
Vieux Carré 
Commission Meeting

Wednesday, October 20, 2021



Review of Minutes



Chairman’s Report



Director’s Report



New Business



1023-1025 St Peter



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t -  1 0 2 5  S t .  P e t e r   P a g e  | 2 

 

ADDRESS: 1025 St. Peter   

OWNER: Rory Panepinto APPLICANT: Rob Kemp 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 101 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,700 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 3 Units     REQUIRED: 810 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 778 sq. ft. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Rating: Green, of local architectural/historical importance.   

 

This address features a circa 1890 shotgun cottage, in a style which blends late Italianate and Eastlake 

style detailing. The dining room & kitchen areas at the rear of the property were originally open 

shed-roofed additions, but since have been enclosed.   

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     10/20/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/20/2021 

Permit # 20-48511-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new CMU building with stucco finish along rear property line, per application & 

materials received 08/28/18 & 08/23/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/20/2021 

 

This proposed new construction was first approved by the Commission at the 12/05/2018. Following that 

approval, the applicant continued to work with staff and the Architecture Committee on final detailing but 

the owner elected to pause the project at the onset of the pandemic. The owner and applicant are now 

prepared to move ahead with construction, but the previous approvals are over two years old and need to 

be reviewed anew. 

 

The proposed new construction would sit at the rear property line. The building would be two stories with 

a shed roof and measure approximately 32’ wide, 12’4” deep, and 29’4” to the top of the parapet. The 

building would be constructed from CMU blocks and finished with a 3-coat stucco smooth finish. Staff 

notes the tendency of CMU joint lines to telegraph through stucco if lath is not used in the construction of 

the walls and therefore recommends the use of lath on these walls. There had been some discussion in 

recent Architecture Committee meetings of changing the building material to wood frame but this has 

been abandoned in favor of the originally approved CMU. 

 

The primary elevation of the building would feature three steel and glass French doors at the ground floor 

with three additional steel and glass French doors at the second floor. The second-floor doors would 

feature rails installed between the door jambs. All six of these openings would receive new fixed louver 

Spanish cedar shutters. 

 

The roof is shown as standing seam “copper or Galvalume.” The applicant has stated a preference for the 

Galvalume standing seam roof with aluminum half round gutters and downspouts. Given that this is new 

construction, staff does not object to Galvalume and aluminum being used in these locations. 

 

Staff finds the proposed new construction consistent with the Guidelines and with the plans previously 

approved. Staff recommends approval of the application with the proposal to return to the Architecture 

Committee for review of construction documents and details. 

 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    10/20/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/21/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/21/2021 

Permit # 20-48511-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 
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Proposal to construct new two-story wood frame building with stucco finish along rear property line, 

per application & materials received 08/28/18 & 08/23/2021, respectively. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/21/2021 

 

When this application was reviewed at the 08/24/2021 meeting the applicant noted that although the form 

of the building had not changed from previous approvals, the construction materials had been changed 

from the previously approved CMU walls with stucco finish to wood frame walls with stucco finish. This 

was a result of changes to the foundation for the building. The Guidelines note that, “the materials used in 

the construction of a new building for walls, roof, windows, doors, trim, balconies, galleries, porches, 

and other exterior visible elements contribute to a building’s character and appearance.” (VCC DG: 

14-10) The Guidelines continue, “inappropriate materials include those which unsuccessfully pretend to 

be something they are not, such as a plastic ‘brick’ and aluminum or vinyl ‘weatherboard.’ All are 

imitations which fail to produce the texture, proportions, finish, and colors of the real materials.” (VCC 

DG: 14-10) 

 

Although the Guidelines speak directly of “exterior visible elements” staff still finds cause for concern 

with the proposed building walls pretending to be something they are not. Staff suggests a new wood clad 

building would be more appropriate with wood frame construction. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the proposed material change of 

the new rear building. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/21/2021 

 

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

that the siding material could not be wood because the wall was on the property line and needs to be fire 

rated. Mr. Hayes noted that the wall could be hardy board. He went on to say that they had a system of 

stucco and veneer that would protect it.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if they had any comments or 

questions. Ms. DiMaggio stated that she agreed with the staff report and she questioned the use of the 

steel doors if the exterior wall material were to change.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he was distracted by the 

code requirement. He went on to say that he believed they could achieve a one-hour rating with a 

sheathing.  Mr. Fifield stated that they had originally reviewed a masonry building and now they were 

asked to change this with no evidence as to why.  He went on to say that the proposed structure was 

conceived and detailed as a masonry building and that if that were to change fundamentally, then they 

would need to review everything again.  Mr. Hayes again explained the soil work they had previously 

done and stated that he did not realize this change in material would be such a big deal.  He then stated 

that if the Committee believed it to be a fundamental change, they would revert to the original plan.  Mr. 

Fifield stated that it was in fact a very big deal.  Mr. Hayes again stated that they could easily go back to 

the block building.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she understood the reason for the switch but if the basic 

material were to change, all elements should be reviewed.  Mr. Bergeron agreed and stated that the 

finishes should be consistent with the Committee's standards of detailing.  With nothing left to discuss, 

the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski, FQ Citizens 

While it is not clear in the drawings, the committee should note that there is a historic kitchen building 

onto river side of this proposal and attaching to it will not only prevent maintenance to this structure, it 

also require remuneration to the owner of that structure. Therefore we encourage the applicant to work 

with the neighbor to avoid conflict and allow any necessary repairs to happen now while possible. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to deny the material change from the previously approved CMU 

construction building to wood frame unless the design is fully altered to reflect appropriate materiality 

and detailing for a wood frame construction building. Ms. DiMaggio continued to otherwise maintain the 

CMU construction as previously approved. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/24/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/24/2021 

Permit # 20-48511-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new two-story building along rear property line, per application & materials 

received 08/28/18 & 08/13/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/24/2021 
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This proposal was reviewed several times in 2018 and 2019, gaining approvals for both the concept and 

many of the proposed details. The applicant continued to work with staff on final detailing but the owner 

elected to pause the project at the onset of the pandemic. The owner and applicant are now prepared to 

move ahead with construction, but the previous approvals are over two years old and need to be reviewed 

anew. 

 

The proposed new construction would sit at the rear property line. The building would be two stories with 

a shed roof and measure approximately 32’ wide, 12’4” deep, and 29’4” to the top of the parapet. The 

building would be constructed from CMU blocks and finished with a 3-coat stucco smooth finish. Staff 

notes the tendency of CMU joint lines to telegraph through stucco if lath is not used in the construction of 

the walls and therefore recommends the use of lath on these walls. 

 

The primary elevation of the building would feature three steel and glass French doors at the ground floor 

with three additional steel and glass French doors at the second floor. The second-floor doors would 

feature rails installed between the door jambs. All six of these openings would receive new fixed louver 

Spanish cedar shutters. 

 

The roof is shown as standing seam “copper or Galvalume.” The applicant has stated a preference for the 

Galvalume standing seam roof with aluminum half round gutters and downspouts. Given that this is new 

construction, staff does not object to Galvalume and aluminum being used in these locations. 

 

Staff finds the proposed new construction consistent with the Guidelines and with the plans previously 

approved. 

 

Staff notes that the submitted plans also show the main building. Although work on the main building 

was previously approved, a recent inspection showed that work on the rear elevation was completed in 

significant deviation of the approved plans. A separate application will be needed to address these 

discrepancies.  

 

Staff recommends that the Architecture Committee forward the proposal to the Commission for 

consideration with a recommendation of approval but suggests that an application for the main building 

be submitted prior to any issuance of permits regarding the new construction. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/24/2021 

 

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

the following: the original proposal – they believed the applied for both the front and the rear, at which 

time the rear showed piles.  They couldn’t do that so they had a soil study done and it wasn’t ok to 

support the structure. They told us to take out 3’ of dirt and to re-compact it. Because of this we are not 

using the CMU but a frame system with a 2-hour rating with a sheathing. 

 

Mr. Fifield stated that the provided drawings were not describing this. He then asked staff if they had 

reviewed drawings depicting what Mr. Hayes was describing.  Mr. Albrecht stated that the drawings 

came in late the previous day and were too late to be presented at this meeting.  Mr. Fifield asked the 

Committee how they wished to proceed. Ms. DiMaggio stated that since she and Mr. Bergeron were not 

present for the initial review, she was really not ok with proceeding.  Mr. Fifield stated that perhaps they 

could include the phrase “once Committee makes approval the proposal must come back to ARC.” He 

then questioned page 201. He asked Mr. Hayes if this was from the original proposal of if this was a 

change order. Mr. Hayes stated that he believed it was from the original proposal.  Mr. Fifield asked Mr. 

Albrecht to please confirm prior to the proposal proceeding to the full Commission.   

 

Mr. Bergeron questioned the stucco on wood frame approach. He asked if the Committee felt this to be 

dishonest.  Mr. Fifield state that this was an excellent point and that originally this was a masonry 

building. He went on to say that this would be a “huge change.” Ms. DiMaggio agreed.  Mr. Fifield 

stated that he was concerned they weren’t looking at the right drawings and that this was a method they 

would not normally approve.  He asked the Committee how they wished to proceed. Ms. DiMaggio 

stated that they usually did not approve drawings they did not have in front of them. Mr. Fifield agreed 

and then explained to Mr. Hayes the two week prior to the meeting deadline. He then went on to say that 

he believed the Committee must defer the proposal until they could review the new drawings. With 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski, 1011 St Philip 

Having lived next to an ongoing renovation project and second floor addition for over three years, I 

encourage the applicant to work with adjacent neighbors to minimize disruptions to their quality off life 

from dust, debris and above all noise from equipment and crew banter. In our experience this addition 

will inevitably increase noise in both their courtyard and adjacent ones through amplification off the 
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masonry and they may want to consider eliminating stucco in favor of wood on its facade as well as 

allowing for plantings to absorb sound. Please also consider all mechanical equipment carefully as this 

new structure will decrease open space and available space for additional necessary equipment on the lot. 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio moved to defer the application to allow the applicant to revise 

the proposed construction materials. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     06/25/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     06/25/19 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of details of conceptually approved new rear building and proposal to renovate Orleans elevation 

of existing main building, per application & materials received 09/05/18 & 06/10/19, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   06/25/19 

 

When last reviewed before the Architecture Committee, staff noted the proposed rear elevation of the 

main building as well as some details of the new construction building as areas in need of review. The 

applicant has returned with revisions to both areas. 

 

Main Building Renovations 

The previous proposal included creating a large 9’7” wide by 10’ tall opening on the rear of the main 

building. Staff noted that this space was likely originally a small covered porch that was enclosed in the 

early part of the 20th century. The applicant now proposes to utilize either a pair of new six over nine 

windows or a pair of six over six windows in this location adjacent to the existing door and transom. The 

top of the window openings would align with the top of the existing transom. The six over nine windows 

would extend all the way to the floor while the sill of the six over six would be located approximately 

2’8” above the floor. 

 

The applicant notes that the St. Peter elevation of the main building currently features six over nine 

windows and the proposed windows for the rear elevation would be matching these existing windows. 

Although staff finds the use of the six over nine windows somewhat atypical for this rear elevation, as this 

area has been previously modified the Architecture Committee may find the proposed tall windows 

approvable. 

 

New Construction 

Staff and the Committee previously expressed concerns over the proposed balconies and the interaction 

with the shutters for these openings. In response, the applicant has eliminated the small balconies in favor 

of a guardrail located within the door jamb. Staff notes that this arrangement could allow for shutters on 

the upper floor openings with the guardrail sandwiched between the doors and shutters. 

 

The applicant still shows two options for the ground floor shutters on the new construction. Either a 

traditional Spanish cedar wood louvered shutter or a much more contemporary metal shaker style shutter. 

Given the contemporary doors and the traditional building form, staff could find either shutter style 

approvable. 

 

Staff again notes that the proposed doors for the new construction show a double glazing but with true 

divided lites. The guidelines do not prohibit this type of millwork provided it is approved by the 

Architecture Committee. 

 

Overall, staff finds the proposal approvable but requests specific Architecture Committee commentary 

regarding: 

• The proposed pair of six over nine windows at the rear of the main building 

• The use of double glazing at the proposed new construction doors 

• The preferred style of shutters at the new construction building 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   06/25/19 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Hayes present on behalf the application.  Mr. Musso stated 

that he was comfortable with a 6 over 9 lite widow and that the Committee was seeing more windows 

with double glazing.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that they had discussed the problems with the balcony 

shutters at the previous meeting.  Mr. Musso stated that he would prefer wood over metal in regards to 

the shutters. Mr. Fifield stated that it would be safer to have more traditional wood shutters. He then 

recommended adding shutters on the second floor.  He stated that the tall windows were more traditional 

on the facades of buildings and that a sill window might be more appropriate.   

 

Mr. Musso moved for the applicant to proceed with wood shutters, 6 over 6 windows, add shutters on the 
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second floor.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     05/28/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     05/28/19 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Review of details of conceptually approved new rear building and proposal to renovate Orleans elevation 

of existing main building, per application & materials received 09/05/18 & 05/21/19, respectively.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   05/28/19 

 

The proposed demolition of the infill at this property as well as the conceptual approval of the proposed 

new construction was approved at the 12/05/18 Commission meeting. The applicant has returned with 

additional details on that new construction as well as additional details on proposed renovations to the 

existing building. 

 

Main Building Renovations 

 

The proposed exterior renovations of the main building are primarily limited to the rear elevation where 

the applicant proposes to modify an existing first floor window as well as the existing attic access door. 

Currently the first floor features a traditional six over six window with the opening measuring 

approximately 3’9” wide by 5’8” tall. The applicant proposes to dramatically enlarge this opening to 

feature a series of three large 3’ x 8’ single lite windows under a 3’ x 1’-6” transom windows. The 

combined opening would now measure approximately 9’7” wide by 10’ tall.  

 

Sanborn maps from 1896 and 1908 indicate that this space was previously open air, likely a rear porch 

that was enclosed around the same time as the courtyard infill construction seen in the 1940 Sanborn and 

recently demolished. The guidelines state that, “the VCC does not allow increasing a window size or 

altering the shape to allow for a picture or bay window, or a garage or carriageway door.” (VCC DG: 

07-9)  

 

Given that this is a rear elevation and was modified ca. 1930s, the Architecture Committee may find a 

deviation from the guidelines approvable. Alternatively, staff suggests that the applicant may consider 

restoring the previously existing rear porch and using new millwork between the new rear of the building 

and the rear porch to bring additional light into the building. 

 

At the gable on the rear in the location of the existing attic access the applicant proposes to install new 

French doors and a handrail located within the jamb. The height of the opening would be increased 

approximately 7” but it appears the existing width of the opening would remain the same. 

 

New Construction 

 

The new construction was conceptually approved by the Committee at the 11/27/18 meeting and by the 

Commission at the 12/05/18 meeting. When last reviewed by the Committee, the Committee requested 

that the proposal return to the Committee for review of door details, the treatment at the second floor 

doors currently showing Juliet balconies, and other details. 

 

The applicant has submitted additional elements on the doors and shutters for review.  

 

Staff notes that given the minimal depth of the Juliet balconies at only 1’, the proposed shutters could not 

be hinged closed and would have to be lifted off the hinges in order to be closed. Staff finds this condition 

to be atypical. 

 

Based off of previous recommendations of the Architecture Committee, the applicant proposes to use 

very contemporary style French doors made from steel. The submitted doors show a thin metal frame 

with two horizontal bars at the lock rail and a higher horizontal bar near the top of the door. The details 

show these doors as true divided lite but with double glazing. The guidelines do allow for these details in 

this situation if found approvable by the Committee. 

 

The final door is a single leaf steel door for the side entrance. All doors are shown with full glazing 

except for the metal frames and rails.  

 

The applicant submitted two options for shutters. The first option is a traditional wood louvered shutter 

with rails at corresponding heights to the doors. The second option is an all metal paneled shutter, again 

with rails shown at the same height as the door rails. Staff requests commentary from the Committee 

regarding the proposed shutter style or if the shutters should be removed entirely given the atypical 

condition presented with the small balconies. 
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Overall, staff finds the plans moving in a positive direction but requests commentary from the Committee 

on the items noted including: 

 

• The proposed drastically enlarged opening at the rear of the main building 

• Details on the proposed doors including the use of double glazing 

• The style of shutters and the function of the shutters given the narrow balconies 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   05/28/19 

 

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

questioned the difference of 12” vs 24” depth of the Juliet balconies.  He stated that he would prefer to 

see them usable.  The shallower depth would make the shutters unusable. Mr. Fifield stated that he would 

prefer to see no shutters and smaller balconies.  Mr. Taylor stated that the applicant should make the 

existing window taller and add another window.   

Mr. Fifield moved for a deferral in order for the applicant to revise the elevation of the service building 

and revisit the rear elevation.  Mr. Musso agreed and stated that he wanted to see the entire proposal 

again. He then seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

Vieux Carré Committee Meeting of     12/05/18    

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/05/18 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing infill structures and to construct new two story building along rear property 

line, per application & materials received 08/28/18 & 11/08/18, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/05/18 

 

The Architecture Committee conceptually approved the proposed new construction of a two story service 

building style building along the rear property line. The project would also include the demolition of two 

existing rear additions to the main building. 

 

Demolition 

The buildings proposed to be demolished are described in the survey as being originally open shed-roofed 

additions. They are shown on the survey map as both being green-rated. 

 

The 1896 Sanborn map shows an open structure built along the N. Rampart property line, similar to the 

existing condition. By 1908 a portion or all of this structure has been demolished leaving only a small, 

open structure indicated in the Orleans and N. Rampart corner of the property with nothing attached to the 

building itself. The 1940 Sanborn map appears to show the current arrangement of two, one-story 

enclosed structures.  

 

In 2004, the Architecture Committee approved some major modifications to these rear buildings including 

replacing windows with new doors and the installation of a new skylight. 

 

Staff had the opportunity to visit the site and inspect the existing structures. The structure attached to the 

main house did show evidence of having more significant age, but again staff notes that according to the 

Sanborn maps none of this part of the building was present in 1908. Additionally, all of the millwork on 

the building is inappropriate including a vinyl window and a stock exterior door. 

 

The second portion proposed for demolition is clearly more contemporary construction as it is a low slab 

on grade construction. This portion also features inappropriate millwork. It is possibly this was the earlier 

open air shed shown in the Sanborn maps but staff did not observe obvious historic fabric with the current 

conditions.  

 

New Construction 

The applicant proposes to demolish these structures and construct a new freestanding building built along 

the rear property line. The building would be two stories with a shed roof and measure approximately 32’ 

wide, 12’4” deep, and 29’4” to the top of the parapet. The Architecture Committee has requested that the 

proposal return to the Committee for review of door details, the treatment at the second floor doors 

currently showing Juliet balconies, and other details. 

  

Overall, staff and the Architecture Committee found the scale, form, siting, and other aspects of the 

proposed new construction conceptually approvable with the details to return to the Architecture 

Committee. 
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Recommendation 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal, including the proposed demolition, with the 

applicant to return to the Committee for final details and the Commission to rule on whether or not to 

require the 30-day layover period for demolition.  

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMITTEE ACTION:    12/05/18 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Kemp present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Musso stated 

that the project was moving in the correct direction.  Mr. Taylor motioned for conceptual approval and to 

waive the 30 day layover period for demolition.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/27/18    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/27/18 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing infill structures and to construct new two story building along rear property 

line, per application & materials received 08/28/18 & 11/08/18, respectively. 

     

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/27/18 

 

The applicant has again revised the proposal based on comments of the staff and Architecture Committee. 

The applicant now proposes to completely demolish the existing infill construction located behind the 

main building. This allows the proposed rear building to be completely freestanding. The rear building is 

shown at 32’ wide, which leaves approximately 5’ clear and open to the N. Rampart side of the building.  

 

The building’s fenestration is shown with three French doors at the first floor and two French doors and a 

double hung window at the second floor. At an initial meeting with staff, staff recommended adding 

shutters to all openings and changing the second floor window to an additional door. This change would 

also result in the Juliet balconies being widened to accommodate the shutters. Alternatively, staff suggests 

that the balconies could be eliminated entirely in favor of rails installed in the door framed between the 

doors and shutters. Staff also questions if the heights of the openings should be reduced, possibly be 

eliminating the transom windows. 

 

The doors are shown as shaker style with a single lite over a single panel on each leaf. A single lite 

transom is indicated above all doors. The applicant has indicated that this was done in order to help the 

building read as more contemporary. Staff seeks commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding 

the proposed simple millwork.  

 

An additional single leaf door is indicated on the N Rampart side of the building, opening into the small 

open space in this location. Consistent with the guidelines, staff recommends having this door swing into 

the building. Staff also request details of what this door would look like. 

 

The revised plan increases the proposed open space to approximately 800 sq. ft. which is slightly more 

open space than the existing layout.  

 

Staff notes that the second floor plan now shows a Juliet balcony and new French doors on the second 

floor of the Orleans elevation of the main building. No additional details are provided for this change but 

given that it would be a major and atypical change for the ca. 1890 shotgun building, staff recommends 

that this aspect be removed from the proposal. 

 

Overall, staff finds the scale, form, siting, and other aspects of the proposed new construction potentially 

approvable. Given that this proposal includes demolition, staff recommends that the Architecture 

Committee forward the proposal to the Commission for consideration of the proposed demolition and 

new construction. If the Committee does forward the application, staff requests that the applicant provide 

additional details on the portion of building proposed for demolition.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/27/18 

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

commented that the proposed Juliet balconies were not necessary but a balustrade between the doors and 

shutters may be an option. Mr. Fifield encouraged the applicant to be more rigorous with the 

contemporary idiom. Mr. Musso commented that the applicant may consider the use of well detailed steel 

doors. 
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Mr. Fifield moved for the conceptual approval of the new two story building along the rear property line, 

with the details to return to the Committee for final approval, and that the demolition of the existing infill 

and the proposed new construction to be forwarded to the full Commission.  Mr. Musso seconded the 

motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/23/18    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/23/18 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new two story building along rear property line, per application & materials 

received 08/28/18 & 10/09/18. 

     

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/23/18 

 

The applicant has significantly revised the proposal following the 09/11/18 Architecture Committee 

meeting and now proposes a two story outbuilding along the rear property line. A portion of the existing 

addition at the rear of the main building would be retained, connecting the main building and the 

proposed outbuilding, although there would be no interior circulation between the existing building and 

the proposed outbuilding. 

 

For new secondary buildings the guidelines recommend, “designing a new secondary building or 

structure to complement the period and style of the principle building and other buildings on the site – 

this includes using similar form, materials, colors, and simplified detailing.” (VCC DG: 14-19) Staff 

finds that the proposed form may be appropriate and something to pursue but in order to avoid creating a 

false sense of history, the details used should read as more contemporary. 

 

Staff finds it atypical that a portion of the existing addition would be retained as part of the proposal. Staff 

believes the overall proposal would be more successful if this addition were demolished so that the main 

building and the proposed outbuilding would be completely separate buildings. This would also allow for 

a more typical fenestration on the rear building compared to the current proposed fenestration. Finally, 

staff is concerned about the amount of open space if this addition is to be retained. Staff estimates that the 

current proposal would reduce what is already an insufficient amount of open space by an additional 

reduction of approximately 300 sq. ft. If the addition were to be removed entirely, the overall reduction 

would only be approximately 125 sq. ft. 

 

Although staff finds that the proposal is moving in a positive direction, staff recommends deferral of the 

application to allow the applicant to: 

• provide additional information and documentation of the existing structure proposed for 

demolition 

• consider the demolition of the existing addition 

• redesign the fenestration of the proposed outbuilding and incorporate more contemporary 

detailing 

• confer with the zoning department regarding the proposed reduction of open space 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/23/18 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Kemp present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Fifield noted 

the problem of the mismatch between the shotgun main building and the proposed service building. Mr. 

Musso, noting the small size of the courtyard, suggested removing the proposed projecting balcony, 

possibly in favor of Juliette balconies. Mr. Kemp inquired if the building would be better clad in wood 

siding rather than stucco. Mr. Fifield stated that the building type was consistent with stucco but that the 

details were inconsistent with those of stucco construction. 

 

Mr. Fifield moved for a deferral in order for the applicant to return with a modified design for the rear 

building. Mr. Musso seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/11/18    

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/11/18 

Permit # 18-28687-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing rear additions and to construct new two story building in similar footprint 

and proposal to add new side dormer to roof of main building, per application & materials received 

08/28/18. 

     

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/11/18 

Demolition & New Construction 
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The buildings proposed to be demolished are described in the survey as being originally open shed-roofed 

additions.  

 

The 1896 Sanborn map shows an open structure built along the N. Rampart property line, similar to the 

existing condition. By 1908 a portion or all of this structure has been demolished leaving only a small, 

open structure indicated in the Orleans and N. Rampart corner of the property with nothing attached to the 

building itself. The 1940 Sanborn map appears to show the current arrangement of two, one-story 

enclosed structures.  

 

The applicant proposes to demolish these structures and construct a new slave quarters type building 

along the N. Rampart property line. The supplied floorplans appear to indicate that this new construction 

would be a completely separate unit with no interior connections to the existing building. 

 

As the building form being proposed for construction is much earlier than the ca. 1890 main building, 

staff does not find it as an appropriate addition to the main building. Staff suggests that if the proposed 

new construction building were rotated 90˚ and proposed along the Orleans property line that it may be 

more appropriate. Additionally, staff finds some of the detailing of the proposed new construction odd, 

such as having the first floor level at a little over 3’ above grade with a front porch measuring 4’8” deep. 

Traditionally, this building form has a first floor level much closer to grade. 

 

Staff recommends that a camelback addition may be a much more appropriate option to consider for this 

property. The guidelines state that, “the camelback is a traditional addition design for a wood frame 

shotgun or shotgun double.” (VCC DG: 14-16) 

 

Regarding the proposed demolition, staff requests more information regarding the existing conditions. 

Staff notes that the ratings map appears to indicate that this addition is green rated.  

 

New Dormer 

The second aspect of the proposal is to construct a new dormer on the Burgundy elevation of the main 

building at approximately the midpoint of the roof. The guidelines state that, “when considering a new 

dormer, particularly on a historic building, the property owner is encouraged to consider comparable 

buildings of the same style and period, including location, form, spacing, dimensions, proportions, style, 

and detailing. For example, a dormer is typically not appropriate on a side elevation roof slope.” (VCC 

DG: 04-7) 

 

Staff agrees with the guidelines that a dormer on this side elevation would be inappropriate. 

 

Recommendation 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to: 

 

• Provide additional information and documentation of the existing structure proposed for 

demolition 

• Restudy the siting and details of the proposed new construction or consider a camelback addition 

as an alternative 

• Eliminate the side elevation dormer from the proposal 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/11/18 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Kemp present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Fifield stated 

that he needed to see all the elevations, and that the proposed side dormer was not appropriate. He further 

stated that there were alternative massing scenarios that could work. Mr. Musso motioned for deferral 

concurrent with the staff report in order for the applicant to provide additional information and 

documentation of the existing structure, restudy the siting and details of the proposed new construction, 

and to eliminate the side dormer proposal. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed 

unanimously.   



226 Bourbon
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ADDRESS:  226-28 Bourbon Street 

OWNER:  226-28 Bourbon Street, LLC   

ZONING:  VCE 

USE:  Commercial   

DENSITY 

Allowed:  7 residential units 

Existing:  0 units  

Proposed:  No change

 

APPLICANT:  John C Williams 

SQUARE:  65 

LOT SIZE:  4748 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:  1424 sq. ft. 

Existing:  429 sq. ft. 

Proposed: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY  

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

Downtown side one-story addition and attached rear three-story addition: Brown, detrimental, or of no 

architectural and/or historic significance 

 

When this three-story brick Greek revival style townhouse was constructed in 1856, there was a side bay that 

overlooked the spacious yard on the downtown side, now filled in by new construction.  The ground floor of 

the townhouse was outfitted for commercial usage in the early 20th c., and when the building was renovated 

in 1977, a bay window was added to the brown-rated one-story addition. 
 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      10/20/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/20/2021 

Permit #21-28014-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to demolish Brown rated structures in courtyard, per application & materials received 10/05/2021 

& 10/18/2021, respectively. 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/20/2021 

 

The applicant is seeking to demolish several Brown rated buildings from the courtyard to prepare for a future 

renovation of the building that will restore the courtyard to public use. The buildings are detrimental and do 

not contribute any historic or architectural significance. Staff supports the demolition of these structures and 

recommends approval, with plans for the renovation of the historic building to be submitted for future 

review at the Committee and Commission level. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    10/20/2021 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Ratification


