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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. 
 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      12/16/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/16/2020 

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:   12/16/2020 

 

When last reviewed on 05/27/2020, the Commission reviewed an application to demolish the infill 

structure and moved 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 

also adopted the staff recommendation that the requirement for redevelopment plans be waived in the 

interest of approving and permitting the demolition as soon as possible.   

 

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 steel channels anchored to the Chartres and Decatur masonry walls, with 6” 

pipe bracing spanning at each floor. 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.” 

 
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 
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aspects of their proposals that affect each other.  

 

The corner portion of the lot that is currently used as surface parking will be paved with permeable 

materials and fenced, with a new vehicular gate proposed on the Chartres elevation. These elements will 

require further development and review at staff level prior to permit, but will not delay issuance of the 

demolition permit. 

 

The Committee reviewed the proposal on 12/08/2020 and has forwarded a positive recommendation for 

demolition. As the 30-day layover period has passed, staff recommends approval. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/16/2020 
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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.” 

 
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 
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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 
 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. Werling and Mr. Bendernagel present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Bendernagel stated that he would have concerns with lateral bracing penetrating the 

wall. Mr. Werling stated that currently there was no alley between the two buildings.  He went on to say 

that if they did penetrate the building, they would end up in the bathroom or bedroom of the adjacent 

Chartres building.  Ms. Vogt stated that she had been in both buildings and that the alley was still there, 

only covered at that the top.  Mr. Fifield agreed with Mr. Bendernagel, stating that it was not the same 

condition as a wall falling away that needed to be tied back. Both Ms. DiMaggio and Mr. Bergeron stated 

that the proposed detail appeared to be appropriate. 

 

Ms. DiMaggio stated that the proposed site fencing would be very good for this corner, giving the lot a 

better street face.  Mr. Fifield agreed with Ms. DiMaggio, and asked the applicant what type of brick 

would be used.  Mr. Werling responded that brick would be salvaged from the demolition and reused.  

Mr. Fifield stated that this was a great idea, and he thanked the applicant for such a complete proposal.  

Mr. Bendernagel asked if there would be a chance to discuss paving and lighting in more detail.  Mr. 

Werling stated that they had added the permeable pavement to the proposal based on the storm water 

retention guidelines, but Safety and Permits was unsure if this still applied in the VCC.  Ms. Vogt stated 

that she would work with the applicant to develop the site proposal in keeping with the Design 

Guidelines.  Mr. Fifield stated that storm water management guidelines did apply in the French Quarter.  

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

Public Comment: 

TO THE HONORABLE MEMBERS OF THE VCC ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE: 

  

Please be advised of my representation of 326-30 Chartres St., LLC. 

  

My client, 326-30 Chartres St., LLC, has received and reviewed the Proposed Plan to Demolish the 

building located at 336-340 Chartres Street. 

  

The existing buildings located at 326-30 Chartres St. owned by 326-30 Chartres St., LLC, and 336-340 

Chartres St. are contiguous and share a common wall. 

  

The common wall has existed at this location for well over seventy-five (75) years. 

  

The original proposal of Mercier Realty and Investment Company provided for the demolition of the 

common wall other than the bottom twelve (12’) feet of the wall. 

  

It is our understanding that the revised proposal of Mercier Realty and Investment Company provides that 

the common wall shall remain entirely intact, be adequately braced and shored to the top of the existing 

common wall with horizontal steel beams, and the exterior brick of the common wall will be tuck pointed 

and waterproofed. 

  

Any partial demolition of the existing common wall would cause the collapse of a substantial portion or 

all of the multiple story building owned by 326-30 Chartres St., LLC, which would result in both 

structural and monetary damages, as well as the potential injury or death of the occupants of the building 

at 326-30 Chartres Street. 

  

Subject to the common wall remaining entirely intact, being adequately braced and shored to the top of 

the existing common wall with either horizontal steel beams or masonry depending upon the discretion of 

the VCC Architectural Committee or Staff, and the exterior brick of the common wall will be tuck 

pointed and waterproofed, 326-30 Chartres St., LLC would only request that the approval of the 

demolition plan together with the bracing and shoring of the common wall be reviewed by a structural 

engineer retained by 326-30 Chartres St., LLC prior to final approval by the VCC Commission, the VCC 

Architectural Committee or the VCC staff. 

  

                                                                                          Respectfully, 

  

                                                                                          Jay J. Harris 

                                                                                          Attorney for 326-30 Chartres St., LLC 
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Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to forward the application to the full Commission with a positive 

recommendation for the demolition of the building at 340 Chartres, and conceptual approval of the 

paving and gate with details to be worked out at the staff level.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and 

the motion passed unanimously.  

 

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 
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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 

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 
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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 

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 
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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 

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.  

 

 

 

 


