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Old Business



500 St Peter
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ADDRESS:  500-40 St. Peter 

OWNER:  City of New Orleans (Upper 

Pontalba Building Restoration 

Corp.) 

ZONING:    VCC-1 

USE:    Commercial / Residential 

DENSITY 

Allowed:    54 units 

Existing:    50 Units 

Proposed:   No Change 

 

 

 

 

APPLICANT:  Blake Kidder 

SQUARE:     25 

LOT SIZE:   32,543 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

Required:  8,514 sq. ft. 

Existing:  1,704 sq. ft. 

Proposed:  No change 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating:    Purple - of national architectural and/or historical importance. 

 

Baroness de Pontalba’s lasting contribution to the architectural landscape of the city remains the two ca. 

1850 block-long Philadelphia red brick structures that flank the upper and lower sides of the square, with 

sixteen elegant townhouses in each on the upper floors and separate commercial spaces on the ground 

floors. Henry Howard finalized James Gallier Sr.'s plans for these twin structures, known as the Upper and 

Lower Pontalba buildings.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/08/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit #21-04902-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

For Recommendation Only: Proposal to install mechanical safety equipment including access ladders and 

service platforms, per application & materials received 02/23/2021 & 01/11/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

When last reviewed on 01/25/2022, the Committee recommended that the applicant explore alternatives for 

accessing the rooftop mechanical equipment. Following the hearing, the applicant clarified a few issues 

which staff found shed additional light on the proposal that should be considered by the Committee, as 

follows:  

 

1.) Existing Rooftop Exhaust Equipment (2 total) are required for the Apartments 

(not the First Floor Retail) - These existing exhaust fans are connected to existing 

chillers at the first floor --- the existing chillers are part of the HVAC system that 

conditions the apartment spaces (floors 2-4) above the first floor (not the restaurants / 

retail.) We decided to use inline exhaust fans in the first floor restaurants / retail 

spaces to avoid installing any new rooftop exhaust fans (these are exhaust are small 

and can be located below the roof, inside the ductwork.) The existing apartment 

exhaust fans are much larger. 

 

Removing the two existing apartment exhaust fans would require us to replace them w/ a 

field of condenser units, one or two for each apartment (there are 50 apartments 

total.) We did not want to add more mechanical to the roof then what currently exist. 

 

2.) Access via Roof Hatch – considering that the existing exhaust fans vent heat 

generated from every unit, we do no think its appropriate to locate the access in the 

third floor kitchen for reasons below: 

▬ A ladder would need to be carried from the first floor to the third floor (up historic 

spiral wood staircases) and into the apartments 

▬ Direct access to the unit is required for regular and uninterrupted maintenance on the 

apartment exhaust fans. 

▬ Adding a roof hatch only eliminates the ladder --- an equipment platform is still 

required. 

 

3.) Alternate Options – we explored multiple options to access the apartment exhaust 

fans w/o using a ladder in the courtyard. Besides using a roof hatch, we looked into 

adding catwalks at the roof from the upper windows (to the existing fans.)  

▬ This made the platforms more visible and had more of an impact on the Upper 

Pontalba’s courtyard. 

▬ The level 4 openings are relatively small and access through the windows would be 

difficult for a person w/ tools. 

 

My understanding is that the ARC is recommending that we investigate other options, but 

I believe that (considering the above) the original option presented is the most 

suitable. 
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Considering the clarification regarding the existing exhaust fans and their use to avoid large 

condenser fields, and the exploration of other options prior to submittal of the proposal, staff 

finds this to be the least invasive intervention explored by the applicant.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 



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. 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

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 & 01/31/2022, respectively. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The applicant has submitted revised drawings attempting to present a more industrial looking gallery. This 

was done by noting the use of steel wide flange posts, concrete flooring, and proposing several different 

railing designs, although the basic form of the gallery remains the same. Staff agrees that cues should be 

taken more from industrial architecture instead of residential. 

 

Staff envisions even more of a drastic departure from the traditional gallery or balcony form. Something 

along the lines of an evenly spaced I-beam framework with decking and a cable rail system, for example, 

would provide the desired outdoor space while being much more compatible with the industrial nature of 

the building and immediate area. It appears the proposal is moving in that direction, but perhaps more 

details are needed to convey that design clearly. 

 

Alternatively, industrial inspired cantilevered balconies and/or decreasing the width so that the addition is 

only in front of the portion with windows would be less obtrusive and possibly more successful than the 

current proposal. 

 

Staff requests commentary from the Architecture Committee if they feel any kind of connected outdoor 

space may be approvable for this building. If so, staff recommends deferral of the application with the 

applicant to return with several options for alternative connected outdoor space. It is also recommended 

that the applicant and their designer meet with staff in advance of the next AC presentation so that we can 

further assist. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     01/19/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     01/19/2022 

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

 

Appeal of Architecture Committee denial 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:   01/19/2022 

 

Staff reminds the Commission that this proposal was previously before the Commission as an appeal of an 

Architecture Committee deferral. As the Architecture Committee had never had an opportunity to review 
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the proposal, the Commission sent the proposal back to the Committee for review. This proposal was 

reviewed by the Architecture Committee at the 12/21/2021 meeting and was found to be inappropriate for 

the industrial style building and was denied at that meeting. The applicant is now appealing that denial. 

 

The applicant previously stated that this type of industrial building and adaptive reuse was not addressed in 

the Guidelines and that this makes the Guideline’s position on galleries incomplete or not applicable. 

Chapter 1 of the Guidelines specifically addresses adaptive reuse and includes several notes that are 

applicable to this proposal.  

 

The Guidelines state, “in an adaptive reuse project, it may be necessary to use a building for a different 

purpose than it is used currently or for which it was originally designed. … Similar to an alteration or 

renovation, great care must be given to maintain the character of the original building. Examples of 

Adaptive Reuse in the Vieux Carre: 

• Conversion of a house to multiple residences or offices 

• Conversion of an industrial or commercial building into housing or an institutional use such as a 

school or church.”  

The portion of the Guidelines concludes, “The VCC Requires: 

• Identifying, retaining, and preserving the character defining features of a historic building 

• Selecting a compatible new use that does not require substantial removal or modification of historic 

building fabric, particularly at window and door openings.” (VCC DG: 01-12) 

 

Previous property reports and the SHPO aligned with these Guidelines when the overall renovation of this 

building was first proposed in 2011 as the proposal for balconies or galleries was found inappropriate at 

that time. Although modifications were made to the N Front elevation during the renovation with the 

creation of window openings, these were matched to existing conditions on other elevations and were much 

less intense than the current proposal. The existing adaptive reuse has been successful in creating a 

residential building out of the former industrial building and the proposed gallery would only be a feature 

to benefit these residents rather than to restore any kind of historic architectural feature. 

 

The previously quoted Guidelines (VCC DG: 08-9) list four criteria when reviewing a new balcony or 

gallery and staff continues to note that none of those four qualifications are satisfied in this instance. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed addition of a gallery to this building. 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    01/19/2022 

 

The applicant requested a deferral of the application prior to the meeting in order to return to the 

Architecture Committee with a revised proposal. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     12/21/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/21/2021 

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:   12/21/2021 

 

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 
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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.  

 

Director Bryan Block had a preliminary conversation with the applicant regarding this proposal. The 

applicant made the case that the guidelines do not address construction of galleries upon previously 

industrial buildings and that several other industrial buildings in the vicinity (Jax Brewery complex, etc.) 

had received approval for balconies and galleries. Mr. Block explained that although the guidelines may 

not specifically address the addition of galleries on industrial buildings, the spirit of what is explicitly 

expressed about their addition (prohibitions against installing them where they historically did not exist, 

etc.) deems them to be inappropriate in this location, at least as currently proposed. He further explained 

that previous approvals on other buildings does not necessarily imply that this proposal should also be 

approved. The staff, committee and commission often learn from previous actions that some things 

approved prove to be less successful than originally thought. Preservation best practices should not be 

considered a static comprehension. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the proposed addition of a gallery to this building. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   12/21/2021 

 

Mr. Albrecht read the staff report with Mr. Sherman and Mr. Terrell present on behalf of the application.  

Mr. Sherman stated the following: 

 

We are looking for a recommendation on modifications that might be ok or if it would be ok as is. He then 

went on to give a history of the “Sugar District.” Slide 92 and 97- he stated that the residents wished to 

enjoy the river, they had spent a lot of money and they wished to have this access.  He went on to say that 

the owner had already modified it with windows on this side, so why not add the gallery to the same side.  

  

Mr. Fifield questioned the designation “Sugar District.” Mr. Sherman stated that the period of significance 

for the Sugar District was mid to later 19th century into the 20th, well after the French Quarter period of 

significance was over.  Ms. DiMaggio stated that the widows were a great addition for an adaptive reuse 

but the galleries would not be an appropriate addition to an industrial building. Mr. Bergeron agreed and 

stated that there was a big difference between cutting openings for windows and glomming on an archaistic 

feature.  He went on to say that this gallery would look silly with a building next to it.  Mr. Fifield stated 

that it was not the ARC’s job to provide outdoor space, this was the owner’s job.  Mr. Sherman stated that 

they stood behind the current proposal. With nothing else to discuss, the Committee went to a 30-minute 

recess for public comment.   

 

Public Comment: 

While we welcome the renovation of this structure we agree with Historian Bourgogne’s comment that 

adding a gallery is a privilege and not a right. We hope test the commission will keep this in mind not just 

in this instance but thought the district as numerous buildings continue to be altered detrimentally. 

 

Nikki Szalwinski 

 

Discussion and Motion: Ms. DiMaggio moved to deny the proposed gallery with roof overhang on the 

N Front elevation of the building. Mr. Bergeron seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
  

 

Vieux Carré Commission Meeting of     12/15/2021    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     12/15/2021 

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

 

 

VIEUX CARRÉ COMMISSION ACTION:    12/15/2021 

 

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

a brief presentation on the "Sugar District," highlighting the adaptive reuse of some of the buildings still 

there. He went on to say that ALL buildings in the district that were currently in use had balconies or 

galleries added at some point. Mr. Fifield stated that the proposal needed to go before the Architecture 

Committee. He went on to say that the Committee had never had the chance to review this and due to that 

fact he was not adequately prepared to comment on the proposal's architectural merit. With nothing left to 

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

 

Public Comment: 

Discussion and Motion: 

Mr. Reeves made the motion to defer the matter and send it back to the Architecture Committee for 

proper review.  Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 

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. 
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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 

• 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.  

 



923 Decatur
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ADDRESS: 923 Decatur St.   

OWNER: Salvadore Tusa APPLICANT: Perez Architects 

ZONING: VCC-1 SQUARE: 21 

USE: Commercial LOT SIZE: 6,603 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

   ALLOWED: 11 Units     REQUIRED: 1,981 sq. ft. 

   EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 3,511 sq. ft. (approx.) 

   PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION:   

 

Distracting alterations have obscured the original design of this c. 1822 Creole style brick structure which 

was identical to 917 Decatur. A plan book drawing form 1866 shows the early 19th century appearance 

of the building. It had arched entrances and a carriageway with fanlights on the ground floor and French 

doors on the second floor. Located on a deep key lot, the property originally included a series of twelve 

one and two-story outbuildings. Today these dependencies have been demolished and replaced with 

brown-rated construction. 

 

Main building – Green 

Rear Additions -- Brown 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/08/2022   

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit # 22-03489-VCGEN           Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

              Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to renovate hurricane damaged building, per application & materials received 01/25/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

Staff reminds the Committee that the initial phase of work for this and the neighboring building that 

were both badly damaged in Hurricane Ida was reviewed and approved by the Committee in October 

2021, and staff issued permits for the work on October 28, 2021. The applicant has submitted plans for 

the next phase of work which includes the reconstruction of potions of the buildings. 

 

The proposed work appears to largely restore the building to its pre-hurricane state. The plans note that 

“all historic materials, including brick, slate shingles, and wood shutters, have been salvaged for 

reinstallation.” Staff appreciates this salvage and reinstallation approach which should provide accurate 

details, limit the amount of reproduction material on the building, and provide examples for replacement 

when necessary. 

 

The one noted change on the plans is the addition of masonry tie-backs on the Decatur St. elevation. 

Staff notes that there were previously two tie-backs visible above the window header level on the 

Decatur St. elevation. The plans are unclear regarding the number or locations of the proposed tie-backs, 

but provided they are proposed in a reasonable number and orderly arrangement staff finds the proposed 

tie-backs conceptually approvable. 

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of the proposal with the applicant to return to the Committee 

with a more detailed proposal regarding the tie-backs. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



925 Decatur
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ADDRESS: 925 Decatur Street   

OWNER: Israel & Sylvia Goldberg APPLICANT: Perez Architects 

ZONING: VCC-1 SQUARE: 21 

USE: Commercial/Retail LOT SIZE: 1,220 sq. ft. 

DENSITY-  OPEN SPACE-  

   ALLOWED: 1 Unit     REQUIRED: 336 sq. ft. 

   EXISTING: Unknown     EXISTING: 107 sq. ft. 

   PROPOSED: No Change     PROPOSED: No Change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION: 

 

Rating:  Main building:  Green: Of Local Architectural or Historical Importance; 

   Rear addition:   Brown: Objectionable, or of no architectural/historical importance. 

 

925, 929-31, and 933 Decatur are three, three-story Italianate style (c. 1871) brick commercial buildings.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/08/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit # 21-22947-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

Proposal to renovate hurricane damaged building, per application & materials received 01/25/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

Similar to the neighboring 923 Decatur, the initial phase of work to stabilize this hurricane damaged 

building was reviewed and permitted in October 2021. The extent of damage was less severe for this 

building and the proposed work consists of rebuilding the wall portion that collapsed, using salvaged 

bricks. Other work includes staff approvable repairs such as repairing windows and gutters to match 

existing.  

 

Staff questions if any additional structure or tie backs are proposed for this wall portion but otherwise 

finds the proposal approvable. Staff recommends approval of the application with any final details to be 

worked out at the staff level. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



New Business



916 Dumaine
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ADDRESS:  916 Dumaine 

OWNER:  Thomas J. Wyllie 

ZONING: VCR-1 

USE:  Residential 

DENSITY 

 ALLOWED: 7 units 

 EXISTING: unknown 

 PROPOSED: no change

 

APPLICANT:  Patrick Kadow 

SQUARE:  86 

LOT SIZE: 6,421 sq. ft. 

OPEN SPACE 

 REQUIRED: 1,926 sq. ft. 

 EXISTING: approx. 840 sq. ft. 

 PROPOSED: no change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Rating: Main building - Brown, Objectionable or of no architectural/historical significance 

Detached brick stable – Green, of local architectural/historical significance 

 

This two-story brick commercial building was constructed in 1906 for use by the Grunewald Co. as a 

piano warehouse. At the extreme rear of the property is a two-story brick stable that dates from c. 1840 

and originally served the Urquhart household. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/08/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit #21-33701-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to replace existing wood garage door with metal, per application & materials received 

12/07/2021 & 01/31/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The existing sectional, top rolling wood panel garage door is in poor condition and must be replaced. The 

applicant is proposing to replace the door with a new 2” thick polystyrene insulated steel door, which is 

imprinted with a wood grain texture. Two different panel profiles are available. The current sectional door 

has five rows of six panels, while the proposed door has six rows of five panels. The existing fixed row of 

panels across the top will be replaced to match the new door.  

 

Regarding garage doors, the VCC Design Guidelines state:  

• “If a new carriageway or service door is appropriate, the VCC recommends installing a wood garage 

or carriageway door appropriate to the building style and period of construction, designed to 

completely fill the existing opening.” (VCC DG: 07-20)  

• “The VCC does not allow vinyl or synthetic fencing, gates or garage doors.” (VCC DG: 10-7) 

• Pre-manufactured metal garage buildings are not appropriate. Metal garage doors are not explicitly 

prohibited. (VCC DG: 10-7) 

 

The Guidelines call for matching the original materials, type, size, shape, configuration, muntin pattern, 

dimensions, profiles and detailing for replacement doors. However, staff notes that this opening has 

already been replaced several times and is not original to the Brown rated building.  

 

Staff is aware of another polystyrene insulated steel garage door that was found approvable at 820 

Dauphine in 2016, but a smooth finish was required for that project so it would be consistent with the 

contemporary appearance and materials used for the new construction.  

 

Staff is hesitant to recommend conceptual approval without seeing a sample of the imprinted wood grain 

texture, and seeks the guidance of the Committee as to whether this door should be considered further.  

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



829 Barracks
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ADDRESS: 829 Barracks Street   

OWNER: Lawrence Heilbronner-

Kolthoff 

APPLICANT: Cangelosi, Jr Robert 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 80 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 936 sq. ft. (approx., irreg.) 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 unit REQUIRED: 280 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

Originally a c. 1835 1-story brick building, this small 2-bay side-hall residence had a second floor added 

c. 1885. After the second floor was added, the building became typically Victorian with a wooden 

balustrade balcony and a bracket-supported overhang with a scalloped vergeboard. In a 1960s renovation, 

however, the late Victorian second floor was altered with the addition of an iron balcony railing, French 

doors and the removal of the brackets and vergeboard from the overhang. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/08/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit #22-00769-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to replace millwork and install new steps in courtyard, per application & materials received 

01/12/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

Replacement millwork is proposed as follows: 

 

Mark A: Removal of two lite transom, transom bar, and three lite sashes, which appear to have been a 

modified set of French doors, to be replaced with three-lite casement sashes to full height of header. Staff 

is unsure of the alterations already completed and the modifications that would be needed here and is not 

able to make a recommendation for this opening other than deferral without head, jamb and sill details. 

 

Mark B: Two (2) 2’-11” x 5’-9” twelve lite windows on the Bourbon-side alley elevation that are not 

original (likely mid-20th c. modifications). The applicant proposes to replace them with typical six-over-

six double-hung windows. The size of the openings will not be altered. Staff finds these changes in 

keeping with the building’s style and age and recommends approval. 

 

Mark D: A large 12 lite single sash (also likely mid-20th c.) measuring 3’-9” x 8’-6”, to be replaced with a 

six-over-six double-hung window. Staff finds these changes in keeping with the building’s style and age 

and recommends approval. 

 

Mark H: A large first floor 20-lite window (also likely mid-20th c.), to be infilled with masonry and 

stucco. Two six-over-six windows measuring 2’-11” x 5’-9”, matching the Mark B windows, will be 

installed. Staff recommends approval, noting that while the Committee has encouraged “ghosting” 

infilled openings by leaving an indentation, doing that here would overlap the new openings and have a 

significant impact on the appearance of the elevation; staff is hesitant to recommend this approach at this 

property. 

 

Mark G: A wooden, two panel door with solid infilled transom will be replaced with a twelve-lite over 

single panel door with three-lite transom. The brick steps at this opening will also be slightly modified. 

Staff recommends approval. 

 

Staff notes that an existing hot water unit and closet installed on the second-floor balcony will be 

removed, but an existing, unpermitted condenser is also present on the balcony. While this is typically 

prohibited by the Design Guidelines, this courtyard is exceptionally small, and staff found the discreet 

balcony location preferable to a more intrusive rooftop installation. Staff recommends temporary 

approval to retain the equipment in the current location. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 

 



914 N Peters
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ADDRESS:        914 N. Peters Street - French Market Building C 

 

OWNER:  French Market Corporation 

ZONING:  VCC-1  

USE:   Commercial 

DENSITY - 

Allowed: n/a 

Existing: n/a 

Proposed: n/a 

 

APPLICANT:         Blake Kidder 

SQUARE:         4 

LOT SIZE:         n/a 

OPEN SPACE  - 

Required:     n/a  

Existing:      n/a 

Proposed:     n/a

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Current rating:  Orange - Twentieth Century Construction. 

 

The structure in the French Market Complex known as Building C is a 1975 interpretation of an 18th century 

Spanish colonial structure, replete with arches, roof tiles, terraces, etc. Although not an old building, its 

design, which is sympathetic with the older structures, provides an important link in the market scene. The 

higher portion of the second floor at the upriver end of the building was added in 1985. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/08/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit # 22-01209-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

 

FOR RECOMMENDATION ONLY: Proposal to repair storm damage and renovate building including 

proposed installation of synthetic balcony decking, per application & materials received 01/19/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The proposed work is for the address 914 N. Peters, also known as Building C in the French Market 

Complex. The work consists of mainly staff approvable items including repair/replacement of the balcony 

guardrails and repairs to match existing of the storm damaged barrel tile roof. The one item in need of 

Architecture Committee review is the proposed use of synthetic balcony decking, noted in the plans as 

Aeratis decking or approved equal. 

 

Staff has adopted unofficial criteria when evaluating the use of synthetic decking including rating of the 

building, exposure of the decking, and extent of modifications needed to the underlying structure. It 

appears in this instance all the criteria are met for the use of synthetic decking in this location. This is a 

low rated building, the decking is fully exposed to the sky, and no changes are noted for the structure 

supporting the decking. 

 

Staff recommends a positive recommendation for the proposed use of synthetic decking at this property, 

provided the decking is painted on all sides. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



830 Burgundy
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ADDRESS: 830 Burgundy Street   

OWNER: Harry Q III Gahagan APPLICANT: Quitman Gahagan 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 86 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 1232 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 unit REQUIRED: 369.6 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

Simple frame cottage, which apparently was constructed after 1876, since the structure outlined on the 

site on Sanborn's Map does not have the same configuration as the existing cottage. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/08/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit #21-35412-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Proposal to install new decorative light fixtures, per application & materials received 01/05/2022. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The applicant is proposing to replace two existing small sconces on the front elevation. Two options 

have been presented:  

• Option 1 (applicant’s preference): 16” Livex Lighting Westover Collection 2 Light Outdoor 

Wall Lantern in Black.  

• Option 2: 17-1/2” Hetrick 2 - Bulb Outdoor Wall Lantern in oil rubbed bronze. 

 

On the Dumaine side alley, the applicant also proposes to replace the existing floodlight with a Hampton 

Bay Black Exterior Wall Lantern measuring 4.5” x 8.5 x 6”.  

 

The VCC Design Guidelines state that “the purpose of a decorative light fixture is generally to draw 

attention to the design of the fixture in addition to the illumination. It represents the only type of non-

seasonal lighting that should be highly visible at a façade, and great care should be taken in its 

selection. When mounted to a building a decorative light fixture is meant to be seen as an additional 

feature that is part of an overall building composition during the day and night. When a decorative lamp 

is illuminated, it becomes highly visible and attracts attention. The light bulb, or lamp, in electric 

decorative lighting should be less bright to allow appreciation of the fixture […]. Because of its low 

lighting level, a decorative light is the only type of light permitted to emit light in all directions, 

including into the night sky.”  

 

“Decorative lighting fixture types should be: compatible with the building in terms of its style, type and 

period of construction; located near a focal point of the building, such as the primary entrance door; 

installed in a manner that is harmonious with the building’s design, such as evenly spaced on a balcony, 

gallery, or porch bay, or centered on or around an element such as a door, carriageway, or window.”  

(VCC DG: 11-07) In keeping with the Design Guidelines, decorative fixtures are generally not permitted 

in alleys or courtyards; in circumstances where they are found appropriate by the Committee, they are 

limited in size and quantity.  

 

Staff has several recommendations for alleyway utility lighting that is visually unobtrusive, but does not 

consider the Hampton Bay fixture to be approvable in this location. 

 

On the front elevation, both of the proposed sconces are quite a bit larger than the existing fixtures, and 

are not compatible with the building’s age and style. Considering decorative electric lighting is limited 

to 40 watts (or 12 watts for an LED lamp), staff recommends that soffit vent lighting be installed as it is 

appropriate for the age and style of the building, will place the focus on the building itself rather than 

non-historic fixtures, and will provide adequate, consistent light levels at the sidewalk.  

 

Staff is happy to work with the applicant on a lighting plan at staff level, particularly if they are willing 

to forgo decorative fixtures. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



Appeals and Violations
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ADDRESS: 830 Burgundy Street   

OWNER: Harry Q III Gahagan APPLICANT: Quitman Gahagan 

ZONING: VCR-1 SQUARE: 86 

USE: Residential LOT SIZE: 1232 sq. ft. 

DENSITY:  OPEN SPACE:  

ALLOWED: 1 unit REQUIRED: 369.6 sq. ft. 

EXISTING: Unknown EXISTING: Unknown 

PROPOSED: No change PROPOSED: No change 

 

ARCHITECTURAL/HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY: 

 

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

 

Simple frame cottage, which apparently was constructed after 1876, since the structure outlined on the 

site on Sanborn's Map does not have the same configuration as the existing cottage. 
 

Architecture Committee Meeting of      02/08/2022 

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/08/2022 

Permit #22-00825-VCGEN      Lead Staff: Erin Vogt 

 

Appeal to retain keypad hardware installed without benefit of VCC review and approval, per application 

& materials received 01/12/2022. [Notice of Violation sent 08/26/2021] 
 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The applicant is appealing to retain two Kwikset keypads with electronic levers in Venetian Bronze at 

the left alley gate and the front entry door. Staff notes that levered handles are approvable at alley gates 

but are not approvable for historic millwork unless required by the State Fire Marshal’s office for 

commercial buildings, and single doors of this age should either use a knob or thumb latch.  

 

The Committee has approved limited use of keypad or electric Bluetooth hardware at some properties as 

long as they meet certain guidelines for visual unobtrusiveness. Keypads with visible mechanical 

buttons are generally not allowed. Staff has no objection to the installation of electronic hardware at this 

property and has several alternative recommendations for the applicant regarding visually appropriate 

options that have been approved elsewhere in the District, but recommends denial of the appeal to retain 

the currently installed keypads with push buttons and levers. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 



1129 Decatur
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ADDRESS: 1129-31 Decatur Street 

OWNER: French Quarter Enterprises 

ZONING: VCC-1 

USE:  Mixed Use  

 

DENSITY 

Allowed: 5 Units 

Existing: 4 Units 

Proposed: No Change 

APPLICANT: French Quarter 

Enterprises 

SQUARE: 19 

LOT SIZE: 3250 sq. ft. 

 

OPEN SPACE 

Required: 975 sq. ft. 

Existing: 1530 sq. ft. 

Proposed: 1530 sq. ft.

 

ARCHITECTURAL / HISTORICAL DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY 

 

Main building and attached service building: Blue, or of major significance                  

Rear shed: Brown, or of no significance  

 

This is one in the block-long row of three-story houses constructed c. 1830-31 by the prominent architects 

Gurlie and Guillot as rental property for the Ursulines Nuns after this religious house moved to its new 

quarters on Dauphine Street.  Originally constructed in the typical Creole style, with arched ground floor 

openings (including a side passageway), balconies and upper level French doors, the buildings received a 

number of individual modifications in the 19th and 20th centuries.   

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     02/04/2022    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     02/04/2022 

Permit # 21-34791-VCPNT     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #18-11707-VCCNOP    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to replace existing unpermitted keypad door hardware with new “Schlage Touch Keyless 

Touchscreen Lever,” per application & materials received 12/15/2021. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   02/08/2022 

 

The applicant seeks to resolve a long-standing violation for an unpermitted keypad lever handle with this 

proposal to install a new touchscreen lever. This particular model has been reviewed previously and 

features a flat keypad rather than projecting individual buttons. When previously reviewed staff 

misinterpreted the description of touchscreen, believing that the numbers were only visible when the lock 

was in use. This is evidently not the case and the numbers are always visible. Staff found that there are 

similar lock options that feature a true touchscreen which is completely black when not in use (Yale 

Assure Lever, Touchscreen Keypad Door Lever). 

 

Although there are other keyless locks on the market that are more discreet, as this proposal is to resolve a 

long-standing violation and the proposed and suggested lock meet the criteria noted by the applicant, staff 

views this as an overall improvement. Staff suggests that the more discreet option noted by staff may be 

preferred by the Architecture Committee. Staff recommends conceptual approval of a keyless door lock 

and requests commentary from the Architecture Committee regarding the preferred design. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   02/08/2022 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     11/10/20    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     11/10/20 

Permit # 19-06321-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #18-11707-VCCNOP    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to retain keypad entry hardware, per application & materials received 02/26/19. [Notice of 

Violation sent 11/16/17] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   11/10/20 

 

This application was deferred for one year at the 04/23/2019 Architecture Committee meeting to allow for 

additional time to formulate recommendations for this type of hardware and to see how the technology 

progressed. As the one-year mark fell in April, 2020 when the Committee was only hearing urgent 
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matters as a result of the ongoing pandemic, staff elected to defer this matter an additional six months to 

today’s meeting. 

 

As a reminder, a visible keypad door handle has been installed on the residential entrance to this building 

since 2015. The owner has stated that the reason for the keypad is because he was tired of changing the 

front door lock every time a tenant moved out of the building. Given that the report notes only four units 

in this building and staff assumes each unit features its own door with lock, staff questions the necessity 

and frequency that the front door lock would need to be changed. 

 

Regardless, the technology for keyless entry doors has really gone in the direction of Bluetooth and wi-fi 

connected locks. In order to use these locks an individual would simply have a permanent or temporary 

“key” on their phone to unlock the door. When staff recommended this type of alternative to the applicant 

he stated that “requiring a phone is overkill.  I have an old man tenant that can't even send photos on his 

phone.  this would be challenging to him.”  

 

A second alternative recommended by staff was the “SmartKey” line from Kwikset or something similar. 

These locks come in a variety of styles with the only difference being a small slot next to where the key is 

inserted. A special tool that comes with the lock can be inserted in the slot by the owner and the lock re-

keyed to a new key in less than a minute without the need to remove the lock. Many of the options from 

Kwikset are available for less than $30 and staff believes that this type of lock would solve the problems 

faced by the owner without requiring the tenants to be familiar with technology or require a smart phone. 

 

Staff recommends denial of the retention of the current unpermitted keypad hardware with the applicant 

to work with staff on an approvable alternative. 

 
ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   11/10/20 

 

The applicant requested a deferral prior to the meeting. 

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     04/23/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     04/23/19 

Permit # 19-06321-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #18-11707-VCCNOP    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to retain keypad entry hardware, per application & materials received 02/26/19. [Notice of 

Violation sent 11/16/17] 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   04/23/19 

 

This application was deferred at the 03/26/19 meeting to allow staff to research additional alternatives and 

for possible discussion to occur regarding possible changes to the design guidelines. Staff located some 

additional alternatives, particularly in the biometric category, which would meet the described needs of 

the applicant while being far more discreet than the currently installed hardware. Unfortunately, there 

does not seem to be a perfect choice as the alternatives tend to have a much more modern appearance.  

 

Still of the options found, staff finds the Ultraloq and the MOK smart lock to potentially be approvable 

alternatives. The Ultraloq can be opened by saved fingerprints, by a key fob, or by Bluetooth or Wi-Fi 

devices. The MOK smart lock features a thumbprint scanner lock and small discreet keypad backup. 

Some of the other alternatives may also be approvable and staff notes that this technology continues to 

develop and should be becoming more discreet and approvable in the near future.  

 

Staff recommends conceptual approval of one of the alternatives that feature discreet or no visible 

keypads with the standard caveat that any approvals will be contingent on no future short term rental 

violations. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   04/23/19 

 

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

stated that he was inclined to allow the hardware to remain until the guidelines were revised. He moved to 

defer the matter for one year in order for the new guidelines to be revised and approved. Mr. Taylor 

seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 



V C C  P r o p e r t y  S u m m a r y  R e p o r t -  1 1 2 9 - 1 1 3 1  D e c a t u r   P a g e  | 9 

 
Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/26/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/26/19 

Permit # 19-06321-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #18-11707-VCCNOP    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to retain keypad entry hardware, per application & materials received 02/26/19. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/26/19 

 

See Staff Analysis & Recommendation of 03/12/19. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/26/19 

 

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

stated that the reason for the keypad hardware was because there were several apartments in the building 

and he was tired with tenants losings keys and having to replace the locks and redistribute keys. Mr. 

Fifield stated that the current hardware was too shiny and large for the door.  

 

Mr. Musso moved to defer the application for 30 days in order for additional work to be completed by 

staff and the guidelines committee. Mr. Fifield seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.  

 

Architecture Committee Meeting of     03/12/19    

 

DESCRIPTION OF APPLICATION:     03/12/19 

Permit # 19-06321-VCGEN     Lead Staff: Nick Albrecht 

Violation Case #18-11707-VCCNOP    Inspector: Marguerite Roberts 

 

Proposal to retain keypad entry hardware, per application & materials received 02/26/19. 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS & RECOMMENDATION:   03/12/19 

 

The applicant proposes to retain the keypad door hardware, which photographs indicate was installed 

sometime after March, 2015. Staff has recommended to the applicant some other keyless entry options 

that are far more discreet than the current keypad. The applicant stated that the current hardware is a latch 

that locks the door behind anyone who enters or leaves. Most options that have been found to be 

approvable are deadbolts rather than door latches. Staff has been unable to locate a system that uses a 

door knob or thumb latch and features a keypad. However, this technology continues to develop and staff 

imagines that one may be available now or in the near future that would meet the requirements of the 

guidelines. 

 

Staff notes that these systems are often associated with short term rentals and suggests that if any 

alternative keyless option were to be approved that the approval be contingent on the property never being 

found guilty of operating an illegal short term rental. 

 

As staff does not find the current door hardware to be appropriate, staff recommends denial of its 

retention with the applicant to install appropriate hardware or apply for an alternative, more discreet, 

keyless option. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL COMMITTEE ACTION:   03/12/19 

 

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



718 St Peter


