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ADDRESS: 729 Governor Nicholls   

OWNER: Reagan Thomas APPLICANT: Williams Architects 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 54 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 5,740 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

    ALLOWED: 6 Units     REQUIRED: 1,722 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 2,940 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: 3,738 sq. ft. 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

The buildings at this address are situated on a L-shaped lot which has existed in the present configuration 

since the early 1900s. A c. 1900 2-bay frame shotgun fronts on Gov. Nicholls; brown-rated construction is 

located behind the cottage. New construction, begun illegally and inappropriately designed, stands on the 

portion of the lot extending at a right angle at the back of the lot. 

 

Main Building – Green 

Previous Additions Demolished 2020, New Addition: Unrated 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to revise previously approved plans and to retain work completed in deviation of approved plans, 

per application & materials received 03/30/2021 & 12/29/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

The applicant has been working with staff to revise the drawings and hopefully reach an endpoint with this 

application. 

 

Gutter Size 

 

The submitted plans now include a note to “replace currently installed oversized gutters with 6” half round 

gutters per construction documents.” Staff will need additional information on material and color but finds 

this work approvable. Staff questions if any additional work is needed for the 6” gutters to operate 

effectively as the contractor previously stated that the larger gutters were used because anything smaller 

would not effectively catch the draining water. Specifically, in an email that was included in the submittal 

the contractor stated that, “the 8” gutter we installed was needed on your project do [sic.] to the uneven 

fascia that was on the house and the large over hang on the slate roof a 6” gutter would have never caught 

the water draining off the roof. So with that said in addition to install new gutters the roof edge would have 

to be cut back and the fascia wood ne [sic.] to be straightened.”  

 

Millwork at Back, Side, and Porch Doors 

 

A detailed and color-coded window and door schedule has been provided which brings clarity to the work 

proposed for these openings. Staff still finds the door with the oval shaped lite at the rear of the main 

building atypical and unfortunately staff could not locate any pre-renovation photographs showing this door 

in place. Staff notes that initial approved plans showed this door as a rectangular lite over double panel 

door that matched two other doors on the building. Staff requests commentary from the Committee 

regarding this millwork. 

 

Side Porch Handrail 

 

The applicant has revised the proposal for the handrail to now replace the existing unpermitted design with 

one that is consistent to standard railing detail #3 and much more similar to the previously existing rail. 

Staff finds this aspect of the proposal approvable.  

 

Future Re-subdivision 

 

There are still notes on the plans referencing the creation of a new wall opening between this property and 

723 Gov. Nicholls. Staff suggests that all architectural elements that might be affected by the re-subdivision 

will need to be reviewed or re-visited at the time the re-subdivision is being reviewed as a relocated 

property line will have an impact on building code items. This includes the opening shown currently 

between the properties and the vehicular gate located at the end of the driveway. 
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Recommendations 

 

Overall, staff finds the submitted plans comprehensive and clear. Staff’s remaining questions are in regard 

to any work related to the 6” gutter installation and the atypical oval lite door. Staff requests commentary 

from the applicant and Architecture Committee regarding these items but otherwise recommends approval 

of the application with details to be worked out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 
 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to revise previously approved plans and to retain work completed in deviation of approved plans, 

per application & materials received 03/30/2021 & 11/16/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/21/2021 

 

Gutter Size 

The applicant previously stated that they would change the unpermitted gutters back to 6” half round 

gutters but no gutter work is noted on the current set of plans. 

 

Millwork at Back, Side, and Porch Doors 

Staff still finds the submitted plans regarding the millwork confusing and incomplete. For example, the 

proposed exterior openings shown on sheet A600 are contradicted by the proposed exterior openings shown 

on sheet A601. Staff still has concerns over the accuracy of these plans compared to the actual conditions 

or what is being proposed. At door opening labeled “02” and window opening labeled “B” the schedules 

note “door with transom” and “new window in existing location,” respectively. The proposed plan shows a 

new wall on the interior side of these openings. 

 

Side Porch Handrail 

The applicant has included a small detail of the as-built porch railing. The submitted detail shows that both 

the top and bottom rails have 1-1/2” of height. VCC architectural detail sheet no. 11 includes three typical 

wood railings. The shortest top rail height on these details is 2-3/4”, while the shortest bottom rail is 3”. All 

railings on the detail sheet include pickets with bird’s mouth bottoms. Looking at photographs of the 

previously existing railing, it appears that it was quite similar to railing no. 1 from the detail sheet. Staff 

does not find the existing as-built railing design to be approvable.  

 

Recommendations 

 

In summary, staff recommends deferral of the application so that a complete set of accurate drawings can 

be submitted. Further, staff recommends denial of the proposed retention of the as-built porch railing.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 
 

The application was deferred prior to the meeting at the staff’s request due to insufficient materials. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/23/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/23/2021 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to revise previously approved plans and to retain work completed in deviation of approved plans, 

per application & materials received 03/30/2021 & 11/16/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/23/2021 

 

Staff visited the property and met with the applicant on 10/14/2021 over concerns of work deviating from 

approved materials. Staff and the applicant identified several items in need of review as they deviated from 

approved materials.  

 

Gutter Size 

 

Recent inspections have shown that a large 8” gutter has been installed on the building. Staff noted that in 

at least one iteration of submitted drawings, the plans called for the installation of new 6” copper gutters 
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but no approved plans included any work to the gutters.  

 

The installed gutters look atypical on the simple one-story shotgun structure. The applicant notes that the 

reasoning behind the installation of the 8” gutters was because the existing fascia is uneven, and the slates 

overhang the fascia to the point where a 6” gutter would not catch water draining off the roof.  

 

Prior to the renovation the building appeared to have typical 6” diameter gutters. 

 

Millwork at Back, Side, and Porch Doors 

 

The inspection revealed the door on back of the building was inconsistent with the approved plans. The 

applicant notes that the door was existing and was not shown correctly on the original plans. The 

installed/previously existing door features a large oval glass lite. Unfortunately, staff does not have 

photographs or other information that might help to date the door but staff notes that it is an atypical door 

for that location. 

 

Staff is greatly concerned regarding the door located at the end of the side porch as recent inspections have 

shown that this opening has been completely in-filled on the interior of the building, contrary to approved 

plans. The applicant states that the work will revert to the approved plans and this opening will be restored 

to be a functional doorway. The applicant now proposes to install board and batten shutters on this opening 

which staff finds slightly atypical. Staff request commentary from the Committee regarding the installation 

of board and batten shutters on this opening. 

 

Previous plans had shown the door from the house to the side porch as a single lite over double panel door 

under a single lite transom. Photographs show a six lite over single panel door in this location with a 

transom above. Staff request millwork drawings for this opening as it appears from the photograph that the 

door is atypically squat and the transom overly tall. 

 

Side Porch Handrail 

 

The previously approved plans noted that the existing handrail would be repaired and secured. The 

inspection showed that the handrails had been completely changed and the details changed. Specifically, 

the top and bottom rails have been significantly reduced in height. Staff finds the as-built railing 

inappropriately “light” in appearance. Staff recommends replacing this railing with one more consistent 

with the previously existing. 

 

Courtyard Wall Height and Overall Grading 

 

The brick wall behind the main building was previously shown at a height of 8’. The inspection revealed 

the wall had been constructed to height well above the permitted 8’. The wall height is now shown at a 

height of 9’8” and matched to the height of the adjacent CMU wall. The top 3’ of the wall feature 

perforations to increase light and airflow in the small courtyard behind the main building. 

 

Gate Details 

 

The gate immediately adjacent to this wall is shown as a horizontal wood board gate built on a metal frame 

and with a smaller incorporated pedestrian gate. The gate functions by sliding behind the brick wall. Staff 

does not object to the design of the gate but notes that this property is also going through the process of 

being re-subdivided. Staff is concerned that if the property is subdivided, the location of the new property 

line might affect the allowable design of this gate. Specifically, the gate may need to either be 7’ or shorter 

or fire rated depending on the location of the property line and the review from the Building Department. 

 

Driveway Lighting 

 

A total of ten (10) light fixtures are proposed for installation down the driveway, spaced about 4’ apart 

from one another. The submitted fixture is shown as being 19-1/2” tall and 4-1/2” wide. Staff notes that the 

submitted spec sheet does not include information on the lamps such as lumens, color temperature, etc. but 

otherwise staff finds the size, style, location, and number of fixtures potentially approvable.  

 

Wall Opening 

 

A wall opening to the neighboring 721-723 Gov. Nicholls is again shown on the plans. As this opening will 

be dependent on the pending proposed re-subdivision, staff recommends deferring action on this opening 

until the subdivision has been reviewed. 

 

Recommendations 

 

In summary staff: 

 

• Does not find the larger gutter size to be approvable and requests commentary from the Committee 
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• Requests additional information and commentary from the Committee regarding the door 

discrepancies 

• Recommends replacing the existing porch rail with one matching the previous design 

• Has no objections to the proposed wall, gate, and lighting provided there are no complications with 

the pending re-subdivision 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to address these items and to allow the applicant to compile 

all plans into one complete set of construction documents. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/23/2021 

 

Mr. Block read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Hunsicker present on behalf of the application.  

Mr. Williams stated that they had submitted an entire plan so they were confused. He went on to say that 

the goal was to keep moving.  He then addressed each item. 

6” gutters- he stated that they would be happy to install the 6” gutters but they needed a permit to remove 

and replace. 

Doors- he discussed slide #33- he went on to say that that door was existing, just restored.  He then stated 

that they were just adding shutters to door at the end of the porch, and they would be happy to work with 

staff. He went on to say that they could take the shutters out if need be. Mr. Block asked if the shutters were 

over infill.  Mr. Williams stated no, the door would be going back.   

Rail- Mr. Williams stated that the contractor had put the rail on seen in slide #46. He went on to say that 

they wished to retain this.  He went on to say that this was the same spacing and spindles as the previous 

rail, but the top was different. He then stated that it was not a historic rail.  Mr. Block stated that he agreed 

with Mr. Albrecht that the dimension of the pickets and the spacing looked “a little light.”  Mr. Williams 

stated that they requested to work with staff.   

Mr. Bergeron then stated that this entire project had been handled “piecemeal,” and that this was very 

frustrating.  He again asked the applicant for a comprehensive proposal.  Ms. DiMaggio agreed and stated 

that even though the contractor had deviated and the wanted to keep moving, this was not the fault of the 

Committee.  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 project has become confusing and muddy with so many different 

submissions. The gutters are out of scale, the doors are inconsistent, the driveway lighting is not specific 

enough and, specifically, the fence height is out of compliance with the design guidelines and CZO. Please 

consider how this piecemeal approach often utilized by some architects has resulted in significant changes 

at other addresses and require a comprehensive plan going forward, 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer in order to allow the applicant time to compile all plans into one 

complete set of construction documents and make corrections to items constructed/installed in deviation of 

permitted drawings.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     07/13/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     07/13/2021 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify previously approved plans including relocating mechanical equipment to new roof rack 

constructing a new pergola structure and creating a new opening in the property line wall, per application & 

materials received 01/05/2021 & 06/29/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   07/13/2021 

 

Staff identified these four aspects as needing Architecture Committee review. Other changes including 

paving details and a revised gate which conforms to previous recommendations were found approvable. 

 

Mechanical Equipment 

 

The applicant has indicated that the mechanical equipment is not proposed for a new rooftop installation 

and will be kept at grade as was previously approved. A revised set was sent to staff after the meeting 

materials had been finalized. 

 

Pergola 
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A new pergola structure is proposed for construction near the Royal and Barracks corner of the property. 

The structure measures approximately 21’8” x 17’8” and is supported by 8” x 8” columns. Lattice is seen 

on at least one wall in the elevation. As this pergola is proposed in a location that would have a minimal 

visual or physical impact on the property and its surroundings, staff finds the structure consistent with the 

recommendations of the Guidelines and potentially approvable. 

 

Wall Opening 

 

On sheet A001 the applicant is indicating an “Opening in existing masonry wall with wood board & batten 

gate”. This will be a completely new opening between property lines with 721-723 Gov. Nicholls. The 

applicant has commented that they intend to submit a re-subdivision of this property to split off the front of 

the 729 Gov. Nicholls property into one lot and capture the rear yard for 721-723 Gov. Nicholls. Staff has 

not seen any formal submittal for this yet. Without a re-subdivision, staff finds the wall opening between 

property lines atypical and has contacted the Building Department regarding likely building code 

complications with this aspect of the proposal. 

 

Staff suggests that it may be most prudent to review this aspect of the proposal in conjunction with the 

formal proposal to re-subdivide the properties. 

 

Wood Fence 

 

The applicant proposes to raise the existing seven board fence by adding two additional boards at the top of 

the fence. This would increase the height of the fence to approximately 9’11”. Staff notes that if a fence is 

more than 7’ tall it is no longer considered a “fence” by the building department but would instead be 

viewed as a wall structure. Although there are no setback requirements in the district and walls can be built 

on the property line, these walls need to satisfy building codes including being fire rated. As a wood fence 

cannot be fire rated, staff notes that this fence will need to remain at 7’ or less or a waiver will need to be 

sought for a fence over 7’. Even if a waiver were granted for the lack of fire rating, staff notes that a 

horizontal board fence nearly 10’ in height would be atypical. 

 

Recommendations 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to revise the proposal to conform with 

building code and to apply to re-subdivide the property or provide other documentation to the viability of 

the proposed property line gate. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   07/13/2021 

 

Ms. Bourgogne read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Bardwell present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Williams stated that they agreed with the staff report and there would be no mechanical on 

the roof.  He went on to say that the pergola would be an attractive feature and that they would be happy to 

work with staff on the paving.  Mr. Williams then informed staff and the Committee that the wall opening 

had been approved along with the re-subdivision of the property at the January 26, CPC hearing.  From 

there Mr. Williams turned his attention to the wall opening. He stated that Mr. Block had said that the arch 

with the shutter would be most appropriate.  He went on to say that they were building the fence for the 

neighbor on the Bourbon Street side.  For the sake of time, Mr. Fifield then turned the meeting over to the 

Committee.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she needed to see the proof of the re-subdivision before she agreed 

on the gate.  She went on to say that she had a lot of experience with the 7’ foot fence variance and this 

would likely not comply.  Mr. Fifield stated that the gate detail seemed more associated with a building and 

not a gate.  Mr. Bergeron stated that the proposed gate created a false sense of history and it should be 

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

 

Public Comment: No Public Comment 

Discussion and Motion: 

Prior to the motion Ms. DiMaggio sated that she was ok with the pergola and she agreed it could be 

handled at staff. 

Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer in order to allow the applicant time to provide requested material 

for the wall opening and consider the AC comments regarding design and to gain all S&P and BBSA 

approvals and/or waivers before the AC continued design review.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and 

the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/27/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/27/2021 

Permit # 21-08898-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify design of courtyard masonry walls including adding an additional wythe of CMU and 
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review of conceptually approved sliding gate details, per application & materials received 01/05/2021 & 

01/15/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/27/2021 

 

The applicant notes three revisions on the site plan for today’s meeting materials all involving the courtyard 

walls and paving at this property. For the wall behind the house, the applicant proposes to push the wall 4’ 

further away from the house. This would put the wall out of line with the existing CMU wall that is built on 

the property line for the dog leg portion of this “L” shaped lot. Although slightly atypical staff does not 

object to the relocated wall.  

 

A portion of this wall would feature a rolling gate to separate the driveway and small courtyard behind the 

house from the larger open yard. Staff finds the revised details for the sliding gate unclear but appears to be 

close to an approvable sliding gate design. Staff requests clarification on the gate details and recommends 

that wood cladding be featured on both sides of the metal frame to cover and disguise the majority of the 

metal framework. 

 

The second proposed change occurs at the end of the large rear yard at the property line wall running 

parallel to Bourbon St. The applicant proposes to construct a second CMU wall immediately adjacent to the 

existing wall. The details call for the gap between the new wall and the existing to be filled with mortar, but 

no physical connections are noted between the two walls. Staff notes that a portion of this wall is actually 

the rear building wall of the neighboring brown-rated service ell building. Staff has some concerns about 

how the addition of this second wythe of CMU might affect that building wall and interior. The top of the 

wall is shown detailed with flashing and counter flashing secured to the existing building. 

 

The final noted change occurs at the driveway where the applicant proposes to install brick rather than the 

previously approved concrete. Staff has no objection to this change. 

 

Staff recommends approval of the relocated brick fence, sliding gate, and brick paving with final details to 

be worked out at the staff level and requests commentary from the Committee regarding the proposed 

double CMU wall at the Bourbon St. property line. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/27/2021 

 

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

Mr. Williams stated that the jog back on the wall would allow for more maneuverability in the space and 

that the paving would now be brick over concrete.  He went on to say that the rear wall belonged to 729 

Dauphine but that his client wanted a cleaner wall so they decided to build in front of it that way it would 

match the two block walls across the back. Finally, Mr. Williams stated that his team would like to work 

with staff to devise a brick and grass area.  Mr. Fifield asked if there were any questions. Ms. DiMaggio 

asked if it was the intent to have the new wall to have three sides with the finished wall so that they did not 

have to finish the wall of the neighbor’s building.  Mr. Williams stated yes.  Mr. Bergeron asked staff if the 

neighboring building was supposed to be plastered. Mr. Albrecht stated that he was unsure and that they 

needed to investigate the matter.  Mr. Block asked if Mr. Williams had spoken to zoning about permeable 

paving.  Mr. Williams stated no.  Mr. Block instructed Mr. Williams to check with zoning because VCC 

might not be able to approve brick over concrete. Mr. Williams stated that he would confer with zoning.  

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

 

Public Comment: 

Bridget Balentine, French Quarter Resident  

I would like to take this opportunity to remind the VCC officers and members of the Vieux Carre property 

owner Tom Reagan. 

Tom Reagan purchased 721 & 723 Gov. Nicholls in 1976. For 45 years this man has upheld these blue and 

green rated buildings in the highest esteem. Mr. Reagan’s historical passion for the residences is always in 

the fore front for all restoration and maintenance.  Mr. Reagan hires the highest skilled historical architects, 

contractors and designers at his own expense.  The VCC should acknowledge the rare gift a custodian 

bestowed on The Thierry House by Latour & Henry B. Latrobe that was built in 1814 and the Nineteenth 

century firehouse. Mr. Reagan’s stewardship is extraordinaire. 

Mr. & Mrs. Reagan have now purchased the old Ferrara Fish market at 729 Governor Nicholls. The Ferrara 

family seemingly were unable to maintain structures on property prior to sale. Why would there be any 

doubt as to the proper restoration to the present state of this historic property by the Reagans? The VCC 

should recognize it’s fellow homeowners that fully adhere to all rules and compliance for restoration. I 

kindly ask you not to dwell on motives non relevant. I urge the VCC to enable and lessen the mental 

anguish. Lessen the financial burden on this project.  You are fortunate to have a lifelong member engaged 

is such an endeavor. Please support the work and move forward before the project becomes unattainable 

and too cumbersome. Do not allow other personal non-qualified opinions cloud the enjoyment of historic 

work 

It is in your power to say yes, we need this building and property restored for future before it is lost. I 

implore you to Trust this guardian and his historically proven team. 
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I speak on behalf because I had the honor of residing at said property 1982 – 1989. 

  

 Nikki Szalwinski, French Quarter Citizens 

The additional wythe of CMU raises concerns about maintenance for neighboring property similar to what 

has happened at 928 St Ann. Wy not avoid future issues before it is built. I remain confused as to why the 

height of the CMU fence was allowed as well as the extension on the existing brick fence.  

Design Guidelines state: 

The VCC does not allow a vertical extension of an existing gate and/or fence. 

CZO article 21.6.N.1.a. states: a fence or wall may be located in any yard but may not exceed eight (8) feet 

in height, except within national historic districts, where a fence or wall may not exceed seven (7) feet in 

height. 

Other property owners have been held to these rules and granting an exemption when no variances have 

been obtained is uneven application of these regulations. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 
Mr. Bergeron made the motion for the approval of the relocated brick fence, the paving and the gate with 

details at the staff level with the proviso that the double CMU wall only to be allowed if stucco was not 

originally approved for the rear of the building on Dauphine.  Ms. DiMaggio seconded the motion and the 

motion passed unanimously. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/23/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/23/2021 

Permit # 21-00429-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify design of courtyard masonry wall and review of conceptually approved sliding gate 

details, per application & materials received 01/05/2021 & 01/15/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/23/2021 

 

Review of this masonry wall was deferred at the 01/12/2021 Architecture Committee meeting to allow for 

review by a structural engineer of the proposed single wythe masonry wall. The applicant has since 

submitted a revised proposal for a more robust wall design. The new wall design features two wythes of 

bricks sandwiching an interior reinforcing metal structure. One side of the wall is shown as featuring a low 

planter and the wall is shown with five courses with air gaps starting approximately 6’ above grade. The 

total height of the fence is shown at 8’ to match the height of the existing adjacent CMU wall. 

 

This wall design is much similar in design to the one initially shown when this property came under review. 

Staff has no objections to the proposed wall design. 

 

The second aspect of the proposal are the details of the sliding vehicular gate located to separate the 

driveway from the larger rear parking area and green space. When staff issued a permit for the majority of 

the work at this property, staff included a note on the stamped approved plans that the sliding gate was 

conceptually approved only and that final details, including any mechanical operators, would need to be 

permitted separately. Staff had no objections to the design of the gate, which was shown as a simple, 

rectangular wood clad steel sliding gate, but was more concerned with the details of any mechanical 

operators that would likely be included with the installation. 

 

The gate design that has been submitted for review today is a great departure from the previously shown 

simple gate design. The now proposed gate is shown as a metal, picketed gate with a curving top. The 

applicant noted that a sheet metal backing would be added to the gate. Although this gate design is atypical, 

the applicant suggested that its location away from the street might allow it to be approved. 

 

Staff finds that this unusual location dividing the property is further reason to utilize a simple gate design. 

The previously shown rectangular gate with horizontal wood boards would appear not that dissimilar from 

a typical seven board fence. Having a decorative metal gate with an inappropriate sheet metal backing in 

the middle of a building lot would be highly atypical.  

 

In summary, staff recommends approval of the proposed courtyard masonry wall design and denial of the 

proposed decorative vehicular gate. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/23/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Ms. Bardwell and Mr. Williams present on behalf of the 

application.  Mr. Williams stated that they appreciated the consideration of the wall and that the owner 

wanted a more ornate gate. He went on to say that it would not be seen from the street and that they would 

keep and repair the existing gate at the street.  Mr. Williams stated that the proposed new gate would be 

about 120' back and that they would be happy to present other options or work with staff.  Mr. Fifield stated 

that none of the drawings showed the actual location.  Mr. Williams stated that the proposed gate would be 

on the far left and would slide over the brick wall when it was opened.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that her 
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concerns aligned with the staff report and that a less ornate gate seemed more appropriate.  Mr. Bergeron 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Nikki Szalwinski 

We agree with the staff report and ask that the committee deny this overly decorative design. A simple 

wood gate is much more appropriate on the interior of a  property. This very decorative statement gate is 

much more appropriate at a street entrance of a grand mansion which this property is not. Further the sheet 

metal backing is explicitly not allowed in design guidelines and other property owners are regularly denied 

the option. Additionally the masonry fence exceeds the hight allowed by the CZO and should require a 

variance. The Design guidelines and CZO  are supposed to level the  playing filed not be manipulated to 

suit individual tastes. 

 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Williams stated that the owner would be happy to do a wood fence.  Mr. Block clarified that the VCC 

would not approve anything not approved by the BZA or allowed by the CZO.  Mr. Williams stated that the 

fence at the street was vertical so they thought they would simply repeat this in the rear. He went on to say 

that they would come up with a design and get it to staff.  Mr. Bergeron asked if the Committee would need 

to review all gate details. Mr. Block stated that the gate would be reviewed by the Committee with the 

details at staff. Ms. DiMaggio made the motion for the approval of the wall with details to be worked out at 

the staff level and the denial of the decorative gate and the return to the wood gate previously approved. 

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

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/12/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/12/2021 

Permit # 21-00429-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to modify previously approved plans, including relocating mechanical equipment to rooftop 

location and changing design of courtyard masonry wall, per application & materials received 01/05/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/12/2021 

 

Staff has issued various permits for the ongoing renovation at this property in the past 12 months, most 

recently with a permit issued 12/14/2020. Following the issuance of that permit, the applicant returned with 

the proposed modifications to the plans. 

 

Mechanical Equipment 

 

The previously approved plans showed one condenser unit located at grade behind the rebuilt rear addition. 

The applicant now proposes to locate this single unit on a new roof rack on the rear addition. Visibility 

wise this condenser would not be visible from any public rights of way but may be slightly visible to one or 

two neighboring properties that front onto Bourbon St.  

 

The Guidelines note that, “the installation of rooftop mechanical equipment, such as an air conditioner 

compressor unit…is not permitted where it will be visibly obtrusive. Every effort should be made to shield 

the equipment from view and minimize associated noise.” (VCC DG: 04-11) 

 

Staff does not find the proposed rooftop location to be “visually obtrusive” and requests commentary from 

the Committee if limitations should be set on the noise level of the equipment. 

 

Courtyard Wall 

 

The applicant proposes a slight redesign to the masonry wall that would be located behind the main 

building and separate a small courtyard of the building from the larger green space and parking area 

behind. The previously approved plans had this wall as an 8’ tall double brick wall with an incorporated 

planter on the courtyard side. The applicant proposes to modify this wall to a single wythe wall with 

perforations above the 6’ height. A similar wall is seen at the front property line of the neighboring 723 

Gov. Nicholls. 

 

This type of perforated single wythe wall might be slightly atypical but staff has no objection to the design 

in this location. Staff requests detail drawings of the wall including the foundation. 

 

Summary 

 

Overall, staff recommends approval of the proposed changes with final details to be worked out at the staff 

level. 
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ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/12/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Williams and Ms. Bardwell present on behalf of the 

application.  Ms. Bardwell stated that they were looking at a condenser that put out 59 decibels and that the 

owner just wanted a more usable, larger courtyard.  Mr. Fifield asked the Committee members if they had 

any comments or questions.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that 59 decibels was on the higher end for noise.  Ms. 

Bardwell stated that they could look into something smaller.  Mr. Fifield asked how they planned to keep a 

single wythe brick wall standing.  He went on to ask where the lateral supports were. Ms. Bardwell stated 

that there were pilasters at the ends and in the middle.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that they were shown on slide 

71.  Mr. Fifield asked Ms. Bardwell if the structural engineer had reviewed the drawings yet.  Ms. Bardwell 

stated no, but that she would be sending them over.  Mr. Fifield stated that their seemed to be no use in the 

courtyard. He went on to question why the condenser could not be at grade.  Ms. Bardwell stated that the 

larger house would be for the owner while the smaller house would be a rental.  Mr. Fifield stated that he 

would like his concern noted.  Mr. Bergeron questioned slide 66, which indicated a 12’ car gate “to be 

submitted later.”  He went on to say that he felt all the changes should be discussed holistically and not 

piecemeal.  Ms. Bardwell stated that slide 66 was the absolute rear of the property.  Mr. Fifield agreed with 

Mr. Bergeron.  He went on to say that the Committee had seen this tactic before. He questions the small 

increments of an application and stated that Committee needed to see a complete application. In this same 

vein, Mr. Fifield went to question what motivated the HVAC change.  Ms. Bardwell stated that the owner 

thought it would be more appealing to a tenant if it was removed from the courtyard. Mr. Fifield asked staff 

if there were zoning requirements on the distance of a condenser from a property line. Mr. Albrecht stated 

that he would look into that. With nothing left to discuss the Committee moved on to the next agenda item. 

 

Public Comment: 

This particular lt is large enough to accommodate grade level HVAC without marring the views of 

surrounding properpeties for decades to come. The applicant and architect should work togther to find a 

grade level location now while the building is not occupied and renovation mkaes installation less 

disruptive. As for teh singkle wythe fence these have a hostory of falling over with windlass and injuring 

people whe they are less tahn 6 feet in hioeght. At 8 feet the chanceces are much more likely taht it will be 

unstable particuall;ry if th emnoratr work has a poor bond with masonry. 

 

Lastly we concur with Comm. Fifiled taht thgsi project has been unnecessarily piecemeal and that the gate 

and fence at a minimum should be submitted as one proposal. The architect of record is  well-versed in city 

VCC procedures and breaking the project into so many small pieces is onerous for his committee . 

 

Nikki Szalwinski 

FQ Citizens 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to deny the change in the HVAC location, and to 

defer the wall in order to allow for review by the structural engineer, building code compliance as well as a 

more comprehensive plan.  Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.   
 



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 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      01/11/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

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

 

Proposal to renovate building including millwork modifications and demolition of courtyard enclosure 

roof, per application & materials received 08/24/2021 & 12/28/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

The change of use and resubdivision received a positive recommendation from the Commission on 

12/15/2021. The applicant has submitted construction documents further detailing the renovation work, 

which is largely typical and unchanged from previous reviews.  

 

Additional details have been provided for the courtyard enclosure roof deck, which will hold eight (8) 

HVAC units, the hood vent, air intake, and two skylights (size must be specified). The kitchen exhaust 

vent has been lowered by 10’-9, making it impossible to view from neighboring properties. 

Manufacturer’s spec sheets, including sound data, are still needed for the condensers. Two internal drains 

are located along the center line of the roof, which will be finished with a Soprema Alsan RS roof system; 

staff notes that the color must be specified and should be in the medium gray range. A small private roof 

deck area will be separated from the mechanical equipment with a wooden screen made from horizontal 

1x6 fence boards supported by 4x4 posts. A small gate should be included to provide access to the 

mechanical area.  
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Minor millwork revisions will be needed prior to permit issuance, but shop drawings may be submitted 

for final approval by staff prior to fabrication and installation. The material used on the 316 Exchange 

Place roof must also be specified. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the construction documents, and requests the following details 

for final review at staff level: 

• Manufacturer’s spec sheets for each type of condenser to be used, 

• Manufacturer’s spec sheets for all exterior light fixtures, 

• Color selection for the Soprema Alsan system, 

• Skylight size must be specified on the drawings. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 



1122 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 1122 Burgundy St.   

OWNER: John A Frazee Living Trust APPLICANT: Robert Cangelosi 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 83 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,232 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 670 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 1 Unit     EXISTING: 1,184 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 Rear Kitchen: Orange, Unrated 20th/21st-century construction 

 

Small, two-bay "maisonette" type cottage, c. 1826. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-32521-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to replace existing louvered and paneled shutters with new louvered and paneled shutters, per 

application & materials received 11/19/2021 & 12/23/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

Following the deferral of this application at the 12/21/2021 meeting, the applicant submitted revised 

drawings proposing new shutters that are much more similar to the existing. The one major change 

between the proposed and existing is at the current center panel, which the applicant proposes to change 

to new operable louvers. The existing upper louver section is also proposed to become operable louvers, 

with the two sections able to operate independently. The bottom double panel of each shutter would be 

milled to match existing, and no changes are noted for the existing header, transom bar, threshold, etc.  

 

Although the proposal is to completely replace the existing shutters, staff does not find the proposed new 

shutter design atypical. Several similar shutters are seen in the immediate area of this building. 

 

Staff recommends approval of the proposal with any final details to be worked out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

Permit # 21-32521-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to replace existing louvered and paneled shutters with new beaded board shutters, per 

application & materials received 11/19/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/21/2021 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 12/07/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 

 

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

in 1897 the building housed a shop with a cobbler, so at some point it was in fact commercial.  He went 

on to state that as far as altering, they would have to be taken completely apart and they would risk total 

failure, and it wasn’t an appropriate feature anyway so why try.  Mr. Fifield asked, why modify the 

transom? Mr. Rice stated (due to technical difficulties with Mr. Rice’s phone it was very difficult to hear 

him).  Ms. DiMaggio stated that she too was concerned with the transom shelf.  Mr. Fifield stated that he 
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was not a fan of losing the details that were so idiosyncratic to the building.  He went on to say that this 

proposal would erase the past without giving a reason besides the will of the current owner.  With nothing 

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

 

There was no Public Comment. 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio made the motion to defer the application. Mr. Bergeron 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/07/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/07/2021 

Permit # 21-32521-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to replace existing louvered and paneled shutters with new beaded board shutters, per 

application & materials received 11/19/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/07/2021 

 

Staff notes that the existing atypical shutters are first documented in a photograph dating from 1937. Staff 

was unable to locate any earlier documentation of this building. Staff discussed this proposal with the 

applicant questioning the proposed replacement. 

 

The applicant stated that it appears in the 1937 photograph that the shutters were either newly milled 

replacements or salvaged from another building as evidenced by inappropriate butt hinges and the original 

drive-pintel that doesn’t relate to any of the rails in the three-panel design. 

 

The applicant proposes to install new beaded board shutters to match the height of the doors. Shutters 

would no longer cover the transom window and new iron bars are proposed for installation at the transom 

window to provided security. The applicant continued that having the transom windows fully exposed 

without light being filtered through louvers is a specific request of their client. 

 

The Guidelines note that this type of shutter is generally appropriate for pre-1840s buildings which 

matches well to the c. 1826 date of this building. (VCC DG: 07-14). However, the Guidelines also note 

that the VCC requires shutters that, “when closed, fill the entire door or window recess.” (VCC DG: 07-

15) Staff found few examples of square transom windows with metal bars. The examples staff did locate 

were on former (or current) commercial spaces and completely different building types. As this is a 

single-family residence, staff finds the introduction of metal transom bars atypical.  

 

Although the existing shutters are certainly not original to the building, staff questions whether or not the 

improvised vernacular shutters speak to a certain time and may be worthy or preservation rather than 

replacing with modern atypical new shutters. Staff suggests that a possible compromise may be to modify 

the existing louvers so that they are operable or change the fixed position to allow for more light. Staff 

notes that the louvered portions of the existing shutters are much taller than the transom window so they 

should be able to allow a fair amount of light between the transom and French doors. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the shutter proposal. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/07/2021 

 
Mr. Fifield inquired if anyone was on the call representing the application. With no one present on the 

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

 
 



New Business



800 Royal
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ADDRESS: 800 Royal St.   

OWNER: Meir Chee Shawl LTD APPLICANT: Morris Kahn 

ZONING: VCC-1 SQUARE: 47 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 2,016 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 403 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 0 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

This building, along with the now demolished 808-810 Royal St, was constructed c. 1801 by M. 

Languille. These stuccoed brick buildings are among the earliest examples locally of three-story 

buildings. 

 

Rating:  Main Building: Blue, of Major Architectural or Historical importance 

 Side Addition: Yellow, contibutes to the character of the District 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-32782-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #21-08261-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to deconstruct portion of building in order to install new foundation, per application & materials  

received 11/23/2021 & 12/07/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 12/21/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

Permit # 21-32782-VCGEN                 Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #21-08261-DBNVCC                Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to deconstruct portion of building in order to install new foundation, per application & materials  

received 11/23/2021 & 12/07/2021, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/21/2021 

 

The proposed work occurs on the yellow-rated side addition, adjacent to the collapse of the former 

building at 810 Royal. The applicant proposes to install shoring inside the building, completely 

dismantle/deconstruct the Royal St. elevation of this addition, install a new concrete footing at the base of 

the wall, and reconstruct the wall to match. The current review is very conceptual as the applicant has 

only submitted one annotated photograph regarding the work. 

 

In order to move this proposal forward staff requests:  

• Documentation that all less extreme measures have been explored 

• Drawings of the existing and proposed conditions and millwork details, and 

• A catalogue of all materials, noting what will be retained for the proposed reconstruction. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 

 

The item was deferred as there was no one present on behalf of the application.  



231 Royal
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ADDRESS: 231-235 Royal   

OWNER: 231 LLC APPLICANT: Peter Moss 

ZONING: VCC-2 SQUARE: 65 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 3,456 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 5 Units     REQUIRED: 1,036.8 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 0 Units     EXISTING: 0 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating:  Green - of Local Architectural and/or Historical Significance 

 

This four-story stuccoed brick store, is part of c. 1856 row of five buildings built by builders Jamison and 

McIntosh for Romanzo Warwick Montgomery.  The buildings have iron pilasters on the ground floor, 

casements on the second, and double-hung windows on the third and fourth floors.  The ground floor 

millwork of the entire row has been altered over the past century.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-21929-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to demolish existing pedestrian entrance and install new storefront system, per application & 

materials received 11/26/2021 & 12/30/2021, respectively.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

The proposed work occurs in the first of the three bays of this building. Staff notes that a proposal 

regarding these storefronts was made and approved back in 2006. The permitted work included the 

following: 

“At Iberville side bay passageway (the one proposed for modification under this application), 

existing millwork and enclosures to be replaced with a new door, single-lite transom and fixed glass 

panels, the uptown side panel serving to front the electrical connection enclosure, the downtown side 

window opening into the shop area as shown.  

 

In the center bay, existing shop entry doors shall be reused as noted, reset with new fixed sidelites and 

new tri-partite transom. 

  

At Bienville side bay, existing show window shall be replaced with new show window and single-lite 

transom.” 

 

It appears that only the work in the Bienville side bay was ever completed and the remaining two bays 

were left untouched. The current proposal for the first, or Iberville side, bay is to maintain the existing 

shop window and transom in this bay, install a new single lite door, a new single lite transom, and a new 

post. All these new elements would be in the same plane as the existing storefront system. This would 

eliminate the existing alcove completely.  

 

Regarding the proposed new millwork, staff finds the proposed arrangement a bit awkward. The varying 

widths of the transom and the door is atypical. Additionally, there is a lack of consistency from one 

storefront bay to the next. Staff believes that the proposed new millwork in this bay would be much more 

successful if it took more direct cues from the existing millwork in the adjacent bays. Alternatively, the 

proposed new post could extend all the way to the ceiling, as the existing one currently does, to narrow the 

width of the new transom to be only above the proposed new door. 

 

Finally, staff notes that the proposal would eliminate the existing alcove, currently exterior space. Floor 

plans are not provided but staff questions if the proposal would allow the shop to expand into this currently 

exterior alcove space. As VCC retains jurisdiction over this exterior space, staff could not recommend 

approval of this proposal without a floor plan better indicating this proposed modification. Historically, 

this alcove would have been used to access the upper floors. Although the VCC does not regulate interior 

spaces, staff finds it unfortunate if this proposal would make it less likely that the upper floors would be 

returned to commerce as some kind of residential units anytime in the near future.  

 

Staff recommends deferral of the application to allow the applicant to revise the proposed millwork and 

provide additional information regarding the elimination of the existing alcove. 

 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 



1130 Chartres
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ADDRESS: 1130 Chartres 

OWNER: Soniat Holdings LLC APPLICANT: Sarah Nickelotte 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 19 

USE: Hotel LOT SIZE: 6,191 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 10 Units     REQUIRED: 1,857 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 0 Units     EXISTING: 2,097 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 
 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 
Rating: Green:  Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance. 

 

This masonry Transitional style townhouse with central carriageway was built between 1836 and 1837 for 

Edmond Soniat. Its unusual courtyard configuration consists of twin service wings, terminating in 

symmetrical bays.  Originally described as having three stories, this building today has only two stories, 

covered with an unoriginal flat roof. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-33567-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate building including the installation of new mechanical equipment, installation of 

metal cap flashing, and conversion of existing lanterns from electric to gas, per application & materials 

received 12/02/2021.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 12/21/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

Permit # 21-33567-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate building including the installation of new mechanical equipment, installation of 

metal cap flashing, and conversion of existing lanterns from electric to gas, per application & materials 

received 12/02/2021.  

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/21/2021 

 

Staff notes that the submitted plans include references to both this property and the next property on the 

agenda, 1133 Chartres. Staff has separated the plans as much as possible but there is still overlap and 

references on the plans to 1133 Chartres. This report will only pertain to the work related to 1130 

Chartres. 

 

Exterior work related to 1130 Chartres begins on sheet A1.06 with the roof plan. Staff notes the 

following proposed new roof work: 

• A new TPO roof 

• New HVAC equipment (VRF system) 

• New mechanical roof jacks 

• A new roof cricket, and 

• New metal cap flashing 

 

The new TPO roof is likely approvable but staff requests information on the proposed color noting that 

the Guidelines do not allow these roofs to be white and/or reflective. 

 

The new HVAC equipment is shown behind existing rooftop condensers and staff notes that this flat 
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roof has several other pieces of mechanical equipment. The elevation on sheet A2.0 shows the new 

equipment rising about 2’ above the front parapet but staff notes that this equipment is more than 21’ 

back from the front wall and therefore should not be visible.  

 

The detail for the proposed new cap flashing is shown on sheet A5.01. The detail shows the parapet 

rising well above the flat roof, with the TPO flashing completely independent of the proposed cap 

flashing. Staff finds the proposed detail slightly confusing as it notes the wall surfaces and parapet cap 

will be plastered with soft lime mortar but it appears this is shown under the proposed copper metal 

coping. The proposed coping would partially obscure the existing architectural detail of the parapet.  

 

As it appears this proposed cap flashing is simply to waterproof the top of the parapet, staff believes 

other details are available that would successfully accomplish this without the need for the metal coping. 

This could be through the use of harder mortar/Portland cement, vapor permeable waterproofing 

products, and/or a combination of these.  

 

Staff notes that the roof plan also shows a generator on a small rear storage building. This text is 

partially greyed out and staff found no additional information regarding this generator. Staff questions if 

the applicant plans to address this aspect with a separate application.  

 

It appears the only other exterior changes proposed for this building is the conversion of all existing 

electric decorative fixtures to gas. This includes three fixtures on the front elevation, three fixtures down 

the carriageway, and one fixture each on the two service ells. As these are existing decorative fixtures 

staff has no objection to the proposed conversion to gas. Staff only notes that gas fixtures tend to emit 

less light than electric and that the conversion may necessitate the addition of more functional lighting. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed cap flashing detail and conceptual approval of all other aspects 

of the proposal, with final details to be worked out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 

 

The item was deferred as there was no one present on behalf of the application. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1133-1137 Chartres
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ADDRESS: 1133-1137 Chartres   

OWNER: Soniat Holdings LLC APPLICANT: Sarah Nickelotte 

ZONING: VCR-2 SQUARE: 50 

USE: Hotel LOT SIZE: 4,993 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 8 Units     REQUIRED: 1,498 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 0 Units     EXISTING: 1,402 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

The Soniat House is housed in an outstanding Creole townhouse in the late Georgian style, which was 

built in 1829 by builder Francois Boisdore for Joseph Soniat Dufossat.  An archival drawing from 1865 

shows the house with all round-headed openings on the ground floor, rather than the existing square-

headed ones; with the original wrought iron balcony, rather than the existing cast iron gallery; and with 

two round-headed dormers, rather than the existing pediment-type ones.   

 

Rating: Blue - of major architectural and/or historical importance. 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-33579-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate building including construction of new skylights, installation of new mechanical 

equipment, and installation of a new steel gate, per application & materials received 12/02/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 12/21/2021. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

Permit # 21-33579-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate building including construction of new skylights, installation of new mechanical 

equipment, and installation of a new steel gate, per application & materials received 12/02/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   12/21/2021 

 

Staff again notes that these plans have some overlap with the previously reviewed 1130 Chartres. The 

work proposed for this building is slightly more involved than the proposed work for 1130 Chartres. 

 

On the first floor at the entrance into the 1133-1135 portion of the property, the applicant proposes to 

modify the existing door and add a new metal gate. This is seen in the plan on sheet A1.01 and detailed 

on sheet A5.08. The proposed changes include cutting the existing panel doors vertically and hinging 

them together. The existing fixed side panels would also be hinged so the now three pieces of each side 

of the door could be folded flat against the jamb. A new decorative metal gate is then proposed for 

installation behind the existing door. 

 

Although photographs indicate that the existing carriageway doors were installed sometime after 1963, 

staff finds the proposed modifications highly atypical. A plan book drawing from 1865 shows paneled 

carriageway doors similar to the existing. Although a proposal to modify the doors to open the full width 

of the carriageway may be approvable, staff is hesitant regarding the proposed subdividing of the 

existing center portions of the doors. 

 

The proposal to install a new gate on the interior side of the doors in a carriageway is atypical and not 

directly addressed by the Guidelines. The Committee more frequently reviews proposals to install new 
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gates at the entrance to deep vestibules rather than in carriageways. Staff is concerned that the 

combination of these two elements could dramatically change how this carriageway functions with the 

doors left open the majority of the time and the gate being used as the entrance. 

 

A “new arch and security gate” are shown at the end of the alleyway for the 1137 Chartres entrance to 

the property on sheet A1.01. Staff was unable to locate any details on this proposed gate and requests 

additional information regarding this aspect of the proposal. 

 

On the same sheet, one pair of double doors is noted as being modified to be fixed in a closed position. 

Staff requests additional information on how this would be done, noting that this type of work should be 

reversible. 

 

At the roof plan on sheet A1.06 several new and enlarged skylights are proposed on this building. Staff 

notes that currently there are two small skylights on the front slope of this building and several 

additional skylights on the rear slope. Staff found in the report reviews from 1988 concerning the 

installation of two new 2'4" x 4'6" skylights on the rear roof slope of the main building. These skylights 

were approved but there was no mention of skylights on the front slope and it is unclear when these 

skylights were installed. 

 

The applicant proposes to enlarge one of the existing skylights on the front slope to a new size of 5’2-

1/2” x 7’. On the rear slope, the applicant proposes to install a completely new 4’5” x 7’ skylight near 

the two existing skylights on this slope. Finally, a small existing skylight on the rear slope of the 1137 

Chartres building is proposed to be enlarged to a new 5’6” x 7’skylight. 

 

Regarding skylights the Guidelines state that, “a skylight can dramatically alter the appearance of a 

roof. Therefore, an appropriate location for a new skylight is fairly limited.” (VCC DG: 04-10) The 

Guidelines continue that a skylight, “should be installed in a manner that:  

• Minimizes its visibility from all locations 

• Minimizes changes to existing roof framing 

• Minimizes the number of skylights, such that it comprises a maximum amount of 3-percent of a 

roof slope”(VCC DG: 04-10) 

 

Staff does not find that the proposed skylights satisfy these criteria. 

 

The roof plan also indicates new heat pumps on the rear slope of the main building. Regarding rooftop 

mechanical equipment, the Guidelines state that, “the installation of rooftop mechanical equipment…is 

not permitted where it will be visibly obtrusive.” (VCC DG: 04-11) The visibility of this proposed 

equipment is unclear but as this is a blue-rated building with no existing rooftop mechanical equipment, 

staff would highly encourage that alternative locations are sought. It appears that all existing mechanical 

equipment is located on a mechanical rack located between the main building and service ell. 

 

“New roof jacks for exhaust fans” are noted on the front slope of the main building. Staff requests 

additional information regarding this aspect of the proposal. 

 

Finally, the roof plan shows a generator in the Gov. Nicholls and Royal corner of the property. Like the 

one at 1130 Chartres, this one is also partially greyed out and staff questions if this will be applied for 

separately.  

 

Also like at 1130 Chartres, all existing electric decorative fixtures are proposed for conversion to gas 

fixtures. Again, staff finds this aspect of the proposal approvable but notes that additional functional 

lighting may be required because of the overall reduction in light emitted from gas fixtures. 

 

Staff recommends deferral of the overall application to address the items noted above but requests 

commentary from the Committee and applicant regarding: 

the proposed door modification and gate installations, 

the proposed skylights, rooftop mechanical equipment, “new roof jacks,” and generator 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 

 

The item was deferred as there was no one present on behalf of the application. 

 



632 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 632 Burgundy   

OWNER: Kevin-Steven C. Buford APPLICANT: Kevin Buford 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 89 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 992 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 1 unit     REQUIRED: 331 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 160 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY  

 
Rating:  Main building - Green, of local architectural/historical importance  

 

This small 2-story brick building probably began as an accessory service building (c. 1830) for the 

demolished Creole cottage that stood at the corner of Burgundy and St. Peter.  The existing structure, which 

was recently renovated, perhaps consists of two c. 1830 building which were later connected, of the earlier 

service building with an added wing.  Around 1850 the street facade was remodeled as a townhouse, 

complete with a denticulated cornice. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 22-00211-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

     

Proposal to install Zip Wall Sheathing at wall opening immediately adjacent to neighboring building wall, 

per application & materials received 12/07/2021.   

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

While renovating the interior of this building following a fire that occurred several months ago, the 

applicant discovered an atypical condition in one of the rooms. A wall opening to the neighboring 

building had previously been closed up with framing and drywall, with no barrier between the 

neighboring building wall and the framing. In order to properly correct and seal this opening the applicant 

proposes to construct a tilt up wall that would feature exterior grade Zip sheathing. The applicant has also 

stated that they would be open to using a painted Hardie material over the Zip sheathing.  

 

This opening is technically exterior as there is a very narrow gap between this building and the 

neighboring wall. The applicant has stated that flashing bridges the gap at the roof level, one side of the 

gap is completely closed with masonry and the other side has been closed by a treated 2x material. Water 

does not get into the space between the buildings in any kind of significant amount as evidenced by the 

previously existing drywall which did not show signs of mold or any other growth on the back side when 

it was removed. 

 

In order to satisfy fire code and completely weatherize and seal the building the applicant proposes this 

system. Staff is concerned, however, with the potential for moisture intrusion should the flashing fail or 

should it be poorly installed. As this work will not be visible unless the neighboring building were to be 

demolished and the work will benefit the long-term preservation of this building, staff recommends 

conceptual approval of the work with final details to be worked out at the staff level.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 



919 St Peter
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ADDRESS: 919-921 St. Peter   

OWNER: Thomas Parker APPLICANT: Maryann Parker 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 88 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2,432 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

    ALLOWED: 2 Units     REQUIRED: 729.6 sq. ft. 

    EXISTING: 2 Units     EXISTING: 1,082 sq. ft. 

    PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

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

 

One of a pair of late Victorian (c. 1885-1890) camelback variation shotgun cottages with Eastlake 

ornamentation. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     01/11/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/11/2022 

Permit # 21-34497-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to add vertical extension and fish-hook style pickets above existing alleyway gate, per 

application & materials received 12/13/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   01/11/2022 

 

The applicant proposes to increase the height and security at the alleyway gate by adding a metal panel 

with additional vertical pickets and fishhook style tops. The top rail of the proposed new panel would be 

at approximately the height of the existing masonry wall between this property and the neighboring 923 

St. Peter. Photographs from the 1960s through 1980 show panels above this gate to approximately the 

same height as the masonry wall. The existing barred transom is not seen until sometime after 1993.  

 

The existing transom of the gate is not historic, and the Guidelines recommend that, “gates and walls 

should be designed holistically and not as an additive process – if a taller gate or fence is desired, a new 

gate or fence should be designed to fulfill the height needs in a manner that is compatible stylistically 

with the building’s type and style.” (VCC DG: 10-6) As such, staff questions if a more successful 

approach would include removing the existing transom and installing one new system to the desired 

height.  

 

Staff finds the details included in the proposal potentially approvable but suggests the proposed ¼” steel 

might lack sufficient strength to hold up long term without getting bent. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Committee regarding the overall proposal and details. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   01/11/2022 

 

 

 

 

 



827 Ursulines
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ADDRESS: 827 Ursulines   
OWNER: Claus E Sadlier APPLICANT: John Williams Architects 
ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 78 
USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 2948.9 sq. ft. 
DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 3 units REQUIRED: 884.7 sq. ft. 
EXISTING: 1 unit EXISTING: Unknown 
PROPOSED: 1 unit PROPOSED: No change 

 
ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCIPTION OF PROPERTY:  
 
Main & service building: Green, of local architectural and/or historic significance. 
 
Small c. 1830 gable-ended 1½-story Creole cottage with two bays, including an entrance with a 
diamond-patterned transom. Constructed at the same time as the neighboring cottage at 833 Ursulines, 
this property originally had two service buildings, one at the rear property line and the other adjacent to 
the next door building. Today only the rear service building remains. 
 
Architecture Committee Meeting of      01/11/2022 
 
DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:      01/11/2022 
Permit #21-34843-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 
 
Proposal to build new CMU fence and foundation following previous wall collapse, per application & 
materials received 12/16/2021. 
 
STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:    01/11/2022 
 
The applicant is proposing to rebuild the Bourbon side CMU fence, which collapsed during Hurricane 
Ida, approximately 1’-0” closer to Bourbon Street as it was discovered that they owned this portion of 
the lot when the property was surveyed. The foundation will be rebuilt as a 1’-6” x 1’-3” concrete 
foundation with embedded rebar. The wall is made from 6” CMU and will be approximately 7’-0” tall, 
with 8” CMU block pilasters every eight feet. A corbelled brick band to match the existing brick wall 
will be included at the top. Staff notes that the section was provided by an engineer and does not show 
this corbel. Galvanized metal ties will be used to tie the new wall into the existing masonry wall. 
 
Staff finds the proposed wall conceptually approvable with the following provisos:  
• the wall must be fully stuccoed on both sides, with metal lath added to prevent the CMU joints from 

telegraphing, and 
• the applicant must submit a full height section of the wall, showing the corbel, lath, and stucco, prior 

to permit issuance.  
 
ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:    01/11/2022 
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