure. Mr. Fifield added that nothing had been 

presented to provide a compelling argument for retaining the deck. Mr. Block asked the applicant to 

provide a complete scope of work, including an engineer’s report and structural drawings, as well as roof 

penetration details. Mr. Fifield stated that the submitted materials do not address how to fix the problems 

that make the building uninhabitable. Mr. Williams responded that tuck-pointing the rear wall would help 

with the water intrusion. Mr. Fifield responded that the building has systemic problems and all existing 

issues, including structural concerns and waterproofing, should be identified before proceeding. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved to defer the proposal until the applicant can provide an engineer’s report and has a 

complete scope of work to address the waterproofing and structural concerns. Mr. Taylor seconded the 

motion, adding that the applicant should clarify any chain of title issues. The motion passed unanimously. 

 

 

VCC Violation Case 19-01398-VCCNOP                                                                                      02/27/19 

 

• Impermissible roof material installed 

• Roof deck, lattice installed without approval 

• Door to roof deck installed without approval 

• HVAC equipment, vents installed without approval 

• Impermissible light fixtures installed without approval 

• Inappropriate work done on at a second floor window 

• Wires 

• Roof deterioration 

• Paint deterioration 

• Stucco deterioration 

• Door deterioration 

• Balcony deterioration 



728 Bourbon

ngalbrecht
Snapshot
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ADDRESS: 718-20 Bourbon   

OWNER: Inkwell Group LLC APPLICANT: Mullin Brian 

ZONING: VCE SQUARE: 60 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 2268 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 units     REQUIRED: 453.6 sq. ft. (20% corner lot) 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: Unknown 

    PROPOSED: No change     PROPOSED: Unknown 

 
ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

One of two c. 1810 Creole style 2-story masonry buildings, this corner building and attached service 

wing was modified in the late 19th century. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/08/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit # 20-46577-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain fans, satellite dish and metal cap flashing installed without benefit of VCC review and 

approval, per application & materials received 11/16/2020. [Notices of Violation sent 04/18/16, 

07/19/19 & 10/21/2020] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

On 10/19/2020, staff inspected the property and issued a notice of violation for several issues that have 

been cited in multiple violation cases since 2016. The property has recently been purchased by new 

ownership, who are proposing to address the violations as follows: 

• Remove light kits and retain fans installed on gallery, 

• Retain satellite dish, 

• Retain metal cap flashing installed on parapets, and  

• Secure and conceal wiring installed on building exterior. 

 

Staff has no objection to retention of the ceiling fans if the light kits are removed, since internalized 

lights are not permitted by VCC Design Guidelines. However, the application does not address the 

unshielded light fixtures found elsewhere on both floors of the gallery and are also prohibited. Staff will 

work with the applicant to ensure that all fixtures are replaced with suitable alternatives that will provide 

adequate light levels at the gallery and sidewalk. 

 

The satellite dish is currently installed on the rear elevation of the main building, adjacent to a large 

plumbing and drainage stack. Staff has no objection to retaining the dish if it is moved off the building, 

as recommended by the Design Guidelines. Other options may include a freestanding pole in the 

courtyard; staff will work with the applicant to explore alternatives but does not find the current location 

to be approvable.  

 

Metal parapet cap flashing is prohibited by the Design Guidelines and rarely found approvable by the 

Committee except in limited circumstances, since it may lead to hidden water intrusion and vegetation 

growth within masonry walls. Staff recommends that the Committee deny the appeal to retain the cap 

flashing, with mortar caps to be installed as replacements. 

 

Any abandoned wiring should be removed, and remaining wiring discretely installed in conduits and 

painted to match the adjacent surface. 

 

Overall, staff recommends approval of the proposal to remove the light kits and retain the existing fans, 

conceptual approval to retain a satellite dish with the proviso that it be relocated, denial of the appeal 

to retain the parapet cap flashing, and approval of work to conceal wiring. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 
 



601 Iberville
201 Chartres
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ADDRESS:  201 Chartres (601-07 Iberville) 

OWNER:   Grundmann Enterprises, LLC  

ZONING:   VCC-2  

USE:  Commercial 

DENSITY 

Allowed:  8 units  

Existing:  Unknown  

Proposed:   No change  

 

APPLICANT: Grundmann Enterprises 

SQUARE: 36 

LOT SIZE: 2293.5 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:  458.7 sq. ft.  

Existing:   0 sq. ft  

Proposed:  No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Green, or of local architectural and/or historical importance.  

 

This address features an 1850 4-story masonry commercial building, which has a scored plaster facade 

and a heavily denticulated cornice.  An 1887 photograph documents that the building had a wraparound 

cast iron gallery at the second and third levels. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/08/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/08/2020 

Permit #20-46700-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain door, hardware and keypad installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 11/19/2020. [Notices of Violation sent 06/14/18 & 07/20/2020]   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/08/2020 

 

On 06/14/18, staff inspected the property and issued a violation notice for various demolition by neglect 

and work without permit issues, most of which have been addressed. An application was submitted to 

address the violations and appeal to retain a replacement door and intercom installed without permit on 

the Iberville elevation. The Committee reviewed the appeal on 05/14/19; Mr. Musso moved for a 90-day 

deferral with the applicant to work with staff on new hardware, intercom box options and an applied 

wood panel for the metal door.   

 

The previously existing door was a wood door with four raised rectangular panels. The replacement door 

appeared to be a solid, plain metal door, which is inappropriate for the building rating, age, and type. The 

intercom in this location is a very large model that is visually obtrusive. Given the advances in technology 

that have allowed for intercoms to become smaller and more discreet, staff recommended that the 

intercom be replaced with a newer, less obtrusive model.  

 

Since the Committee review, a permit was issued that allowed the applicant to address other violations 

cited on the property, including vegetation removal, stucco repair and French door repair. The 

unpermitted door, hardware and intercom system were never addressed. On 07/15/2020, staff noted that 

wood “panels” had been applied to the door without permit, and another violation case was opened. 

[Note: recent inspection of a neighboring property provided staff with an opportunity to view violations 

present on the building’s roof. Another case will be opened to address these concerns.] The applicant is 

appealing to retain the existing conditions.  

 

The wood applied to the door would not have been considered an approvable solution if presented to staff 

prior to completion of work.  If a metal door is required in this location, staff suggests that the applicant 

hire a design professional to work with staff on an acceptable, appropriate solution to cover the metal 

door. Staff also reiterates that there are better options for door hardware and intercom systems that would 

be less conspicuous. Permits must be obtained prior to work so all alterations may be approved in 

advance. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the appeal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 
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ADDRESS:  201 Chartres (601-07 Iberville) 

OWNER:   Grundmann Enterprises, LLC  

ZONING:   VCC-2  

USE:  Commercial 

DENSITY 

Allowed:  8 units  

Existing:  Unknown  

Proposed:   No change  

 

APPLICANT: Marsha Gilbert  

SQUARE: 36 

LOT SIZE: 2293.5 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:  458.7 sq. ft.  

Existing:   0 sq. ft  

Proposed:  No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Green, or of local architectural and/or historical importance.  

 

This address features an 1850 4-story masonry commercial building, which has a scored plaster facade 

and a heavily denticulated cornice.  An 1887 photograph documents that the building had a wraparound 

cast iron gallery at the second and third levels. 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of     05/14/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/14/19 

Permit # 19-11867-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation Case #18-05208-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 
 

Appeal to retain millwork and hardware installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 04/15/19. [Notice of Violation sent 06/14/18] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/14/19 

 

On 06/14/18, staff inspected the property and issued a violation notice for various demolition by neglect 

and work without permit issues. The applicant has submitted a proposal to address those issues, most of 

which can be handled at staff level. The applicant is appealing to the Committee to retain a single door on 

the Royal side of the Iberville elevation, as well as an intercom system adjacent to the door.  

 

The previously-existing door was a wood door with four raised rectangular panels. The replacement door 

appears to be a solid, plain wood door, which is not appropriate for the building rating, age and type. Staff 

recommends that the door be replaced to match what was previously existing. The intercom in this 

location is a very large model that is visually obtrusive. Given the advances in technology that have 

allowed for intercoms to become smaller and more discreet, staff recommends that the intercom be 

replaced with a newer, less obtrusive model.  

 

Staff recommends denial of the appeal to retain the unpermitted door replacement and intercom system, 

with the staff to work with the applicant on suitable alternatives. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/14/19 

 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Ms. Gilbert present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Musso stated 

that the intercom box had to be replaced. The applicant stated that the Fire Marshall required the box. Mr. 

Musso stated that the appearance of the door and the hardware could be easily changed.  Mr. Musso 

moved for a 90 day deferral in order for the applicant to work with staff on new hardware, intercom box 

options and an applied wood panel for the metal door.  Mr. Block seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.  


