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501 Decatur
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ADDRESS        501, 503-05, 507 Decatur; 509 St. Louis  

OWNER:    Rue Decatur LLC APPLICANT:  John Williams, Architect    

ZONING:    VCC-2    SQUARE:  27 

USE:    Hotel    LOT SIZE: Various 

 

DENSITY     OPEN SPACE 

Allowed:  8 Units    Required:    Various 

Existing:  0    Existing:    Unknown 

 Proposed:  0    Proposed:    No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 
The four, 3-story brick stores (three facing Decatur and one facing St. Louis) at this address were built in 

1830 for the Baron de Pontalba by Gurlie and Guillot.  They originally had semi-cylindrical ground floor 

openings and were constructed of lake brick painted a "straw color" with pearl gray trim.  In the mid 19th 

c. the stores were modernized with cast iron columns and shop doors on the ground floor. Then in the late 

1800s, Victorian millwork was installed in some of the ground floor openings. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 18-15039-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to add gutters to new gallery construction and appeal to change approved gallery roof material, 

per application & materials received 05/10/2018 & 01/29/2021, respectively 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

Following Commission review and approval, a permit was issued in November 2018 to install a 

wraparound gallery on the buildings at 501, 503 and 507 Decatur, which is currently under construction. 

The applicant contacted staff seeking approval to change the permitted copper roof to a galvanized metal 

standing seam roof in a dark bronze prefinish. As prefinished roofing materials are not permitted by the 

Design Guidelines, staff recommends denial of the proposed change order, with all roofing materials to 

be copper as originally permitted.  

 

Upon further review of the approved materials, staff noted that no gutters were included on the new 

gallery. Staff asked the applicant to study their options for installing drainage, and the applicant has 

returned with two proposals. The first option is to install 6” gutters with 2” diameter bird’s mouth 

scuppers located at every other bay. The second option would use downspouts instead, but is complicated 

by existing conditions, including at neighboring buildings. Staff finds the first option with bird’s mouth 

scuppers to be preferable, as this is both the easiest and most historically appropriate solution.  

 

Staff recommends approval of the proposal to install 6” gutters with bird’s mouth scuppers, with final 

drawings to be submitted for final review and approval at staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 



1014 N Rampart
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ADDRESS: 1014 N Rampart    

OWNER: Mohit Srivastava  APPLICANT: Corbett Scott  

ZONING: VCC-2  SQUARE: 105  

USE: Vacant  LOT SIZE: 3741.6 sq. ft.  

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units      REQUIRED: 1122.5 sq. ft.  

    EXISTING: None      EXISTING: 1756 (approx.)  

    PROPOSED: None      PROPOSED:  1576 (approx.)  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Main building – Pink, or of potential local or major architectural significance, but with detrimental 

alterations. 

Rear addition – Brown, questionable, or of no architectural or historical significance. 

     

A 1-1/2 story, masonry, side-gabled Creole cottage, which has had its original front two bays altered. Its 

rear addition is a non-historic construction. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 18-19094-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to convert single pedestrian gate to double gate, per application & materials received 06/08/2018 

& 02/01/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

1014 N. Rampart is currently under renovation, following 2019 approval to convert the vacant building 

into a restaurant. As part of the approved plans, the Ursulines-side pedestrian gate and fence were to be 

removed and replaced with a new, single iron picket gate flanked by stuccoed masonry piers. The 

applicant has submitted a change order to install two 42” iron pedestrian gates, separated by a removable 

tubular steel lock post and operated with panic hardware. The design and detailing of the gate are 

unchanged. Staff has no objection to the altered proposal, but questions whether the center post should be 

removable. Additionally, the Committee may wish to require a small air gap between the St. Philip-side 

stuccoed pier and the existing building. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval with final drawings to be submitted for final review at staff 

level, pending any revisions requested by the Committee. Staff requests that the applicant also submit a 

revised sidewalk plan showing how the small ramp into the alley will be modified; this item must also be 

reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to final approval. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



524 Espalande



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t - 5 2 4  E s p l a n a d e  P a g e  | 22 

 

ADDRESS: 524 Esplanade Ave.   

OWNER: R. T. Kenny APPLICANT: R. T. Kenny (2021) 

Lewis Robinson (2020) 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 17 

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

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

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

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

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

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

 

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

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

now connected to the main building. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

The Architecture Committee conceptually approved a design for a new metal railing at the 11/10/2020 meeting, 

after which the applicant resubmitted this drastically modified design. The applicant/owner has submitted 

emails which have been included in the meeting materials and were distributed to the Committee prior to the 

meeting. These emails address and clarify some of the points made by staff in prior reports and staff welcomes 

commentary from the Committee.  

 

Staff still maintains that the issues raised in the previous staff report are valid and that the proposed cast railing 

elements are not appropriate, especially when compared to the previously approved design or the existing 

conditions. Staff again notes the complication of having the cast elements rise and curve to match the staircase. 

In one of the emails the owner states that his thought would be to add 3” rosettes similar to the previously 

approved design above the cast pieces. The previously approved design noted that the metal railing was to be 

bent to match the radius of the stairs. This could be accomplished with the relatively “light” design of the 

previously approved railing but staff does not believe the heavy cast iron pieces would lend themselves to a 

similar treatment. 

 

Staff notes that they are prepared to issue a permit for wall rails only as soon as the applicant can clarify the 

material and final paint color of those elements.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/26/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/26/2021 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/26/2021 

 

Following the conceptual approval of a simplified railing design at the 11/10/2020 meeting, the owner stated 

that the cost of the cast iron center decorative element would be over $200 each. As the owner found the cost of 

this decorative element to be prohibitive, staff suggested that finding an alternative cast iron element for this 
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location would likely be a staff approvable change. Instead, the owner has submitted the two “ready-made 

pieces” for review that are a complete departure from the previously reviewed and conceptually approved 

design. No revised drawings have been submitted and it is unclear how these rectangular elements would rise 

and curve around the stairs. 

 

The guidelines, which are based on the Secretary of The Interior’s Standards For The Treatment Of Historic 

Properties, provides the following: 

 

 

 
 

 
(VCC DG: 14-9) 

 

As this building is blue-rated, therefore highly significant architecturally and historically, staff continues to be 

concerned that the further addition of anachronistic, highly decorative railings that are not part of the history of 

this building will serve to instill a “false sense of history”- a pastiche of what this building truly represents.  

 

Staff reminds the Committee that the front elevation of this building has already been significantly modified by 

this applicant and property owner with the installation of the property line fence ca. 1990, the decorative porch 

railing in 2005, and the contemporary side “addition” in 2017. Although we agree that the rail should refer 

appropriately to historic metal work, which the previously approved, simplified yet decorative railing would do, 

the ones provided for this appeal are too decorative to be considered as appropriate.  

 

Staff recommends denial of the current proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/26/2021 

 

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

received the staff report at the same time as the start of the meeting and that was unacceptable. He went on to 

say that prior to Katrina an applicant would receive a report weeks in advance of a meeting.  Mr. Fifield asked 

the applicant if he would like a deferral in order to have time to review the report.  Dr. Kenny stated no. He 

went on to ask if he could “at the very least have a permit for a railing on the inside of the stair.”  Mr. Fifield 

stated that an interior rail was not the proposal presented before the Committee today.  Dr. Kenny then stated 

that he wanted to defer the application.  Mr. Fifield stated that the Committee would move on at the request of 

the applicant.   

 

There was no Public Comment. 

Discussion and Motion: 

Prior to the motion, Mr. Bergeron stated that perhaps the owner could put in a new application for the inside 

wall rail in the stairway. Mr. Fifield stated that this was an excellent idea.  Mr. Bergeron made the motion for 

the deferral of the application per the owner’s request. Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/10/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/10/2020 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 11/03/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/10/2020 

 

Following the deferral at the 10/13/2020 meeting, the applicant submitted a simplified design similar to the 

previously submitted Scheme C. This new version has removed extraneous decorative elements from the top 

and bottom of the “X”s featured in the design.  

 

Staff finds this new design has been simplified to the point that it will not draw unnecessary attention to itself 

and is a design that staff can support. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the new railing design with final details to be worked out at the staff 

level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/10/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Robinson present on behalf of the application.  Ms. DiMaggio 
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thanked Mr. Robinson for taking all the Committee's comments and concerns into consideration.  With no other 

comments, the Committee moved on to the next agenda item.   

 

Public Comment: No public comment 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron expressed some confusion of which drawing was actually being reviewed.  Mr. Fifield stated that 

it was on slide 81, not the drawing in the PowerPoint. Mr. Robinson stated that the rail would be made of forged 

steel.  Mr. Fifield stated that his enthusiasm was for the wrought iron, not from steel. He went on to say that the 

proposed material was not what had previously been agreed upon.  Ms. DiMaggio interjected and stated that if 

Mr. Reeves was the ironworker, she trusted his word as a master craftsman. She went on to suggest that perhaps 

they could forward questions to him.  Mr. Fifield stated that this seemed to be an economic concern.  Ms. 

DiMaggio then asked about the location of the cast iron elements. Mr. Robinson stated that one would be at the 

intersection of the X and the rosette would be at the top in a rectangle.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the cast iron 

was still quite decorative and that the rosettes did not really fall in line.  Mr. Robinson stated that he had 

discussed the current design with Mr. Block, Mr. Albrecht and Ms. Bourgogne.  Mr. Block stated that yes they 

did review the current design.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio made a motion for conceptual approval with the details to be worked out at the staff level with 

the proviso that Mr. Fifield's concerns be upheld.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/13/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/13/2020 

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

 

Proposal to install new decorative cast iron railings at front entrance stairs and, per application & materials  

received 07/13/2020 & 09/29/2020, respectively.    

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/13/2020 

 

The Commission approved the concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls at their 09/16/2020 meeting 

so the applicant has returned with proposed designs for the new metal railings. The proposed railings are near 

identical to the three designs that were proposed at the 08/28 meeting with the one change being that the rosette 

of scheme “C” has been relocated to the center of the rectangles rather than between them. Option A uses a 

scroll design while options B and C use a more geometric oval and rectangle shape, respectively. The remainder 

of the rail is the same in all three options and features an elongated diamond, medallions, and other cast iron 

details. 

 

Staff met with the applicant to discuss potential railing designs and there appears to be a conflict between the 

building owner’s desire for an ornate metal railing and the staff’s recommendation to keep the railing design 

simple so as not to further confuse the history of this building. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding proposed railing designs. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/13/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Robinson and Dr. Kenny present on behalf of the application.  Mr. 

Robinson stated that they were trying to keep the conversation going regarding the new rail and that the owner 

preferred option A, and that one would also be the easiest to make. Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if they had 

any other comments.  They did not. Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if he knew the carbon content of the new 

rail.  Mr. Lewis stated that he did not know that answer yet.  For clarification Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if 

the new rail would in fact be forged.  Mr. Robinson stated that that was the plan.  Mr. Fifield stated that the 

carbon content was very important for him as far as the ironwork tradition.  Ms. DiMaggio that she too was 

wondering about the caste pieces, particularly the rosette, which would not be wrought iron.  She went on to say 

that the tradition and craft of the wrought iron was a huge consideration for Commission allowing the rail. Ms. 

DiMaggio stated that she agreed with staff that a less ornate rail would be more appropriate.  Mr. Robinson 

stated that the "X" railings seen all over the Quarter were all a combo of wrought and caste.  Dr. Kenny stated 

that he had already decreased the design and that they had already compromised down. Mr. Fifield stated that 

the Committee had never actually discussed design and that this was the first time they had ever examined the 

details. Dr. Kenny stated that they had been working, no negotiating, with staff.  Mr. Fifield asked if the 

Committee had anymore comments.  Mr. Bergeron asked if the Committee was actually sure such craftsmen 

existed in New Orleans.  Mr. Robinson stated yes and that they had previously worked on the fence. Mr. Fifield 

asked the Committee if they had any other questions.  Mr. Bergeron stated that it appeared staff was more 

interested in a contemporary rail not an historic replica.  Mr. Block stated that simplicity would make the rail 

more appropriate.  Mr. DiMaggio agreed with Mr. Block and went on to say that a more simplistic style would 

not give a false sense of history.  She went on to say that the wrought iron would be huge component of the 

design and that the cast pieces should be minimal so as to not draw attention. Ms. Bourgogne asked the 

applicant if staff could get a non-decorative drawings.  Mr. Robinson stated yes if Dr. Kenny was ok with that.  

Dr. Kenny stated that he would not pay for that.  Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item. 
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Public Comment: 

Dr. Kenny authorized me to release the version without any castings at all. Here is the quadrangle version fully 

stripped of all castings for discussion. I don't think I'd be able to complete the scroll version in time to discuss at 

today's meeting. 

 

I feel the casting at the intersection in the X railing is critically important to this railing's composition. The 

casting at the intersection is such an integral part of this X-type railing that it looks bare and incorrect without it. 

I cannot think of one example of the X-type raiing without having a casting at this point either historical initially 

in the Federal period, the transition into Grecian, or modern, and I photographed many versions of this type of 

railing. I understand from Ironwork Services that often in the early castings, they were originall cast of lead in a 

form that clamped onto the already produced X, and this is also evidenced in St. Louis Cemetery #1. I saw many 

examples when the cemetery was in disrepair where there was lead oxide on the casting but not on the iron. 

Later during the 1840's these likely all became iron. 

 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for a deferral in order to allow the applicant time to work with staff to continue 

development of the rail into a more acceptable design.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion 

passed unanimously.  

 

Following the motion Mr. Bergeron stated that staff was against the proposal all together so getting a proposal 

together that staff would be ok with was very important here. 
 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     09/16/20    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/16/20 

Permit # 20-34343-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 
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Conceptual review of the proposed removal of the existing masonry sidewalls at front entry steps and the 

installation of a new metal railing [with details to return to the Architecture Committee], per application & 

materials received 07/13/2020 & 08/20/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/16/20 

 

The Architecture Committee has reviewed proposals to modify the front entrance steps of this blue-rated 

building twice in the past two months but asked that the application be forwarded to the full Commission 

regarding the overall concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls to the steps. Historic photographs 

appear to indicate that the existing masonry sidewalls were constructed sometime between 1901 and 1939. A ca. 

1901-1902 photograph shows that prior to the masonry sidewalls there were what appears to be turned wood 

balusters with a wood railing. Historic references provided by the applicant  include an excerpt from the original 

1845 building contract which reads in part, “The outside stairs in front of the House will be built as per plan … 

to be railed … plain turned balusters with 2-1/2 inches round rail.” 

 

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

been in place for approximately 80-120 years. Staff questions if it is appropriate to remove the existing building 

fabric that has been in place for at least 80 years to install something that was never documented as being in 

place at this property. There is good documentation for “open” sides to these stairs, but staff is hesitant to add 

imagined details to such an important building. The applicant notes that besides the preferred aesthetics of a 

metal railing, removing the masonry sidewalls would allow for a wider stairway with handrails.  

 

The front of this building has been modified in the past 30 years, first with the modification of the front property 

line fence ca. 1990 and again this year, the change of the previously existing ca. 1900 wood balustrade with the 

current metal railing ca. 2005, and the construction of the side bump out “sound wall” in 2017, but staff 

questions if these small changes should be allowed to continue to compound. Given that this is a blue-rated 

building, staff is concerned that this building continues to be modified in ways that may diminish its 

significance. Staff is concerned that further modification to suit contemporary usage could result in 

downgrading of the building’s rating. 

 

The VCC did approve the installation of the ornate railing at the porch level ca. 2005 and the proposed metal 

railing at the steps could be considered an extension of this design. However, there is better historic 

documentation for an iron railing at the porch level as the original building contract noted that the front balcony 

was to be, “protected with a good looking iron railing between the columns.” Again, as there is not similar 

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

hesitant regarding the proposed introduction of an ornate metal railing.  

 

Staff requests commentary from the Commission regarding the overall concept of removing the existing 

masonry sidewalls. If found approvable, the application would return to the Architecture Committee for further 

review of the proposed new metal railing.   

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    09/16/20 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Robinson and Dr. Kenny present on behalf of the application.  Ms. 

Gasperecz asked the applicant and owner if they had any comments or questions for staff or the Commission.  

Dr. Kenny asked the Commission why the concrete walls were considered as something of value to be saved.  

Ms. DiMaggio stated that for her when you look at preservation guidelines with regards to changes that are 50 

plus years, they might be considered historic in and of themselves.  She went on to state that removal of 

something existing to install a railing that was never there might give a false sense of history.  Dr. Kenny stated 

that they had tried to please staff and the Committee, and the rail was not safe. Ms. DiMaggio stated that while 

she understood the safety concerns, she questioned whether a new handrail could be mounted on the existing 

walls.  She went on to say that the Committee requested a plan.  Ms. Bourgogne clarified that the application 

was forwarded to the Commission not to work out details but to decide the fundamental question of if the walls 

could even be removed.  Mr. Block went on to say that staff was not saying the walls had architectural merit but 

that they had been there for 80 plus years so staff did not want to add more details that change the history.  He 

went on to say that there were ways to address safety without confusing the architectural history.  Ms. 

Gasperecz asked if there were any other questions or comments.  Mr. Robinson stated that at the last Committee 

meeting the measurements inside the concrete rails were discussed.  Mr. Fifield questioned the dimension 

between the brick buttresses.  He went on to say that a rail could be installed inside the existing walls.  He asked 

the Commission to consider the craftsmanship in the French Quarter and that this aspect should be considered.  

Mr. Fifield continued that he believed in this case it would be worth discussing the removal in favor of 

maintaining a craft tradition.  Ms. Lawrence asked what the height of the existing cement rail was. Mr. 

Robinson stated that he would have to look that dimension up.  Ms. Lawrence stated that the current condition 

looked unsafe and the she had no problem with the removal.  Mr. Robinson stated that the current walls were 2’ 

9 ½”.  Ms. Lawrence stated that she could see how coming down the steps would be very unsafe.  Mr. Robinson 

responded yes and that the rail would have to be on top, so very visible.  Satisfied, Ms. Gasperecz moved on to 

the next agenda item.   
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No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and Motion 

Ms. Lawrence moved to allow the existing masonry railing to be removed with the new railing details to be 

reviewed by the Architecture Committee and the full Commission.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the 

motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/28/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/28/2020 

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

 

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

iron railings, per application & materials received 07/13/2020 & 08/20/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/28/2020 

 

The applicant has submitted three new slightly more simplified railing designs to go along with the proposed 

removal of the masonry sidewalls. The differences between the three submitted options are limited to the metal 

between the medallions near the top of the railing. Option A uses a scroll design while options B and C use a 

more geometric oval and rectangle shape, respectively. The remainder of the rail is the same in all three options 

and features an elongated diamond, medallions, and other cast iron details. 

 

Staff appreciates the more simplified designs but questions if these have been simplified enough to approach 

something approvable. Further, staff still questions if it is appropriate to remove the existing building fabric that 

has been in place for at least 80 years to install something that was never documented as being in place at this 

property. There is good documentation for “open” sides to these stairs, but staff is hesitant to add imagined 

details to such an important building. Although the front of this building has been modified in the past 30 years, 

first with the modification of the front property line fence ca. 1990 and again this year, and the change of the 

previously existing ca. 1900 wood balustrade with the current metal railing ca. 2005, staff questions if these 

small changes should be allowed to continue to compound. Given that this is a blue-rated building, staff is 

concerned that this building continues to be modified in ways that may diminish its significance. 

 

During the 08/11/2020 meeting, the applicant mentioned that part of the inspiration for the proposal was to 

increase the safety of the front steps and that installing an inside rail to the existing sidewalls would not be 

feasible as the resulting width would be too small. Staff requests a dimensioned drawing documenting this 

problem as well as any other justification to making the proposed change, other than simply aesthetics. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the current proposal as well as if the 

continued exploration of the overall concept of removing the existing masonry sidewalls is worthwhile. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/28/2020 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Robinson present on behalf of the application. Following the reading 

of the staff report, Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if he had any response.  Mr. Robinson stated that he had 

worked with staff, both Nick and Renee, and between the three of them had come up with the designs presented. 

 The owner however, wanted the inclusion of the curly Q and the rosettes to match the porch fence, so he had 

worked those features in to get a compromise.  He went on to say that one of his biggest concerns, he did a lot 

of research, was that if the rail was too simple it would no longer be period appropriate.  Mr. Fifield asked what 

material would be used.  Mr. Robinson stated that both cast and wrought iron would be used.  Mr. Fifield asked 

if Mr. Robinson had a craftsman lined up for the job.  Mr. Robinson stated yes.  Mr. Fifield stated that he liked 

the idea of using wrought iron as it was preserving the craft tradition of the French Quarter.  Ms. DiMaggio 

agreed, but went on to say that she was still concerned about this idea of “period appropriate.”  She explained 

that something might be period appropriate, this was not a restoration and therefor felt fake.  Ms. DiMaggio 

went on to say that that was why she would entertain the design of a simpler rail regardless of the material.  Mr. 

Block asked for the interior dimension that would not allow for an interior rail.  Mr. Robinson stated, 2’ 11”.  

Ms. DiMaggio state that they would only need the rail on one side.  Mr. Robinson stated yes only on one side of 

continuous however, you would want to people to be able to pass side by side.  Mr. Fifield stated that they were 

not trying to impose a non-code compliant feature.  He went on to say that in his opinion they were talking 

about changing something that had been changed 3 times already, so not an original condition, and that the 

existing condition did nothing to add to the building.  Mr. Albrecht stated that while not original, the existing 

condition had been there for 80 years. Mr. Block stated that currently the stair was not noticeable whereas if the 

rail was altered it would be quite noticeable.  Mr. Fifield moved to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Motion and Discussion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to forward the application to the full Commission for the CONCEPTUAL 

review of the proposed removal of the existing masonry wall and the installation of a new metal railing [with 

details to return to the AC]. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/11/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/11/2020 

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

 

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

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

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

sidewalls and installation of a new railing.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/11/2020 

 

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

explained that he had spoken to Mr. Albrecht early on regarding these changes and Mr. Albrecht though it might 

be ok.  He went on to say that he walked the district and examined numerous rails in order to get a feeling for 

what would be right.  He stated that the challenge here was trying to find a stair rail that would be compatible 

with the porch rail.  Both Mr. Fifield and Ms. DiMaggio thanked the applicant for his due diligence.  Ms. 

DiMaggio went on to say this proposal would be a fantasized condition as there is no documentation for the stair 

railing. 

 

Mr. Robinson stated that it was not the original stair and in fact was a third version.  Mr. DiMaggio stated that 

while it was not the original, it had been there for a significant amount of time to have possibly gained 

significance and that an iron rail would be an historic change that would be inappropriate.  Mr. Robinson stated 

that they were trying to return to an open sided stair which was closer to what was there originally.  Mr. Fifield 

asked what the material of the riser and run were currently.  Mr. Robinson stated that the material was brick 

with a stucco covering.  He went on to say that the change would also provide safety as currently there was no 

“grip.”  Mr. Fifield asked if they had explored an inside rail.  Mr. Robinson stated that the space was too small 

and that once the wall was removed there would be an extra 6”.  Mr. Fifield stated that he though the rail was 

simply more ornate than it needed to be.  Mr. Fifield went on to say that the rail had changed so many times that 

there was no longer any historic fabric.  He questioned how to deal with this situation.   

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion & Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for the deferral of the proposal in order to allow the applicant more time to 

develop an alternative proposal based on the conversation and commentary in today’s meeting. Mr. Fifield 

seconded the motion, which passed 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     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

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 rebuild existing balcony 

and add soffit vents, per application & materials received 10/27/2020 & 01/25/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

The applicant had the opportunity to perform some exploratory demolition to this balcony since the last 

time this proposal was before the Committee. The applicant has now submitted drawings based off that 

exploratory demolition with the goal of addressing moisture issues that have been problematic. The 

balcony is proposed to be rebuilt to visually appear very similar to the existing with the exception of 

proposed new soffit vents. The vents are proposed for installation centered in each bay. Provided these are 

sized appropriately and feature a typical design, staff has no objection to this aspect of the proposal.  

 

The second change noted by staff will be concealed within the balcony but is an atypical detail. The 

applicant has shown typical tongue and groove deck boards installed over an ice and water shield and ½” 

plywood subfloor. Staff agrees that this arrangement should help to achieve a waterproof condition within 

the balcony structure but staff questions if this might also lead to faster degradation of the wood deck 

boards. 

 

Staff notes that a previous proposal included the installation of synthetic decking rather than wood. The 

report at that time noted that the conditions presented at this balcony do not meet the unofficial guidelines 

staff has used when evaluating synthetic decking, however, if this proposed ice and water shield detail is 

approved, staff would feel much more comfortable with the use of a synthetic decking rather than wood. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 
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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 

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. 
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ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/08/2020 

 

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

stated that they would be ok with the wood stoop as well as the proposed decking.  She went on to say 

that they would like to request a permit to investigate structure, as there was currently a lot of water 

intrusion.  Mr. Fifield thanked the applicant for withdrawing the stoop portion of the application.  He 

went on to say they could defer the balcony decking or just withdraw that portion of the application was 

well.  Mr. Fifield then asked staff if they could issue a permit for exploratory demo, as he felt this was an 

excellent idea.  Mr. Albrecht stated yes.  With nothing left to discuss, the Committee moved on to the 

next application. 

 

There was no Public Comment. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to deny the application to replace the wood stoop and the application to 

replace the decking and to defer the structural section until the exploratory demolition could take 

place.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

 

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 

location for a new mini split. 
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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 

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

stated that they just wanted to hear which avenue they should pursue- retain or not.  Ms. DiMaggio stated 

that she didn't think/ feel like a lot of work would be required to restore the building to a certain 

period.  She went on to say that she was not sure if the details now had gained any historical 

importance.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he saw the Victorian elements as a layering of architectural 

elements that he would be hesitant to remove.  Mr. Fifield agreed with Mr. Bergeron.  He went on to say 

that in order to remove them he would have to see more documentation as to why and where the applicant 

would be going.  Ms. Wotring agreed and thanked the Committee for their comments and 

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

There was no Public Comment. 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for a deferral in order for the applicant to work 

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

 



937 Dumaine
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ADDRESS: 937 Dumaine Street   

OWNER: 937 Dumaine Street LLC APPLICANT: John C Williams  

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 85 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 1448.5 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 unit REQUIRED: 434.5 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: 8 units EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: 6 units PROPOSED: Unknown 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

2½-story exposed brick Greek Revival townhouse with attic frieze windows, square-headed openings, an 

intact wooden cornice, granite lintels, a wrought iron balcony, and an attached 3-story service ell. It is one 

in a row of four buildings, constructed in 1837 by Sidle and Stewart, builders, for a group of owners that 

included Dr. Thomas, the owner of the residence at the corner of Royal St. and Père Antoine Alley. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit #20-50455-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to structurally reinforce masonry, install new iron gate, install MEP, and review of existing 

millwork, per application & materials received 12/29/2020 & 02/02/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

The applicant has submitted revised materials, as follows: 

 

Structural: 

The applicant has removed the Helifix ties from the proposal, except at the crack in the rear, St. Philip-

side service ell wall. The applicant is now proposing to use the VCC mortar formula instead of the Helifix 

Helibond grout. Staff was unable to find any discussion regarding helical ties from the National Parks 

Service Preservation Briefs, and seeks the guidance of the Committee regarding whether the ties may be 

approved here or if this portion of the wall should be reconstructed. 

 

Passageway gate: 

Revised drawings have been submitted for the iron gate, eliminating the scrollwork and arched gate 

header. While staff understands the owner’s desire for light and ventilation in the passageway, there are 

quality of life tradeoffs for both iron gates and solid wooden doors. Considering the other buildings in the 

row have extant wood paneled doors and transoms, staff maintains that replacing the gate with millwork 

is the most historically appropriate option in accordance with the Design Guidelines. 

 

MEP 

The mechanical plans show four different models of condensers, ranging between 1.25 and 2 tons. They 

measure between 36” x 15” x 24” and 49” x 21” x 21”. Sound data is listed between 46-56 dBL, 

depending on whether they are heating or cooling. Staff notes that the mechanical plan shows a 20” x 20” 

louvered vent in the attic plan that is not shown in the architectural set; staff requests clarification on this 

discrepancy from the applicant. 

 

The electrical plan does not have specifications for light fixtures, which may be handled at staff level if 

the proposed fixtures meet VCC Design and Lighting Guidelines. Staff recommends that the placement of 

the fixtures at the service ell be revised to correspond to the gallery bays.  

 

Millwork: 

The applicant has not yet developed or resubmitted millwork drawings. However, staff is requesting 

further review of the existing conditions from the Committee before these details are developed, as much 

of the existing millwork is unusual and staff is unsure if the millwork profiles and proportions should be 

replicated for new millwork or if they should conform to typical details. 

 

Density: 

Concerns regarding the allowed number of units (previously eight, reduced to six) were raised at the last 

meeting. While density is not within the VCC’s purview, impacts on the exterior of the building, such as 

the amount of mechanical equipment, must be considered. Following the 01/26/2021 meeting, the 

applicant submitted a letter from Zoning Administrator Nick Kindel stating that the building is treated as 

a non-conforming structure for the purposes of lot area per dwelling unit. Staff followed up with Mr. 



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 7  D u m a i n e   P a g e  | 2 

 
Kindel to ask for clarification regarding the allowable number of units, considering the building has been 

vacant for more than six months. He responded: “That is all good. They can decrease units without a 

problem. The 180-day vacancy is only an issue with non-conforming uses (which this is not). For non-

conforming structures, it can be vacant for any amount of time and it will still be able to be renovated 

without a problem.”  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 



740 Esplanade/ 1350 Bourbon St.
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ADDRESS: 740 Esplanade / 1350 

Bourbon St. 

  

OWNER: Beauregard House 

Homeowner’s Assoc. 

APPLICANT: Nofio Pecoraro 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 53 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 10,650 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 17 Units     REQUIRED: 2,130 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 22 Units     EXISTING: 3,925 sq. ft. (approx.) 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This 2-story center hall brick townhouse in the severe Greek Revival style of the mid-19th c. was 

constructed in 1855 for Eliza Wilkins Fisk, whose complex included 730 Esplanade.  Sold in 1889 by the 

Fisk family to the McDonough School Fund, it was later used by the Societé du 14 Julliet as a girls' school 

until 1922.  The rear buildings on Bourbon Street were constructed in 1965 by Parham & Labouisse in a 

conversion of the single family residence into an apartment complex, known today as the Beauregard House 

Apartments. 

 

Rating: Main (Front) building - Blue, of Major Architectural or Historical Importance  

 Rear buildings - Orange, post-1946 construction   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 20-50155-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing fixed plate glass windows from two openings and install new French doors 

and transoms in both openings, per application & materials received 12/23/2020 & 01/11/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 01/26/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/26/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/26/2021 

Permit # 20-50155-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing fixed plate glass windows from two openings and install new French doors 

and transoms in both openings, per application & materials received 12/23/2020 & 01/11/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/26/2021 

 

The proposed work occurs on the Royal St. elevation of the orange-rated connecting building between 

the high rated main building and an additional orange-rated rear building. The applicant proposes to 

remove plate glass from two existing openings and install new French doors and transom windows in the 

same openings. Besides trim elements for the doors, there are no notes about modifying the existing 

openings and the millwork would be sized to the openings. 

 

The proposed French doors are shown as swinging into the building. A railing exists on the exterior of 

the plate glass windows and no additional fall prevention is noted. Staff questions the height of the 

existing railing as modification may be necessary if the railing is found to not provide the code required 

height.  

 

The total opening is shown as approximately 8’4” and staff measured the doors at about 6’4”. Given the 

atypically short nature of the doors, staff questions if doors without a transom may allow for more 

typical dimensions. Staff also notes that the doors are each drawn as having eight lites and no panels. 

Other existing French doors on this building on the opposite (Bourbon St.) elevation are six lite over a 

single panel and with no transom window. Although not visible together, staff questions if the new doors 

should more resemble these existing French doors.  
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Staff has no objection to the proposed removal of the existing plate glass windows. Given that all other 

millwork on this building appears to be traditionally inspired, staff questions if these windows were even 

original to the building or were a later, possibly unpermitted, change. A similar opening at the 

immediate neighbor to this unit on the same elevation and same floor of the proposed work features 

traditional millwork. 

 

Staff notes that this is a condominium complex and staff has received a letter from the condo board 

approving of the proposed work. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the removal of the plate glass and installation of new 

traditional millwork but requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the preferred 

style of doors and use of a transom and requests information from the applicant regarding the height of 

the existing railing. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/26/2021 

 

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

asked the Committee if they wished to discuss or pass on the proposal. Both Mr. Bergeron and Ms. 

DiMaggio stated that they would like to move on.  With nothing to discuss, the Committee moved on to 

the next agenda item.   

Public Comment: 

There was no public comment. 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion for a deferral in order to allow the applicant the opportunity to be present 

for the next hearing.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 



618 Conti
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ADDRESS: 618 Conti   

OWNER: 618 Conti Street, LLC APPLICANT: Robert Cangelosi, Jr. 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 37 

USE: Vacant LOT SIZE: 1421 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 unit REQUIRED: 284.2 sq. ft. (20% corner lot) 

EXISTING: None EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building: Blue, of major architectural and/or historic significance. 

 

In 1837 the architect J.N.B. DePouilly designed a uniform 3-story arcade of buildings for the newly 

developed Exchange Alley, which lead from Canal Street to the St. Louis Hotel. This significant 3-story 

brick building, also known as the "Fencing Master's House,” was built according to DePouilly's design.  

Although a fourth floor was added in the 20th century and the ground floor openings on the front facade 

have been altered, this building has a side elevation which is largely intact. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit #21-01052-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to replace existing flat roof structure over light well, per application & materials received 

01/13/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

Several permits have been issued to restore this Blue rated building, including complete replacement of 

stucco, millwork, and a new slate roof to replace the unpermitted asphalt shingle system. The applicant 

is proposing to replace the flat roof system in the Chartres-side light well, including the failing structural 

system. [Note: the roof plan shows locations for future mechanical equipment; this equipment should be 

disregarded under this scope of work, as the engineer is still evaluating the sizing of the units needed.] 

 

The existing structure will be replaced with new 2x8 joists installed at 16” o.c., attached to the existing 

building with Simpson joist hangers and ¾” G-50 threaded rods. GAF EverGuard TPO membrane will 

be installed over three layers of tapered insulation, sloping towards a 6” internal roof drain. The TPO 

membrane will be used as flashing, with 16” oz. copper counterflashing. Drill-Tec termination bars and 

screw-anchors will be installed before the flashing enters a reglet. Staff finds the proposed roofing 

details to be typical for a flat roof of this type, and recommends approval. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 



532 N Rampart
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ADDRESS: 532-534 N Rampart   

OWNER: Mercier Realty Co APPLICANT: Kurt Werling 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 99 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3,696 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units     REQUIRED: 1,108.8 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 657 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: Unknown     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

532 N Rampart 

One in a row of four, c. 1850, 3 ½-story, Greek Revival, brick townhouses. 

Rating:  Blue, of major architectural and/or historical significance. 

 

534 N Rampart 

The second in a row of four, c. 1850, 3 ½-story, brick, Greek Revival townhouses. 

Rating:  Blue, of major architectural and/or historical significance. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 21-01164-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-20872-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to renovate building including installation of a new standing seam metal roof and reconstruction 

of portion of masonry wall, per application & materials received 01/14/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

The applicant submitted drawings that address the badly deteriorating rear service wing of these 

two buildings. The work at the lower levels of the service wings appears to all be staff 

approvable and consists of replacing broken glass in existing windows, repair or replacement of 

missing balcony elements, painting, etc. Staff finds these aspects of the proposal generally 

approvable. Staff notes that the rear elevation of the main building appears to have an 

inappropriate sheet type siding which is noted in the plans as 2x6 tongue and groove. Staff seeks 

clarification on the exact nature of this existing material. 

 

At the roof of the service ell the applicant proposes to replace the existing low sloped built up 

roofing with a new standing seam metal roof. Staff finds this proposal generally approvable but 

questions if the pitch of the existing roof will be altered. The existing roof appears to be nearly 

flat while the drawings show the new roof as pitched 3” in 12”. If this is the case, staff does not 

object to the change but they do seek to clarify the details of the slope and underlying structure.  

 

Additionally, staff notes that existing French doors of both buildings currently access the flat 

roof. As shown on the drawings, these doors would now be above the roof surface necessitating 

someone to step down onto the metal roof. As this creates a dangerous situation in which the 

Building Department might require the installation of railings and as doors in this location are 

atypical, staff questions if these doors should be removed in favor of windows matching the 
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immediate adjacent openings. 

 

The plans note that the masonry parapet at the extreme rear of the fourth floor of the service ell 

will be modified and reconstructed. Staff agrees that work is needed to stabilize this element as 

soon as possible but questions what the modification will be. 

 

The final aspect of the proposed work is a new TPO roof on the flat roof of the main building at 

532 N Rampart. Staff finds this aspect of the proposal generally approvable but questions the 

color and finish of the proposed TPO material noting that “white, very light, and/or highly 

reflective coatings are not permitted in the Vieux Carré.” (VCC DG: 04-6) 

 

Staff requests commentary from the applicant and the Committee regarding the items noted 

above. 
 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 



Appeals and Violations



812 St Philip
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ADDRESS: 812-14 St. Philip   

OWNER: Walter L Bringaze  APPLICANT: Sidney Lapuyade, IV 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 76 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2496 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 2 Units REQUIRED: 748.8 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: 150 sq. ft. (approx.) 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change  

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

This address features a ca. 1870 2 1/2 story masonry Italianate townhouse 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit #20-39570-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain gas fixtures and service lines installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per 

application & materials received 09/11/2020 & 11/04/2020, respectively. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

On 11/24/2020, the Committee deferred the appeal to retain seven gas fixtures installed without permit. 

Staff inspected the property on 12/18/2020 and discussed lighting options with the applicant, per the 

Committee’s request. As a result of that site visit, staff has the following suggestions: 

• Fixture #1: 24” Bevolo French Quarter electric pendant installed in front entry alcove. Meets 

Design Guidelines, approvable as-is. 

• Fixture #7: 38” Bevolo Rosetta Standard Cabildo yoke gas pendant, centered on rear loggia. Staff 

recommends that this fixture be removed and replaced with one of the Bevolo French Quarter gas 

pendants (Fixtures #3-6) currently installed beneath the service ell balcony. 

• Fixtures #3-6: Four (4) 27” Bevolo French Quarter gas pendants, hanging from service ell 

balcony. Staff noted that the fixture attachment plates were too large to be mounted to the 

wooden outriggers and additional wood members had been sistered to the joists without permit. 

Given staff concerns that these fixtures were excessive in number and size, and were not centered 

over openings, staff recommends these fixtures be removed and replaced with unobtrusive, 

functional electric lighting. The additional wood sistered to the outriggers should be removed as 

well. 

• Fixture #2: 24” Bevolo Governor Nicholls electric sconce, mounted to wall adjacent to service ell 

door. Staff has no objection to retention of this fixture, as it replaced a previously existing 

decorative sconce and the number of gas fixtures will be reduced significantly.  

 

In conclusion: 

Staff recommends the Committee approve retention of the alcove pendant (F1) and service ell sconce 

(F2). Staff recommends denial of the appeal to retain the service ell pendants (F3-F6), requiring 

restoration of the original outrigger conditions. Staff recommends denial of the appeal to retain the large 

loggia pendant (F7) but considers it reasonable to approve the installation of one of the smaller service 

ell pendants (F3-F6) in its place. This will reduce the number of decorative gas fixtures from seven to 

three, with only two located in the rear. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 



625 Chartres



ADDRESS:  625 Chartres  

OWNER:      625 Chartres LLC  

ZONING:      VCC-2  

USE:  Restaurant 

DENSITY 

Allowed:  5 units  

Existing:   0 units  

Proposed:  No change  

 

APPLICANT: Erika Gates 

SQUARE:   42  

LOT SIZE:   3048 sq. ft.   

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 914.40 sq. ft.   

Existing:     480 sq. ft. (approx.)  

Proposed: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building & service building: Blue, of major architectural and/or historic significance. 

 

Altered c. 1795 2-story brick porte-cochere structure with semi-attached service building and a canopy 

balcony with wood rails on the street façade. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/09/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit #20-47095-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain hood vent installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per application & 

materials received 11/18/2020.  [Notices of Violation sent 07/28/2017, 07/12/2018, & 04/25/2019] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

On 07/28/2017, staff issued a violation notice for demolition by neglect and work without permit issues, 

including the installation of a hood vent on the roof of the semi-attached service ell. The hood vent, which 

was installed sometime between February 2010 and February 2011 in conjunction with the change of use 

to restaurant, was observed from satellite imagery and is not visible from the courtyard or any 

surrounding properties. The applicant has submitted photos of the hood vent taken by drone as part of the 

appeal to retain.  

 

The hood vent, which was approved by the Mechanical Division in October 2010 but not the VCC, would 

not be considered approvable by mechanical code if installed today; permanent roof access, a safety rail, 

and platform would all be required and would be much more invasive and visually intrusive if the hood 

vent were removed or altered. The location and installation pose no concerns to staff in respect to the 

VCC Design Guidelines; however, the condition of the roof system should be evaluated, as it appears to 

be near failure in places. Considering denial of the hood vent would likely lead to a less desirable 

outcome if required to meet current mechanical code, staff recommends approval of the appeal to retain.  

 

Staff notes that many of the demolition by neglect violations have been abated, and will work with the 

applicant to address any outstanding items that remain. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 



415 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 415 Burgundy   

OWNER: 415 Burgundy, LLC APPLICANT:  

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 98 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,048 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 614 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 4 Units     EXISTING: 465 sq. ft. approx 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

C. 1840 building, which was constructed as one in a row of three 2½-story townhouses. This individual 

building, which no longer has its cornice and crossette carriageway surround, has lost some of its original 

character. 

 

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

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 20-22947-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-00485-VCCSN                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to demolish and reconstruct with new design a masonry garden wall at the rear property line, per  

application & materials received 11/25/2020 & 01/20/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 01/26/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/26/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/26/2021 

Permit # 20-22947-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-00485-VCCSN                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to demolish and reconstruct with new design a masonry garden wall at the rear property line, per  

application & materials received 11/25/2020 & 01/20/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/26/2021 

 

Initially, staff was under the impression that the proposal for this garden wall was to rebuild it without 

stucco but otherwise to match the existing. Following the discussion of the 01/12/2021 meeting it became 
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clear that the applicant proposed constructing a new brick wall without stucco and without the pilasters 

and metal panels of the existing. The applicant has submitted a sketch showing the proposed rebuilt wall 

at 9-1/2’ tall without stucco, the upper brick pilasters, or the cast iron panels. Staff recommended the 

submittal of a similar sketch showing the existing conditions but this was not submitted. 

 

Given the location of this wall at the rear of the property there is limited documentation of the wall or of 

any changes that may have occurred to it over time. Staff was able to locate a 1963 photograph of the 

neighboring parking lot that appears to show this wall as having stucco but no upper elements at that time. 

A 1987 photo of the parking lot appears to show the pilasters had been installed indicating that they were 

constructed sometime between the dates of the two photographs.  

 

The cast iron appears to have significant age and may have been installed in this location after being 

removed from some other historic building. If the Architecture Committee finds the reconstruction of the 

wall without theses elements approvable, staff recommends that the cast iron elements be salvaged for 

some other use by this owner or someone else. 

 

Staff is still hesitant regarding the non-application of stucco to the rebuilt wall again referring to the 

Guidelines which note the protection offered by stucco over soft bricks and stating that, “the VCC does 

not allow removing historic stucco from a masonry surface.” (VCC DG: 06-5 & 06-12) The same 1963 

photograph clears shows stucco on this wall matching the stucco of the rear building. Notably, the two 

neighboring buildings that do not have stucco on the garden wall do not and did not have stucco on the 

rear service ells. 

 

In summary, staff finds the omission of the upper pilasters and cast iron elements may be approvable, 

provided the cast iron is salvaged, and recommends that the rebuilt wall be re-stuccoed to match the 

existing and historic conditions. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/26/2021 

 

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

asked the Committee if they wished to discuss the matter, or move on.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she was 

fine either way. Mr. Fifield made the decision for the sake of time to move on.  The Committee moved on 

to the next agenda item. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/12/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/12/2021 

Permit # 20-22947-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-00485-VCCSN                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to rebuild stuccoed brick wall at the rear of the property omitting the stucco when rebuilt, per 

application & materials received 11/25/2020 & 12/08/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/12/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 12/22/2020. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/12/2021 

 

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

stated that they proposed doing the wall in brick because all the other walls facing the parking lot were 
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also brick, so they wanted them all to match.  Mr. Fifield asked the applicant if he had submitted a 

drawing to staff.  Mr. Winters replied no.  Mr. Fifield asked staff if they would require drawings.  Mr. 

Albrecht stated yes.  Mr. Winters asked the Committee if they would be required to stucco the wall.  Mr. 

Fifield stated that that was his point, the proposal was unclear.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the Committee 

would need to see drawings of the final product.  Mr. Winters told the Committee that the tree that was 

causing the problems had since been removed.  With nothing left to discuss the Committee moved on to 

the next agenda item.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/22/2020    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/22/2020 

Permit # 20-22947-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-00485-VCCSN                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to rebuild stuccoed brick wall at the rear of the property omitting the stucco when rebuilt, per 

application & materials received 11/25/2020 & 12/08/2020, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/22/2020 

 

The applicant proposes to repair the damaged rear masonry wall by dismantling the wall to grade and 

rebuilding using the same bricks. The wall will be connected to the two adjacent walls with steel ties 

concealed within the wall. The existing wall is stuccoed on both the 415 Burgundy side of the wall as 

well as the neighboring side of the wall. The applicant proposes to leave the rebuilt wall as natural brick 

and not to reapply a stucco finish. 

 

The Guidelines note the protection offered by stucco over soft bricks and states that, “the VCC does not 

allow removing historic stucco from a masonry surface.” (VCC DG: 06-5 & 06-12) Although this wall 

will be completely rebuilt and existing damaged bricks replaced, staff finds that the application of stucco 

will protect the underlying bricks for years to come. Staff also notes that a large tree adjacent to the wall 

appears to possibly be at least a partial source of the damage being experienced by the wall. Staff 

recommends that the tree be heavily cut back or removed so as not to continue to damage this wall or the 

surrounding buildings. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposal to omit the stucco with the applicant to revise the proposal to 

apply a traditional stucco after the wall is rebuilt. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/22/2020 

 

Prior to reading the report, Mr. Albrecht noted that the applicant had requested deferral of the 

application prior to the meeting. The Committee elected to move on with the agenda. Public  

 

Comment: We encourage the applicant to explore whether this fence has an adequate foundation 

prior to rebuilding as the design hints that it may have had height added along the way which is 

also compromising its stability. We hold out hope that the plantings do not have to be removed. 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQC 

 

Discussion and Motion: Mr. Bergeron moved to defer the application to the next meeting. Ms. 

DiMaggio seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 



407 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 407 Burgundy   

OWNER: Marwa Badr, et. al. APPLICANT: Judice Corporation 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 98 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 1,790 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 537 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 5 Units     EXISTING: 132 sq. ft. approx. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

See 411 Burgundy. (C. 1840 building, which was constructed as one in a row of three 2½-story townhouses.) 

Although this building is a twin of 411 Burgundy, the two properties were not constructed for the same 

owner. This property was under the same ownership as 401-403 Burgundy. 

 

Main and service ell – Green 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/09/2021 

Permit # 21-01095-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #20-21479-VCCNOP                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to retain and relocate exterior TV antenna equipment and proposal to replace unpermitted 

keypad door hardware with new keyless door hardware, per application & materials received 01/13/2021 

& 01/25/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/09/2021 

 

Staff cited this property on several small infractions and the applicant has been working with the staff to 

address the majority of these items. Two items in need of Architecture Committee review are a proposed 

exterior mounted TV antenna and a replacement keyless door hardware system. 

 

Staff considers TV antennas as mounted equipment similar to satellite dishes but notes that unlike satellite 

dishes, these antennas do not require a “line of sight” to the sky and therefore there are options to install 

antennas on the interior of the building. Antennas are made that are quite discreet and can be installed in 

the same room as the television, while others, including the proposed antenna, can be installed in an attic 

space. Staff encouraged the applicant to explore this route and the applicant noted the owner’s hesitation 

with an attic installation citing elements of the antenna getting very hot while operating. 

 

The applicant proposes to install the antenna on the N Rampart elevation of the main building, above the 

service wing roof. While staff believes this location is relatively unobtrusive, the Guidelines note that, 

“the installation of a satellite dish, mobile telecommunication equipment, or similar equipment is not 

permitted where it is visible from any other property.” (VCC DG: 04-11) 

 

As staff believes there would be some visibility of the equipment from other properties and that there are 

very reasonable interior options for TV antenna, staff recommends denial of this aspect of the proposal. 

 

The second aspect of the proposal is the replacement of the unpermitted keypad door hardware from the 

alleyway gate with a new Schlage touchscreen door lever. Staff notes that the advantage of the proposed 

handle set over the existing is the fact that the proposed when not in use just presents as a black screen. 

The numbers only illuminate when the lock is activated. Staff has researched many options for different 

keyless door options and has found that ones that utilize biometric technology or are operated by a 

smartphone tend to be the most discreet. Still, the Architecture Committee may find the proposed 

hardware sufficiently discreet given the visibility of the numbers only while in use and the location of the 

hardware on the alleyway gate rather than more significant millwork. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding this aspect of the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/09/2021 

 


