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ADDRESS: 813-815 St. Ann   

OWNER: Sandra Sachs, Lisa Sinders,  APPLICANT: John C Williams 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 75 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3,672 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 5 Units     REQUIRED: 1,102 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 3 Units     EXISTING: 1,198 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Ratings:  

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

Rear shed:  Brown, or of no architectural or historical significance 

Extreme rear kitchen:  Blue, or of major architectural and/or historical significance. 

 

This two-story brick Greek revival building, which was constructed c. 1852, has exposed brick, an 

entrance with a crossette enframement, a post-supported cast iron gallery, and a blue-rated brick kitchen, 

which dates from circa 1810. At that time, this property, along with the adjacent early 19th century 

building at 817-19 St. Ann, was part of the holdings of the Cazelars, a free family of color who figured in 

the early development of the French Quarter.  

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 21-21655-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to completely deconstruct the St. Ann elevation of the main building, construct new foundation, 

and reconstruct St. Ann elevation, per application & materials received 07/27/2021 & 11/04/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

The Architecture Committee has reviewed this proposal to completely demolish the St. Ann elevation of 

the main building a few times since August of this year. Although limited documentation has been 

provided to date, based off of staff observations and photographs the Committee found that this proposed 

work was warranted and that less extreme alternatives may not be successful.  

 

The applicant proposes to completely deconstruct the St. Ann elevation in order to pour a new concrete 

foundation. The wall would then be rebuilt re-using the existing bricks, millwork, trim, etc. The applicant 

has stated that the existing gallery could be braced and left in place while the masonry work was going 

on. 

 

Staff had the opportunity to visit and inspect the interior of 815 St. Ann back on 11/04/2021. The interior 

inspection was very insightful as the problems experienced by the wall are much more evident on the 

interior side. There is significant cracking along the interior side of the first floor of the front wall as well 

as possible separation from the front wall and the perpendicular side and interior walls. The floor level 

immediately behind the front wall has sunk by an estimated 2” and there appears to possibly be a rolling 

effect of the wall below the windowsill. Similar cracking, spacing, and other damage was also observed at 

the second-floor level, though not to the extreme seen at the first. 

 

Staff still requires significant documentation prior to permit issuance and final approval but overall staff 

has been convinced that the concept proposed by the applicant appears to be the most viable option for the 

renovation of this building. 

 

The Committee found the proposal conceptually approvable at the 11/09/2021 meeting and forwarded the 

proposal to the Commission for review. Staff recommends conceptual approval of the deconstruction and 

reconstruction with the applicant to provide documentation including detailed drawings, a catalog of 

existing material to be salvaged and reinstalled, and a breakdown of approximate timeline and order of 

operations. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/09/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/09/2021 

Permit # 21-21655-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to completely deconstruct the St. Ann elevation of the main building, construct new foundation, 

and reconstruct St. Ann elevation, per application & materials received 07/27/2021 & 11/04/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/09/2021 

 

Staff had the opportunity to visit and inspect the interior of 815 St. Ann following the last Architecture 

Committee meeting. The interior inspection was very insightful as the problems experienced by the wall 

are much more evident on the interior side. There is significant cracking along the interior side of the first 

floor of the front wall as well as possible separation from the front wall and the perpendicular side and 

interior walls. The floor level immediately behind the front wall has sunk by an estimated 2” and there 

appears to possibly be a rolling effect of the wall below the windowsill. Similar cracking, spacing, and 

other damage was also observed at the second-floor level, though not to the extreme seen at the first. 

 

Given the previously submitted engineer’s report as well as staff’s own observations, staff is comfortable 

moving forward with the proposed deconstruction and reconstruction method suggested by the applicant. 

Staff still requires significant documentation prior to permit issuance and final approval but overall staff 

has been convinced that the concept proposed by the applicant appears to be the most viable option for the 

renovation of this building. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the deconstruction and reconstruction with the applicant to 

provide documentation including detailed drawings, a catalog of existing material to be salvaged and 

reinstalled, and a breakdown of approximate timeline and order of operations. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/09/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Mr. Abry present on behalf of the application.  

Mr. Williams stated that staff had taken a lot of time to visit the site and walk through the building.  Mr. 

Bergeron stated that he had been hesitant to approve this application as he was not sure this was 

completely necessary however, after seeing the photos he felt more confident that this was the correct 

path.  Mr. Abry stated that they could keep the gallery in place and do the work around it.  Mr. Williams 

that they wanted to start and work through the process together.  Mr. DiMaggio thanked everyone for 

attending the meeting. She went on to thank staff as the photos were a “huge help.”  With nothing left to 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

While there is no denying that this building is in dire need of maintenance which has been absent for 

decades, we still believe this is a a drastic intervention: One that not only sets a bad precedent but also 

raises concern that additional changes will be offered along the way of this proposal, resulting in a 

significantly different building. 

The existing foundation for a building of this type is typically a number of feet below street level and 

likely steps out, in this case under the public right of way. Today’s presentation does not make clear how 

the foundation will be rebuilt given the depth of the historic foundation, if it will be rebuilt in kind and 

how they will deal with the public utilities below the sidewalk. We are also extremely concerned that this 

proposal will result in damage to the existing foundations of the rest of the building and the eventual loss 

of the entire structure. If this proposal is allowed to go forward what guarantees do the VCC and more 

importantly the public have that the work will used salvaged  or period materials AND be completed 

versus abandoned or drawn out over many years, causing significant disruptions? 

We note numerous properties throughout the city have suffered settling and have been restored and kept 

in use without tearing down a facade. The applicant could stabilize and rebuild only the failing cracks and 

instead repair the interior to account for the settling as numerous other properties owners have done. 

Please consider another approach to this issue than what is offered currently. 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio moved to conceptually approve the proposal to be forwarded to 

the Commission for review. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/12/2021    
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DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/12/2021 

Permit # 21-21655-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to completely deconstruct the St. Ann elevation of the main building, construct new foundation, 

and reconstruct St. Ann elevation, per application & materials received 07/27/2021 & 09/27/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/12/2021 

 

This proposal was last reviewed at the 08/24 Architecture Committee meeting where the Committee noted 

that much more information was needed in order to review a proposal this extreme. The applicant has 

arranged for a structural engineer to be on the call and has submitted an engineer’s letter which states the 

following: 

 

“At the time of our inspection, Tuesday, October 27, 2020, we could see displacement of the front façade  

wall and cracking in the masonry wall. The lower section of the wall tilts outwards, and the masonry  

towards the Dauphine Street side has cracked and begun to separate. The front wall has actually buckled  

which occurred when the footing under the front wall was undermined and likely rotated. Above the  

second floor we can also see significant horizontal movement across the wall resulting in large cracks  

above and adjacent to the windows. In addition, the front wall is separating from the side and central  

walls.   

 

In consideration that the lower half of the wall needs to be removed to allow for the total replacement of  

the footing, and theoretically, significant sections removed to allow for needle beams to be installed to  

support the upper portions and finally portions of the upper wall need to be removed and rebuilt to 

restore the integrity; the portion that would remain is insignificant and would be very difficult to maintain 

during all the renovations. In view of this extent of work, the entire front façade will need to be removed 

and rebuilt. This also provides the safest means of restoration of the front façade…” 

 

Despite requests from staff, no additional drawings have been submitted besides the engineer’s drawings 

that were present at 08/24/2021 meeting. Given the extreme nature of this work staff is hesitant to make 

any recommendations until a full scope of work can be reviewed so that it becomes clear how this work 

will proceed. This is much more complicated than if it were simply a solid brick wall as this front 

elevation contains windows, doors, trim, a cast iron gallery, etc. Staff is concerned how all these elements 

will be treated to ensure a rebuilt condition would be indistinguishable compared to the previously 

existing. 

 

Additionally, staff considers this demolish and rebuild strategy essentially an option of last resort and 

questions if there are any less extreme alternatives that may offer long term stability for the building. Staff 

requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/12/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Williams, the architect, Mr. Saxon, the structural engineer, and 

Mr. Abry present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Williams stated that he had all partied present and that 

they were looking for conceptual approval before he went through and did all the drawings.  Mr. Saxon 

stated that the wall was very buckled- 5’-6’ above grade.  He went on to say that all the windows and 

doors would have to come out.  He then stated that they were going to shore the roof, floors and gallery. 

Mr. Abry stated that he agreed with Mr. Saxon and that they just felt there wasn’t enough material left at 

the end so to rebuild seemed the right way to go.  Mr. Fifield asked Mr. Williams if he would supply all 

the drawings.  Mr. Williams stated yes and method and means.  For clarification Mr. Fifield asked Mr. 

Williams if he was looking for an agreement that this concept was ok.  Mr. Williams stated yes.  Mr. 

Bergeron asked if the building was in imminent danger of collapse. Mr. Saxon stated that given the right 

circumstance, yes.  Mr. Fifield stated that he was in this building a decade ago and at that time he was 

concerned.  Mr. Block stated that that they needed to figure out if this needed to go to the full 

Commission.  Mr. Fifield state that that was a procedural issue for staff.  Mr. Block agreed.  Mr. Williams 

stated that he was fine going to Commission. With nothing left to discuss the Committee moved on to the 

next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Erin Holmes 

Executive Director 

Vieux Carré Property Owners, Residents and Associates 

We echo the Review Committee's concerns regarding the drastic nature of this request. If dismantling the 

full facade and reconstructing it in place is the only possible solution, we would hope that the applicants 

will submit a component catalogue, or something similar, indicating all historical elements that will be 

salvaged, repaired, and reused. 
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Nikki Szalwinski 

FQC 

This building has arrived at this unfortunate state due to lack of maintenance over many decades but this 

request is an extreme and drastic request which lacks prepared drawings to truly evaluate. While we do 

not deny that this building needs masonry repairs and repointing, a complete facade demolition is a harsh 

approach which sets a terrible precedent.  After all numerous buildings in the district could use this same 

approach rather than simply preserving what exists. Demolition shouldn’t be a substitute for repointing. 

The current owners purchased units in 2013 and 2015 and are only now claiming this is a necessary 

intervention. We note that one of the present owners was cited and fined $3000 by the city short term 

renting Unit 1. One stop shows this fine remains unpaid. 

Lastly granting conceptual approval when the applicant has provided NO drawings has been used by 

others in the past gain approvals from other city agencies as well as advantages in litigation. Please deny. 

 

Motion and Discussion: 
Mr. Bergeron made the motion to defer the application in order to have the opportunity to ask the 

applicant further questions.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/24/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/24/2021 

Permit # 21-21655-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to completely deconstruct the St. Ann elevation of the main building, construct new foundation, 

and reconstruct St. Ann elevation, per application & materials received 07/27/2021 & 08/18/2021, 

respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/24/2021 

 

The applicant has submitted limited engineering drawings and have discussed completely demolishing the 

St. Ann elevation of the main building in order to pour a new concrete foundation. The wall would then 

be rebuilt re-using the existing bricks. The plans also include several references to masonry repairs 

utilizing helical ties but it is unclear where these repairs are being proposed.  

 

The proposed deconstruction and reconstruction is obviously a major act for the c. 1852 building and staff 

questions why such a major intervention is needed. The Guidelines note that, “once a historic resource or 

building that contributes to the community’s heritage is destroyed, it is generally impossible to reproduce 

the design, texture, materials, details, special character and interest of the resource in the Historic 

District.” (VCC DG: 14-20) Staff questions if all alternatives to the proposed demolition and 

reconstruction have been explored by the applicant.  

 

If the Architecture Committee finds the proposal conceptually approvable, staff requests that architectural 

drawings are provided that completely document the existing conditions and details as well as the plans 

and details for the reconstruction. 

 

Staff seeks the advice of the Committee regarding the proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/24/2021 

 

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

commented that the drawings appeared to be out of order.  Mr. Fifield stated that there didn’t seem to be 

much to talk about here. He asked the applicant if there was a collapse here. Mr. Williams stated no, that 

it was from the street construction.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she would like to hear from a structural 

engineer in order to determine if this was the only course of action.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if 

they agreed there was not enough information presented by the applicant.  Mr. Bergeron agreed. Ms. 

Bourgogne asked that the motion include a staff inspection. The Committee agreed. With nothing left to 

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

 

Public Comment:  

Nikki Szalwinski, FQ Citizens 

We agree with the staff report that this is a drastic intervention.  

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio moved to defer the application noting that much more 

information was needed before something this extreme could be approved. Ms. DiMaggio noted that 

structural engineer reports or letters need to be submitted and that the engineers should be present for 



901 Bourbon
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ADDRESS: 901-03 Bourbon/801-05 

Dumaine 

  

OWNER: 901 Bourbon LLC APPLICANT: Patrick Tucker 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 76 

USE: Commercial (bar) LOT SIZE: 2,001 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 3 Units     REQUIRED: 400 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 0 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Main building--Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance; rear one-story addition (Dumaine 

Street side)--Brown: Objectionable or of no Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

In the early 1970s, the typical frame corner store at this address was transformed into its current appearance 

by the addition of brick veneer and stucco, the addition of a post-supported iron gallery (rather than the 

previously existing shed roof), and the modification of some of its millwork. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 21-28356-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new roof over existing gallery, per application & materials received 10/11/2021 & 

11/17/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

The applicant proposes to install a new column supported roof above the existing wraparound gallery of 

this building. Staff notes that this building was heavily altered in the 1970s with the change from wood 

weatherboard siding to brick veneer and stucco and the removal of the suspended metal awning and 

installation of the existing gallery. As such, staff does not consider the gallery to have historic 

significance and suggests that the entire building’s rating could be considered for a downgrade. 

 

Regarding the gallery roof proposal, staff discovered that similar proposals to install a roof above this 

gallery were made in 1992 and again in 1995. The proposals were approved both in 1992 and 1995, 

although there was considerable opposition to the proposal in 1995 due to concerns over sound. 

 

At the 12/07/2021 Architecture Committee meeting, the applicant proposed two new options for the 

proposed gallery roof. After some discussion, the Committee moved to conceptually approve option A, 

noting that the existing gutters and downspouts would remain in place with this option, rather than 

draining the entire roof surface via the proposed gallery spitters. Concerns over sound have been 

mentioned during this review as well, although staff noted that the role of the Committee was to discuss 

the architecture of the proposal. 

 

The Committee moved to grant the proposal conceptual approval included forwarding this proposal to 

the Commission for commentary on its effect on the tout ensemble.  

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/07/2021   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/07/2021 

Permit # 21-28356-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new roof over existing gallery, per application & materials received 10/11/2021 & 

11/17/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/07/2021 

 

This application was deferred at the 10/26/2021 meeting to allow the applicant to revise the proposal for 

the new gallery roof. The applicant has submitted elevations for two proposed gallery roof concepts. The 

primary difference between submitted options “A” and “B” is where the roof would tie-in with the 

existing building. 
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In option A, the gallery roof would attach below the existing roof gutters and the gutters would remain 

in place. Approximately 10” of the wall above the window and door headers would remain exposed. 

 

In option B, the existing gutters would be removed, and the new roof would attach as high up on the 

wall as possible. This would leave approximately 19” of the wall above the window and door headers 

exposed. 

 

Although slightly more invasive because of the removal of the existing gutters, staff prefers the finished 

look of option B. Given that this building was so heavily and detrimentally altered in the 1970s, staff 

does not find the continued proposed alteration to be any more detrimental. As the pipe columns in 

option B would be slightly taller, staff questions if a slightly larger diameter pipe column might be 

preferred.  

 

The proposal still requires continued detailing, but staff finds the conceptual drawings potentially 

approvable. Staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal with the Committee to comment on 

the limited details. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/07/2021 

 

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

inquired if spitters were being proposed in both proposals. Mr. Tucker responded that yes, they were. 

Mr. Bergeron mentioned there was a note in the plans about relocating the existing fire escape pulley 

and asked the applicant to clarify. Mr. Tucker responded that the pulley would be relocated down lower 

and that this was a required means of egress.  

 

Ms. DiMaggio mentioned that concerns over the funneling of noise had been previously brought up. Mr. 

Fifield inquired if there had been any sound analysis done. Mr. Tucker responded that they had not 

performed any sound analysis and that he was unsure of what could be done. Mr. Block stated that he 

thought the Committee needed to be careful discussing this aspect of the proposal, noting that they were 

here to discuss the architecture of the proposal.  

 

Mr. Fifield inquired if using spitters to drain the roof into the street was allowed. Mr. Block responded 

that is was common but might be a good idea to avoid draining the entire roof that way. Mr. Tucker 

noted that there were currently gutters with downspouts installed around the main roof and that proposed 

option A would retain that existing drainage. Mr. Block stated that it is more typical just to drain a 

gallery roof with spitters. With nothing left to discuss the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

We oppose the continual transformation of this building and other s throughout the district, several of 

which are owned by the same applicant. Allowing buildings too be further changes because they are 

already “detrimentally altered” seems to be counter to preserving the Vieux Carre which is why this 

body was founded. Further the changes proposed will effect the tout ensembles BOTH visually and 

audibly. If the commercial sector continues to creep into teh residential areas the neighborhood will 

becomes unlivable and cease to exist as it was built. Please deny this change as well as future requests 

throughout the area and preserve the Quarter as it was meant to be…with a residential component. 

 

Discussion and Motion: Mr. Bergeron moved to conceptually approve the proposed option A with the 

proposal to be forwarded to the full Commission for commentary on its effect on the tout ensemble. Ms. 

DiMaggio seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     10/26/2021   

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     10/26/2021 

Permit # 21-28356-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct new roof over existing gallery, per application & materials received 10/11/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   10/26/2021 

 

The applicant proposes to install a new column supported roof above the existing wraparound gallery of 

this building. Staff notes that this building was heavily altered in the 1970s with the change from wood 

weatherboard siding to brick veneer and stucco and the removal of the suspended metal awning and 

installation of the existing gallery. As such, staff does not consider the gallery to have historic 
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significance and suggests that the entire building’s rating could be considered for a downgrade. 

 

Regarding the gallery roof proposal, staff discovered that similar proposals to install a roof above this 

gallery were made in 1992 and again in 1995. The proposals were approved both in 1992 and 1995, 

although there was considerable opposition to the proposal in 1995 due to concerns over sound. 

 

The submitted materials show the gallery roof in a very conceptual form only with one option showing 

an exposed structure underside and the other showing the underside closed in with a soffit. The 

attachment to the building is shown at approximately the location of the existing gutters, with new 

gutters shown on the proposed new roof. 

 

Significantly more details would be needed prior to any permit issuance but given the significant 

alterations to this building and the prior approvals of the Commission, staff finds the proposal 

conceptually approvable and recommends that the applicant develop more detailed plans to return to the 

Committee. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   10/26/2021 

 

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

stated that he had no questions and that he agreed with the staff report. He went on to say that they were 

looking for conceptual approval before proceeding.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the Committee had 

recently seen another proposal that staff did not find to be conceptually approvable but that she was 

inclined to support staff in this case.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he found all the alterations done over time 

to the building to be very sad, but that he agreed with Ms. DiMaggio.  Mr. Fifield stated that he 

questioned the proportion of the bays. He went on to say that it seemed elongated and that he wondered 

if it could be detailed less long and skinny.  Mr. Tucker stated that in reference to the roof height and 

column spacing- the spacing was following existing and that he believed the roof height would be lower 

as they did not wish to tie into the existing roof line.  Mr. Tucker then asked if they had a preference on 

the soffit- beadboard or exposed.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that staff would have the knowledge of this and 

that it could be worked out in the detailing.  With nothing else to discuss, the Committee moved on to 

the next agenda item.   

 

Public Comment: 

Erin Holmes 

Executive Director 

Vieux Carré Property Owners, Residents and Associates 

VCPORA would like to express our concern for the proposed gallery roof installation for 901 Bourbon. 

Residents have contacted our office to express their opposition to this addition, for the same reasons they 

opposed it 20 years ago. This business is located in a residential zoning district. The addition of the roof will 

encourage more crowding on the gallery space, leading to excessive sounds emanating into the surrounding 

residential corridors. 

 

Nikki Szalwinski, FQ Citizens 

We agree with Comm. Bergeron that the alterations to this building are unfortunate. Recently a similar 

request was approved for the same business owner for an awning at another heavily altered address on 

Dauphine. At that time we noted it would lead to additional applications for awnings where not only 

none previously existed but also where a significant facade alteration to a historic building allowed a 

gallery where one had not previously existed. Today the staff report suggests a color downgrade to this 

building because of these changes which while warranted based on the current condition may only end 

to further alterations being more easily approved down the road. This is also not desirable with respect 

to the tout ensemble. We ask that the committee consider halting further changes to this and other 

buildings like 901 Bourbon so as to preserve what diminishing number of original, unmolested 

structures in remaining in the district. We further note that the loss of the stereotypical corner store 

building with residential space above throughout New Orleans has over time contributed to a lack of 

affordable housing citywide as much as changed the nature of our neighborhoods. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron made the motion to defer this matter to allow the applicant time to revise the proposal base on 

today’s discussion. Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 



Change of Use



317-19 Chartres
316-18 Exchange Place
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ADDRESS: 317-19 Chartres   

OWNER: SA Mintz, LLC APPLICANT: Steven J Finegan Architects 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 37 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 2,517 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 4 units REQUIRED: 755.1 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: None 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

C. 1840 3-story brick commercial building with its lintels and double-hung windows intact on the upper 

floors. 

 

 

ADDRESS: 316-18 Exchange Place   

OWNER: Albert Mintz APPLICANT: Steven J Finegan Architects 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 37 

USE: Unknown LOT SIZE: 1380.3 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 2 units REQUIRED: 414.1 sq. ft.  

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: None 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building: Yellow, contributes to the character of the district. 

Rear infill: Brown, detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance 

 

C. 1890 1-story masonry warehouse with denticulated cornice and parapet. The site never had one of the 

Exchange Alley arcaded buildings but in 1876 was still the site of an open yard. 

 

 

AFTER PROPOSED RESUBDIVISION: 

 

ADDRESS: 317-19 Chartres, 316-18 

Exchange Place 

  

OWNER: D.A.A. Holdings, LLC APPLICANT: Steve Finegan  

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 37 

USE: Unknown LOT SIZE: 3897.3 sq. ft. (approx.) 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 6 units REQUIRED: 1169.2 sq. ft. (approx.)  

EXISTING: Vacant EXISTING: None 

PROPOSED: 5 units PROPOSED: No change 

 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      12/15/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit #21-24905-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to subdivide properties in conjunction with renovation and change of use from vacant to 

restaurant/residential, per application & materials received 08/24/2021 & 11/22/2021, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

Both properties are under Committee review for a full renovation that will restore them to commerce, 

with a restaurant operating on the first floor and apartments above. The applicant is proposing to 

resubdivide the properties and combine them into one lot of record as part of this renovation. They have 

shared ownership for many decades and are already connected on the interior.  

 

While the City Planning Commission is responsible for all final decisions regarding property 

subdivisions, the Vieux Carré Commission is tasked with reviewing proposed subdivisions in the French 

Quarter and making a recommendation to the CPC regarding their appropriateness and impact on historic 

lot lines. Staff researched the history of both parcels, looking in particular for any indication of shared 

use. Staff found that they were once a single lot that was split in two and sold separately in 1857, coming 

into shared ownership once again in 1945. Both chains of title reference the other address as a “related 

lot.”  
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Considering the clear history linking these two properties, staff has no objection to the resubdivision and 

recommends that the Commission forward a positive recommendation to the City Planning Commission 

for their consideration. 

 

Regarding the change of use, Article 2.10 of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance states that: 

“Within the Vieux Carré Historic District, no occupancy permit shall be issued by the 

Director of Safety and Permits, for any change in the use of any existing building until and 

unless a special permit shall have been issued by the Vieux Carré Commission, except that 

where no change of exterior appearance is contemplated such permit by the Vieux Carré 

Commission shall not be required. Where any change in exterior appearance is 

contemplated, the Vieux Carré Commission shall hold a hearing, and if it approves such 

change, it shall issue a special permit to continue the same use, or for any other use not 

otherwise prohibited in the district, subject to the following conditions and safeguards: 

 

1. The historic character of the Vieux Carré shall not be injuriously affected. 

2. Signs which are garish or otherwise out of keeping with the character of the Vieux Carré 

shall not be permitted. 

3. Building designs shall be in harmony with the traditional architectural character of the 

Vieux Carré. 

4. The value of the Vieux Carré as a place of unique interest and character shall not be 

impaired.” 

 

The exterior work primarily revolves around extensive millwork replacement, correction of 

demolition by neglect violations, and a reduction in the height of the infill from two stories to one 

story. Skylights will be added to this brown-rated infill, and it will serve dual purpose as a 

mechanical yard and small outdoor deck for private use. The Committee and staff welcome the 

proposed work and restoration of these buildings to commerce, and recommends the Commission 

forward a positive recommendation to the City Planning Commission for the change of use. Final 

construction documents will require additional review at the Architectural Committee level prior 

to permit. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 



233 Decatur
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ADDRESS: 233 Decatur Street   

OWNER: 233 Decatur Real Estate 

LLC 

APPLICANT: Myles Martin 

ZONING: VCE-1 SQUARE: 30 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 1,998.75 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 3 Units REQUIRED: 599.6 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Vacant EXISTING: None 

PROPOSED: Unknown PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

Main building: Yellow, contributes to the character of the District. 

 

C. 1910 3-story "Decorative Brick style" commercial building, constructed after the fire of 1908. Ground 

floor of front façade has received distracting alterations. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      12/15/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit #21-28136-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install rooftop mechanical equipment in conjunction with a change of use from vacant to bar, 

per application & materials received 10/12/2021 & 11/22/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

Article 2.10 of the Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance states that: 

“Within the Vieux Carré Historic District, no occupancy permit shall be issued by the 

Director of Safety and Permits, for any change in the use of any existing building until and 

unless a special permit shall have been issued by the Vieux Carré Commission, except that 

where no change of exterior appearance is contemplated such permit by the Vieux Carré 

Commission shall not be required. Where any change in exterior appearance is 

contemplated, the Vieux Carré Commission shall hold a hearing, and if it approves such 

change, it shall issue a special permit to continue the same use, or for any other use not 

otherwise prohibited in the district, subject to the following conditions and safeguards: 

 

1. The historic character of the Vieux Carré shall not be injuriously affected. 

2. Signs which are garish or otherwise out of keeping with the character of the Vieux Carré 

shall not be permitted. 

3. Building designs shall be in harmony with the traditional architectural character of the 

Vieux Carré. 

4. The value of the Vieux Carré as a place of unique interest and character shall not be 

impaired.” 

 

The exterior changes to the building are limited to the roof, where a hood vent, two condenser units, and a 

roof hatch are proposed for installation. When reviewed by the Committee on 12/07/2021, staff noted that 

existing violations remain on the property, including concerning vegetation growth, water intrusion, and 

roof ponding. The Committee moved to approve the proposed work and forward a positive 

recommendation for the change of use to the Commission, with the proviso that the scope of work must 

be revised to include all cited demolition by neglect violations. 

 

The proposed change of use to bar is noted in the CZO as a conditional use for the VCE-1 overlay 

district. Since the VCC’s jurisdiction is not over use itself but regarding the exterior changes proposed in 

conjunction with change of use, Staff recommends the Commission forward a positive recommendation 

for the change of use to the City Planning Commission, including a proviso that all requirements for the 

conditional use must be found approvable by Zoning as the VCC will not approve anything in conflict 

with other City agencies.  

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of      12/07/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/07/2021 

Permit #21-28136-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to install rooftop mechanical equipment in conjunction with a change of use from vacant to bar, 

per application & materials received 10/12/2021 & 11/22/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/07/2021 

 

Proposed exterior work is limited to a rooftop access hatch, hood vent (including duct work), rooftop 

walk pads, and two condenser units on the roof of the building. The roof plan does not call for any work 

on the roof itself. The hatch measures 3’-0” x 3’-0” and has an aluminum cover and frame. The 

condensers are 5-ton Carrier units measuring approximately 31” x 31” x 28.5”, with a weighted dBA of 

78. The hood vent is a typical “mushroom” type vent, measuring 38” across. Notes on the roof plan call 

for the vent to have a minimum of 10’-0” clearance to adjacent buildings, property lines, and air intakes, 

with 5’-0” clearance to any combustible structure. Staff finds the proposed mechanical work and roof 

hatch approvable. 

 

Staff notes that violations remain on this property that have not been addressed. Additionally, while 

vegetation abatement and painting were undertaken within the last eighteen months, vegetation remained 

between 233 Decatur and the neighboring property at 237 Decatur. This vegetation has continued to grow 

and is affecting the windows on the upper floors. Photos from 12/07/2020 show that the masonry needed 

further repointing in this location to abate the vegetation growth, and an inspection of the inside of the 

property on 08/13/2020 showed extensive moisture intrusion and masonry separation. Furthermore, 

severe roof ponding can be seen at this corner of the building in all satellite imagery going back to 2004, 

despite obvious roof repair work. Staff is concerned that more extensive repairs need to be undertaken at 

this corner of the building, and requests that the applicant provide an engineer’s report addressing the 

existing masonry separation for review prior to permit issuance. Staff recommends that the proposed 

change of use from vacant to bar be forwarded to the Commission for review with a positive 

recommendation, with the proviso that all remaining violations must also be addressed in this scope of 

work prior to final approval and permit issuance. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/07/2021 
 

Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Mr. Martin present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Martin stated that 

he had no comment. Ms. DiMaggio agreed with the provisos as recommended in the staff report to make 

sure that the overall building was taken care of as part of the return to commerce.  Mr. Martin stated that 

there might be future plans to renovate the upper floors, and that this was just the first phase of the work. 

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

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron moved to forward a positive recommendation for the change of use to the Commission and 

approve the proposed work, with the proviso that all violations must be addressed in the scope of work 

before permit issuance.  



301 Decatur
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ADDRESS: 301-303 Decatur Street   

OWNER: Royal Street Investments, 

LLC 

APPLICANT: John C Williams 

ZONING: VCE-1 SQUARE: 29 

USE: Standard Restaurant 

(Proposed) 

LOT SIZE: 3,308 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 5 Units     REQUIRED: 662 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: None     EXISTING: 0 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: None     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

This three story, late Italianate style store evidently replaced a c. 1830 brick store. The existing 

configuration of the upper openings on both the Decatur and Bienville elevations date from a 1923 

remodeling by architect Nathan Kohlman. The Times Picayune (October 14, 1923) described this 

remodeling as follows: 

A. Falk & Son, Cigar Factory to open Monday, October 15, at the corner of Decatur & 

Bienville...acquired in May from the Grunewald Caterers, who used it as their candy 

plant...The old walls were about all that have been retained. 

 

Until re-subdivision in 2001, the subject property and the neighboring building at 305-07 Decatur were 

sited on one lot of record.  

 

Rating: Green or of local architectural and historical significance 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 20-12345-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate building in conjunction with a proposed change of use from retail to standard 

restaurant, per application & materials received 11/11/2021.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

The proposed new business for this space is called Cru Lounge. Their website notes that Cru Lounge is 

the “NATIONS FIRST AND LARGEST FRANCHISED HOOKAH LOUNGE” and lists twenty-nine 

existing locations in various US cities. Still, the Zoning Department made the determination that this 

location will be operating as a standard restaurant and notes that, “the City’s smoking regulations do not 

permit indoor smoking of hookahs.” Staff notes that any deviation from this operation would be a 

Zoning and/or Health Department matter, rather than a VCC violation. 

 

Regarding the exterior work, staff notes that plans were reviewed and approved for a previously existing 

restaurant in this space in 2017. Although the current set of plans notes no exterior work, staff notes a 

few discrepancies from the previous set of approved plans. 

 

At the roof, mechanical equipment was previously installed on the Conti elevation prior to receiving 

VCC approval or permits. This equipment was later approved for retention with the proviso that the 

defunct and highly visible equipment on the Chartres elevation be removed. The equipment was never 

removed from the Chartres elevation and still remains in place. 

 

At the ground floor level, the previously approved plans showed two sets of bi-folding doors on the 

Bienville elevation. These doors were shown as functional on the previously approved plans opening 

into the restaurant space and an elevator lobby space. Although these doors are shown as remaining in 

place on the current set of plans, the plans show walls on the interior side, making the doors completely 

non-functional. It appears this work was done by a previous business in this location, rather than new 

proposed work. A third set of doors at the Decatur and Conti corner of the building appears to have a 

booth, labeled “section 1” constructed directly behind it. It appears this proposed work would make 

these doors non-functional as well. 

 

Although the VCC occasionally approves constructing interior walls behind windows and doors this is 

generally discouraged. When approved, the work should be done in a manner that is easily reversible 

and is not readily apparent from the exterior. No details are shown as to how this work was or would be 

done. Staff requests commentary from the Commission regarding this aspect of the work. 

 

Staff will continue to work with the Zoning Department if any additional questions come up regarding 

the use of this space as a standard restaurant. Staff recommends that the Commission require that the 
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defunct rooftop mechanical equipment be removed and requests commentary from the Commission 

regarding the non-functioning doors. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appeals and Violations



208 Bienville
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ADDRESS: 208-212 Bienville St   

OWNER: Badine Land Ltd. APPLICANT: David Maise 

ZONING: VCS-1 SQUARE: 3A 

USE: Residential/Commercial LOT SIZE: 2,573 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 4 Units     REQUIRED: 772 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 4 Units     EXISTING: 1,351 sq. ft. (provided by 

servitude) 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: 1,111 sq. ft. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Around the turn of the 20th century, the American Sugar Refinery Company, which was the South's largest 

sugar refinery, constructed this multi-story commercial style structure.  Its construction represented an 

avant-garde use of the most advanced building techniques for the time, including reinforced masonry 

vaulting between steel beams. 

 

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

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 21-21645-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Appeal of Architecture Committee deferral of proposal to construct a new three-story gallery with roof 

overhang on the N. Front elevation of the building, per application & materials received 07/29/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

This application was last on an Architecture Committee agenda for the 08/24/2021 meeting. As there was 

no one present on behalf of the application to answer questions, the Committee moved to defer the 

application until a representative could be present. That applicant is appealing that deferral. This proposal 

was on one previous Architecture Committee agenda but the applicant requested a deferral prior to that 

meeting. As such, the Committee has never discussed this proposal.  

 

Staff reviewed the full property report for this building and noted several notable prior proposals and 

reviews: 

 

2011: Various proposals were made to renovate the building and add balconies or galleries. Staff at that 

time recommended against the addition of balconies or galleries and other work that would alter the 

building away from its utilitarian form. 

2013: After no action was taken after the various 2011 proposals and meetings, a new proposal is made to 

renovate the building. This new proposal has removed all proposed galleries and balconies noting that this 

was done “at the recommendation of the SHPO.” Staff noted that, “the elimination of the galleries is a 

very positive step towards maintaining the warehouse nature of this building.” The proposed renovation 

was approved after reviews by the Architecture Committee and Commission.  

2014: A permit for the renovation (without any balconies or galleries) was issued. 

December 2016-January 2017: A proposal was made to create a walled-in courtyard space on the N. 

Peters elevation of the building. After being reviewed at two Architecture Committee meetings, the 

proposal gained approval and a permit was issued for the new courtyard in February 2017. The courtyard 

space was constructed in 2017. 

 

The applicant now proposes to construct galleries at the second, third, and fourth floor, similar to the 

proposal made in 2011. Staff continues to note that the addition of galleries or balconies would be a 

severe departure from the industrial nature of this building. Additionally, the Guidelines state that, “in 

select cases, the VCC might approve the installation of a new balcony, gallery, porch, or overhang 

provided that: 

• There is documentary evidence supporting a balcony, gallery, porch, or overhang previously 

existed 

• The installation is appropriate for the building type 

• The installation does not destroy or conceal an important architectural feature or detail 

• The proposed design is compatible in size, scale, and design to the building and surrounding 

streetscape.” (VCC DG: 08-9) 

 

Staff does not find that the proposal meets any of these criteria. Staff suggests that if additional finished 

outdoor space is desired that the applicant could propose additional ground level courtyard space, similar 

to the one recently constructed. Staff recommends denial of the proposed addition of a gallery to this 

building. 

 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t  – 2 0 8 - 2 1 2  B i e n v i l l e  P a g e  | 15 

 

 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/24/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/24/2021 

Permit # 21-21645-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct a new three-story gallery with roof overhang on the N. Front elevation of the 

building, per application & materials received 07/29/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/24/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 08/10/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/24/2021 

 

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

agreed to defer the matter until the next meeting.  

 

Public Comment: 

There was no public comment. 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio moved to defer the application to allow an applicant to be present. 

Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     08/10/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     08/10/2021 

Permit # 21-21645-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to construct a new three-story gallery with roof overhang on the N. Front elevation of the 

building, per application & materials received 07/29/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   08/10/2021 

 

Staff reviewed the full property report for this building and noted several notable prior proposals and 

reviews: 

 

2011: Various proposals were made to renovate the building and add balconies or galleries. Staff at that 

time recommended against the addition of balconies or galleries and other work that would alter the 

building away from its utilitarian form. 

2013: After no action was taken after the various 2011 proposals and meetings, a new proposal is made to 

renovate the building. This new proposal has removed all proposed galleries and balconies noting that this 

was done “at the recommendation of the SHPO.” Staff noted that, “the elimination of the galleries is a 

very positive step towards maintaining the warehouse nature of this building.” The proposed renovation 

was approved after reviews by the Architecture Committee and Commission.  

2014: A permit for the renovation (without any balconies or galleries) was issued. 

December 2016-January 2017: A proposal was made to create a walled-in courtyard space on the N. 

Peters elevation of the building. After being reviewed at two Architecture Committee meetings, the 

proposal gain approval and a permit was issued for the new courtyard in February 2017. The courtyard 

space was constructed in 2017. 

 

The applicant now proposes to construct galleries at the second, third, and fourth floor, similar to the 

proposal made in 2011. Staff continues to note that the addition of galleries or balconies would be a 

severe departure from the industrial nature of this building. Additionally, the Guidelines state that, “in 

select cases, the VCC might approve the installation of a new balcony, gallery, porch, or overhang 

provided that: 

• There is documentary evidence supporting a balcony, gallery, porch, or overhang previously 

existed 

• The installation is appropriate for the building type 

• The installation does not destroy or conceal an important architectural feature or detail 
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• The proposed design is compatible in size, scale, and design to the building and surrounding 

streetscape.” (VCC DG: 08-9) 

 

Staff does not find that the proposal meets any of these criteria. Staff suggests that if additional finished 

outdoor space is desired that the applicant could propose additional ground level courtyard space similar 

to the one recently constructed. Staff recommends denial of the proposed addition of a gallery to this 

building. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   08/10/2021 

 

This item was deferred at the applicant’s request prior to the meeting.  

 



533 Toulouse
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ADDRESS: 533-35 Toulouse Street   

OWNER: 533 Toulouse LLC APPLICANT: Erika Gates 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 26 

USE: Mixed LOT SIZE: 2482 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 4 Units REQUIRED: 747 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: None 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:  

 

Rating: Yellow:  Contributes to the character of the district. 

 

This address actually features two c. 1860 buildings--one 2-story and one 3-story masonry commercial 

building, each having two bays across the front facade.  These very plain commercial buildings were 

remodeled in 1961 with the addition of cast iron balconies and a "Colonial Revival" entrance. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      12/15/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit #21-26935-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain roof deck and hot tub, per application & materials received 09/27/2021 & 11/03/2021, 

respectively. [Notices of Violation sent 04/11/2014, 12/04/2014, 02/13/2015, 03/29/2016, 12/02/16, 

02/28/2019, STOP WORK ORDER posted 03/04/2014] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation dated 11/17/2021. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 
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Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of      11/17/2021 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/17/2021 

Permit #21-26935-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain roof deck and hot tub, per application & materials received 09/27/2021, respectively. 

[Notices of Violation sent 04/11/2014, 12/04/2014, 02/13/2015, 03/29/2016, 12/02/16, 02/28/2019, 

STOP WORK ORDER posted 03/04/2014] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/17/2021 

 

A Stop Work Order was posted on 04/03/14 when work was in progress on the unpermitted rooftop deck. The 

deck is located on the two-story portion of the building and accessed from a door from the three-story portion of 

the building. The deck has been continuously cited as a violation, with staff requesting additional information 

about its construction and affect on the underlying roof system. The Architectural Committee denied retention 

of the deck and hot tub on 10/12/2021. 

 

Currently, rooftop decks are reviewed under the same standards as rooftop additions. The guidelines state that, 

“The VCC requires review of all exterior items located on a roof surface including paving, railings, and built-in 

furnishings.” Further, the guidelines state that, “the VCC does not recommend a rooftop addition on a Green, 

Pink, or Yellow rated building” or “a rooftop addition on a building of less than three full stories in height.” 

[VCC DG: 14-17] The buildings are yellow rated and the roof deck is located on the two story portion of the 

structure. 

 

The deck was constructed without benefit of VCC review or approval. Drawings submitted by the applicant 

show it as 6” composite decking on top of a 2x8 pressure treated wood framework, with 2x6 supports at 5’-0” 

o.c. The applicant stated that the decking can be removed in order to repair and maintain the underlying roof 

system. However, staff notes that the existing composite decking is also outside of the Design Guidelines and is 

unlikely to have been approved if submitted for review prior to installation. 

 

A hot tub was also installed on top of the deck. Regarding water features, the Guidelines state that, “the VCC 

does not allow installing an above-ground pool or hot tub with the exception of a readily movable, plastic 

“kiddie” pool.” [VCC DG: 10-11]  

 

Following Committee denial of the deck and hot tub, the applicant submitted materials which indicate that 

the flat, second floor roof may have been used as a roof deck since a renovation in the 1960s, when the hip 

roof was removed and replaced with a flat roof. A 1967 Times Picayune article mentions a “roof garden” 

at the property, and the door accessing the roof from the third floor may date to this renovation. However, 

this area was not architecturalized until the unpermitted work in 2014, and the cast iron rail at the front 

parapet is not tall enough to adequately protect any rooftop occupants.  

 

Staff is concerned that the roof system will deteriorate if the roof deck is allowed to remain. Additionally, 

the added weight of the hot tub may be a concern from a structural perspective. Given that the existing 

conditions deviate significantly from the Design Guidelines due to the building’s rating and height, staff 

recommends denial of the appeal to retain the roof deck and hot tub.  

 

[Note: If the Commission decides to overturn the Committee’s decision and allow retention of the deck, 

the Commission should consider requiring that the deck be pulled back from the front parapet to minimize 

visibility and reduce the footprint, with final review to take place at the Committee level.] 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    11/17/2021 DRAFT 

 

The item was deferred, as the Commission did not have enough members present to form a quorum 

without a unanimous vote.



1107 Dauphine
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ADDRESS: 1107 Dauphine   

OWNER: Harry J Shearer APPLICANT: Sandra Tomasetti 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 83 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 3125 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 3 Units REQUIRED: 937.5 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

Service building (detached): Orange, 20th century construction, post 1946. 

Side additions: Brown, detrimental, or of no architectural and/or historic significance 

 

In 1870 this property was described as a "splendid 3-story brick building... having an iron verandah in 

front." In 1917 this c. 1852 gable-ended, galleried townhouse was bought by the Riccobano Brothers, who 

built new construction on the site of the historic side yard, and the old and new buildings became the 

home of a macaroni factory. The recent controversial renovation remodeled the service building after a 

fire practically destroyed the historic structure. The side yard now has new, inappropriate construction. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 21-29803-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Appeal of Architecture Committee denial of proposal to remove existing fabric gate backing and to install 

new steel plate backing, per application & materials received 10/23/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

The Architecture Committee voted to deny the proposed installation of a new steel plate backing at the 

11/23 meeting and the applicant has appealed that denial. A similar application to install metal backing 

was reviewed by the Architecture Committee back in 2020, last being heard at the 11/24/2020 meeting 

where the Committee voted to defer the application.  

 

Currently the gates are backed with a fabric backing which was recently cited by the VCC. In response to 

the notice of violation, the applicant proposes to replace the fabric backing with a new steel plate backing. 

Staff notes that the Guidelines state that “sheet metal, expanded metal mesh, and plastic backings 

attached to metal gates are not appropriate as security devices or for privacy.” (1986 VCC DG, pg. 41) 

 

The Guidelines do not specifically address fabric backings like the one currently in place and, although it 

was recently cited as a violation, staff finds this treatment preferred over a sheet metal backing. A fabric 

backing is much more readily removable compared to the sheet metal and there is some historic 

precedence of adding fabric to metal gates.  

 

Although some possible alternative treatments were discussed at the 11/23 meeting, none were pursued 

and the applicant is seeking to install the proposed metal backing.  

 

Staff notes that the current gates were installed in 1987 and are not considered historic. The backing 

materials appears to have been installed around 2011. Staff recommends denial of the proposed sheet 

metal backing but suggests that retention of the existing material or a similar fabric backing may be an 

agreeable alternative. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/23/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/23/2021 

Permit # 21-29803-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to remove existing fabric gate backing and to install new steel plate backing, per application & 

materials received 10/23/2021. 
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STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/23/2021 

 

A similar application was reviewed in 2020, last being heard at the 11/24/2020 meeting where the 

Committee voted to defer the application. Currently the gates are backed with a fabric backing which was 

recently cited by the VCC. In response to the notice of violation, the applicant proposes to replace the 

fabric backing with a new steel plate backing. Staff notes that the Guidelines state that “sheet metal, 

expanded metal mesh, and plastic backings attached to metal gates are not appropriate as security 

devices or for privacy.” (1986 VCC DG, pg. 41) 

 

The Guidelines do not specifically address fabric backings like the one currently in place and, although it 

was recently cited as a violation, staff finds this treatment preferred over a sheet metal backing. A fabric 

backing is much more readily removable compared to the sheet metal and there is some historic 

precedence of adding fabric to metal gates.  

 

Staff reminds the Committee that the current gates were installed in 1987 and are not considered historic. 

The backing materials appears to have been installed around 2011.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/23/2021 

 

Mr. Block read the staff report with Ms. Tomasetti present on behalf of the application. Ms. Tomasetti 

stated that previously the Committee had proposed a wooden gate but that the owners had rejected the 

idea due to the weight and the fact that a wooden gate would not match the existing header.  She went on 

to say that her clients used the area for rehearsals so they would like the metal backing, but perhaps it did 

not have to be welded in place.  Ms. Tomasetti stated that they were open to suggestions. Mr. Bergeron 

stated that he agreed with the staff report. He then asked if perhaps plants or a panel system could be 

installed for privacy.  Ms. Tomasetti stated that they did park there occasionally so panels or heavy 

furniture or plants would be cumbersome.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the staff report stated that fabric 

might me better than sheet metal. She went on to say that it did seem like the steel plate could be 

supported.  Ms. Tomasetti stated that every property on the block had this backing, but they would be 

open to whatever. Addressing the Committee, Mr. Block stated that guidelines were just that, guidelines, 

and it was up to the Committee to make a suggestion or deny. Ms. Tomasetti then presented a few 

different options not in the current proposal.  Mr. Bergeron suggested a rod and curtain. Ms. Tomasetti 

stated that they would never want them open.  Mr. Block stated that it was time to move on. With nothing 

left to discuss, the Committee moved on to the next agenda item.  

Public Comment: 

There was no public comment. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to deny the sheet metal backing. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and 

the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      11/24/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/24/2020 

Permit # 20-38986-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to install solid metal backing on driveway gates, per application & materials received 

08/27/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/24/2020 

 

On 09/10/2020, the Committee deferred the application to allow the applicant to confer with the property 

owner and work with staff on exploring alternative options for the driveway gates. The owner wishes to 

proceed with installing the steel plate on the back of the gates, which were installed in 1987. The 

Committee previously considered forwarding the application to the full Commission.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/24/2020 

 

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

the Committee if they wished to proceed without an applicant.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she did not 
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believe the proposal had changed, therefore she felt comfortable discussing the application without an 

applicant.  Mr. Fifield asked staff if they had discussed alternate designs with the applicant.  Ms. Vogt 

stated yes, that they had discussed a wood paneled gate, but the owner did not want wood.  She went on 

to say that the owner wished to proceed as is.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee if they should wait until 

the end of the meeting to see if the applicant would eventually join.  Mr. Bergeron and Ms. DiMaggio 

stated yes.   

Prior to the recess, Ms. Tomasetti, the applicant representing the owner, joined the meeting.  Mr. Fifield 

asked if the owners had considered an alternative proposal.  Ms. Tomasetti stated that the owners did not 

want wood and wished to keep the iron since it matched the transom panels.  She went on to say that 

perhaps they could devise a “stand off” backing, where the metal would be attached with fasteners instead 

of being welded flush.  Mr. Fifield stated that the problem was the metal itself not the fastener.  Mr. 

Bergeron stated that this was simply not allowed by guidelines.  Mr. Fifield asked staff if a fabric would 

be ok. Ms. Vogt stated that this was also not allowed by guidelines.  With nothing left to discuss the 

Committee adjourned for a thirty-minute recess.   

 

No Public Comment 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Bergeron questioned if privacy could be attained without architectural interference.  Perhaps plants or 

furniture.  Mr. Fifield stated that this was an excellent idea.  He then asked the applicant if they were open 

to working with staff or if they would prefer the Committee to take action so that they could appeal to the 

full Commission.  Ms. Tomasetti stated that she did not believe plants or furniture would work as the gate 

was a functioning gate.  She went on to say that she would like to confer with her clients and explore 

going to the Commission at a later date if they wished to pursue the metal backing.  Mr. Fifield stated that 

he believed a deferral might be in order.   

 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for a deferral to allow the applicant time to speak with the owners and to 

explore alternate proposals.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      09/10/2020 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/10/2020 

Permit # 20-38986-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 
Proposal to install solid metal backing on driveway gates, per application & materials received 

08/27/2020. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/10/2020 

 

The applicant is proposing to weld sheet metal to the back of the existing double iron gates. The gates 

were installed in 1987, following the 1984 fire that resulted in the demolition of the single-story macaroni 

factory structure. While the gates are not historic, the VCC Design Guidelines state that “the VCC does 

not allow glass, plastic or Plexiglas applied to a fence or gate” (VCC DG: 10-7) and sheet metal is rarely 

found approvable by the Architectural Committee. Temporary privacy installations, such as the fabric 

backing attached to the gate currently, are often cited as a violation; however, staff notes that the fabric 

backing can be easily removed without damaging or altering the existing ironwork.  

 

The applicant also provided photos of beaded board driveway gates as part of the application, but it is not 

clear if this option is being proposed as an alternative. If so, they would not be found approvable as they 

are appropriate for a Creole cottage or shotgun but are anachronistic for a galleried townhouse. Staff notes 

that, if privacy is the applicant’s primary concern, a wooden panel double gate may be presented to the 

Committee as a period-appropriate alternative. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the proposed gate modifications to allow the applicant to respond to staff 

and Committee concerns.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/10/2020 

 

Ms. Vogt presented the staff report with Ms. Tomasetti present on behalf of the application. Mr. Fifield 

asked if the owner would consider a wood gate as mentioned by staff; Ms. Tomasetti stated that she had 

not spoken with the owner since receiving the staff report. She explained that the photos of wooden gates 

she provided were intended to show the prevalence of them in the neighborhood, and that the backing 

would not be sheet metal but instead a steel plate painted the same color as the existing ironwork. She 

added that the primary motivation for the proposal was privacy and security. Mr. Fifield stated that the 

Committee did not have a great deal of latitude to approve the backing, but the proposal could be 
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forwarded to the Commission. Ms. Tomasetti stated that she found many steel-backed iron gates nearby; 

Mr. Fifield stated that these gates are considered non-conforming and do not set a precedent.  

 

Ms. DiMaggio stated that she was not as concerned with modifying gates that date to 1987, but that she 

was concerned wooden gates may be too heavy to operate well. She said the Commission may be able to 

make an exception that the Committee could not. Ms. Tomasetti clarified that they did not intend to alter 

the header, and that she was concerned the aesthetic of the existing header might conflict with wooden 

gates. With no further discussion, Mr. Fifield moved on to the next item on the agenda. 

 

No Public Comment 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio asked what type of motion was required to forward the proposal to the Commission; Ms. 

Bourgogne stated that the motion should indicate how the Committee is leaning on the decision. Mr. 

Fifield asked Ms. Tomasetti if she was able to ask the owner about the paneled wooden gate alternative 

during the public comment period; she replied that she was unable to reach the owner but spoke with a 

representative, who did not believe they would be opposed. She was concerned with how the wooden 

gates would look with the existing headers and was interested in what the Commission might decide. Ms. 

Bourgogne suggested that the Committee could defer the proposal to allow for further consideration prior 

to taking it to the Commission. 

 

Ms. DiMaggio moved to defer the proposal, with the applicant to work with staff on potential 

alternatives. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 

 



1031 Barracks
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ADDRESS: 1031 Barracks Street 

OWNER: Loretta K Harmon, Michael T Howells, 

District Porperties LLC, Federal 

National Mortgage Association 
ZONING: VCR-2 

USE:  Residential  

DENSITY 

Allowed: 4 Units 

Existing: 4 Units 

Proposed: No change  

 

 

 

APPLICANT: L. Katherine Harmon 

SQUARE: 108 

LOT SIZE: 3257.9 sq. ft.  

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 977 sq. ft. 

Existing: 1440 sq. ft.  

Proposed: No change  

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Main building – Green, or of local architectural and/or historic importance. 

Rear additions – Orange, 20th century construction, post 1946. 

 

A c. 1829 2-story, 2-bay, side-galleried Creole residence with access provided through the exterior side-

entrance. 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

Permit # 21-30711-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-10086-DBNVCC     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Appeal of Architecture Committee denial of proposal to retain and paint metal cap flashing, per 

application received 11/02/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/15/2021 

 

An application was filed by a different applicant back on 08/11/2021 to remove the exiting Fire Free 

roofing material and install a new natural slate roof. As with all roofing permits, the permit clearly stated 

that metal cap-flashing of any kind on the parapets is not allowed and this permit specifically stated that, 

“All existing illegal cap flashing must be removed.” 

 

A separate application was then filed on 11/2/2021 for similar roofing work with the exception that the 

application proposed to retain the cap flashing and painting it to match the slate roof. Staff notes that in 

2018 the Committee approved the temporary retention of the cap flashing for a period of 12 months after 

which an appropriate mortar cap was to be installed. This temporary approval expired in September 2019. 

Staff notes that because of the location of this building and the neighboring property being an open 

parking lot, the entire length of cap flashing is readily visible from the street. 

 

Much, if not all, of the other roofing work has been completed and now the applicant is proposing to 

retain the cap flashing. Staff notes that while the roof was being replaced would have been the opportune 

time to properly flash the parapet and install a mortar cap. Staff has several readily available details for 

flashing parapets without the use of a metal cap. 

 

The applicant has noted in recent discussions with staff and during the 11/23/2021 meeting that there have 

been questions regarding the quality of the recently installed roof. Staff inspected the property and noted 

some irregularities with the installation including atypical flashing details. If additional roof work is 

needed to correct issues with installation, staff notes that it would also be an opportune time to correct the 

unpermitted cap flashing. Staff recommends denial of the proposed cap flashing retention with the 

applicant to propose an approvable flashing detail. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 
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Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/23/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/23/2021 

Permit # 21-30711-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #19-10086-DBNVCC     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 

Proposal to retain and paint metal cap flashing, per application received 11/02/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/23/2021 

 

The applicant submitted a proposal to remove the existing Fire Free roof and install new natural slate, 

copper gutters and flashing, etc., all staff approvable work. The submittal also proposes to retain the 

existing cap flashing and painting it to match the slate roof. Staff notes that in 2018 the Committee 

approved the temporary retention of the cap flashing for a period of 12 months after which an appropriate 

mortar cap was to be installed. This temporary approval expired in September 2019.  

 

Given that the entire roof will be replaced and the parapets readily available to properly flash as part of 

the installation of the new roof, staff does not find convincing evidence to retain the metal cap flashing. 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed cap flashing retention. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/23/2021 

 

Mr. Block read the staff report with Ms. Harmon present on behalf of the application. Ms. Harmon stated 

that she was opposed to mortar caps in general and did not believe they would keep water out.  She went 

on to say that cap flashing was widely used and they wished to retain it.  Mr. Block stated that guidelines 

do not specifically address cap flashing but that a mortar cap was obviously more historic.  He went on to 

say that if there was a case where it was not failing, the VCC would be ok with retention as they would be 

hesitant to require the removal of a functioning product.  Mr. Bergeron stated that he might be ok with the 

cap flashing if it was not literally wrapping the entire parapet wall- slide 378. He went on to say that he 

believed this wall needed repointing.  Ms. Vogt asked if they were removing the cap to replace the roof.  

Ms. Harmon stated that she had been there for 20 plus years and that all the flashing and the cap were in 

great shape. She went on to say that they would be applying to “waterproof” the N Rampart wall.  Ms. 

Bourgogne reminded her to get a permit as the VCC does not generally approve “waterproofing.”  Ms. 

DiMaggio asked if the flashing was not coming up for the new roof. Ms. Harmon said the roof was almost 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Harold Weiser 

Comment submitted after meeting reconvened* 

Dear VCC, 

Based on my experience getting bids from roofers they ALL recommended NOT removing the functional 

intact metal cap flashing. The companies even refuse to remove the flashing and replace.  

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to deny the cap flashing. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the  

motion passed unanimously. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     09/11/18    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     09/11/18 

Permit #18-27792-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

Violation #16-12292-VCCNOP     Inspector: Anthony Whitfield 

 
Appeal to retain metal cap flashing installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per application 

& materials received 08/22/18. [Notices of Violation sent 08/08/14 & 11/16/16] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   09/11/18 

 

On 11/11/16 Staff inspected the property and cited it for various work without permit and demolition by 

neglect violations, many of which are resolvable at staff level and do not require Committee review. The 

applicant is appealing to retain the galvanized metal cap flashing prominently installed on the N. 

Rampart-side parapet, which they stated was installed in 2000, until the roof requires replacement. The 

existing Fire Free roof was permitted for installation in 2001; the roof is likely to require replacement 

now or in the near future due to the limited lifespan and failure of other Fire Free roof systems. Staff does 
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not find temporary retention of the cap flashing objectionable, but notes that it is not in perfect condition 

and is very visible, so this retention should not be indefinite and contingent on the eventual replacement 

of a roof system that has not been inspected by staff. Staff recommends that the Committee approve the 

temporary retention of the cap flashing, with the proviso that it be removed and replaced with a mortar 

cap within a period not exceeding twelve months, or when the roof system is replaced, whichever comes 

first. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   09/11/18 

 
Ms. Vogt read the staff report with Ms. Harmon present on behalf of the application.  Mr. Musso moved 

to approve the temporary retention of the cap flashing for 12 months at which time the applicant would 

be required to remove the metal cap flashing and replace it with a traditional mortar cap.  Mr. Fifield 

seconded the motion which passed unanimously. 

 



Other Business
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