VIEUX CARRE COMMISSION

CITY OF NEW ORILEANS

Minutes of the Vieux Carré Commission meeting of Wednesday, August 5th, 2015.

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: NicholasS. Musso, Chairman

Daniel C. Taylor, Vice-Chairman
Leslie S. Stokes, Secretary
C.J.Blanda

Jorge A. Henriquez
Michael A. Skinner

COMMISSIONERS ABSENT: PatriciaC. Denechaud

STAFF PRESENT: Lary P. Hesdorffer, Director; Renée Bourgogne, Architectural Historian,

Nicholas G. Albrecht, Building Plans Examiner; Erin Vogt, Building Plans
Examiner; Erika Gates, Inspector; Melissa Quigley, Assistant City
Attorney;

OTHERS PRESENT: Brian Anderson, Jenna Burke, Carl Causey, Toni Causey, Richard Choate,

Kirk Fabacher, Edmond Haase, James Hance, Pat Meadowcroft, Betty
Norris, Rachel Robinson, Kimberly W. Rosenberg, Hank Smith, Sidney
Torres, John Williams,

ROLL CALL

Chairman Musso called the meetingto orderat approximately 1:40 PM. Mr. Hesdorffer called the
roll, notingthe presence of aquorum with six (6) of the seven (7) seated Commissionersin
attendance. Mr. Hesdorffer noted that with six (6) members present, four (4) affirmative votes
are needed to passanyaction.

REVIEW OF MINUTES
Mr. Taylor moved to accept the minutes of the July 1, 2015 Vieux Carre Commission meeting as
presented. Mr. Blanda seconded the motion which passed unanimously.

CHAIRMAN'’S REPORT
Citingthe Special Order of Business and the length of the agenda, the Chairman gave noreport.

DIRECTOR’S REPORT
Followingthe Chairman’s action, the Director likewise waived givingareport in deference to the
rest of the agenda.

SPECIAL ORDER OF BUSINESS — publichearing foradoption of final revised VCC Design Guidelines,
based on draftaccepted by the VCCon May 6, 2015.

Chairman Musso introduced the discussion noting that the process forre-drafting and editing the
VCC’s Design Guidelines had begun overayearago. Fundingforthe projecthad been provided by
the VCC Foundation and with the assistance of Dominique Hawkins, AlA, the consultant hired to
work with a committee of Vieux Carre Commissioners, Architectural Committee members, staff
and representatives of the VCC Foundation. He noted thatithad been a very detailed and tedious
processto review all existing guidelines and policies and to putthe new documentinto orderwith
improved formatting and information. The overview included comments from Mr. Hesdorffer
outliningthe nature of the new version, including a brief summary of the contents aswell as how
the revised materials will serve the user publicof residents, tenants, property and business
owners, as well as architects and contractors, and anyone interested in the preservation and
protection of the French Quarter’s historicarchitectural inventory.

Mr. Hesdorffer noted that the preliminary draft had been adopted by the VCCon May 6, 2015 but
the final version also needed to be accepted before it could be ratified by the City Council or
promulgated in conformity with the requirements found in the City Charterand Code of the City
of New Orleans. He added thatthis VCCpublichearing had been specially advertisedin the



VI.

Times-Picayune on August 2, 3015, in addition to the normal procedure of publishing and
circulatingits regularmonthly meeting agendas for publicinformation.

Followingtheir brief summary of the background and content of the Guidelines, the Chairman
asked forany publiccomment.

Betty Norris addressed the Commission saying that the participation of the Guidelines Co mmittee
had been particularly valuablesince itincluded adedicated group who worked at length on
putting togetherthe valuable up-dated version of policies and recommendations.

Kimberly W. Rosenberg, speakingin her capacity as the Vice-chairman of the French Quarter
Management District, noted thata presentation had been made to the FQMD board, also at a
regular publicmeeting of that State agency and that the Board of the FQMD had endorsed the
adoption of the VCC’s newly revised Design Guidelines.

Carl Causey, aFrench Quarter resident, asked when the new guidelines would go into effectand
how would they change the actions of the VCC. Messrs. Musso and Hesdorfferexplained thatin
accordance with the Charterand Code regulations, if aresolutionis adopted by the Council
approving the VCC Design Guidelines, they will officially become effective on the 22" day
followingthe Council’s adoption. Without Councilapproval or disapproval and without sucha
resolution, regulations become effective after a 45-day period. Itwas also noted that the Design
Guidelines are not hard and fast rules, and as such, they serve toinform and advise the public
about how best to get work approved for so many buildings and conditionsinthe Vieux Carre.
And since much of the material isthe same as that which currently exists, they are being used
already. Itis the formatand presentation that has changed dramatically to make the material that
much more accessible and understandableto the users.

The last speaker was Rachel Robinson, Executive Director of the VCCFoundation, who said that
the completed reworking of the VCC’s Design Guidelines was a significant project for the
Foundation, whichissovery pleasedto have been able to provide the underwriting forthe
endeavor.

Without further comment from the public, the Chairman asked if amotion would be in order. Mr.
Hesdorfferexplained thatindeed a motion to accept and adopt the final version of the guidelines
would be appropriate and toforward its actions to the Council asking that the VCC Design
Guidelines be ratified.

Mr. Taylorthen movedthatthe VCCaccept the Design Guidelines as received and thatthey be
sentto the City Council with a recommendation for ratification. Mr. Blanda seconded the motion
which passed unanimously.

OLD BUSINESS

111 Iberville St: John C. Williams Architects, LLC, applicant; Badine Land Ltd, owner; Proposal to
renovate structure, in conjunction with a change of use from vacantto hotel, per application &
revised materials received 10/14/14 & 07/21/15, respectively.

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff report with Mr. Williams present on behalf of the application. In
discussing the revised plans, Mr. Musso clarified that the final total number of guest rooms for
the project hotel will be eighty (80) and that numberincludes the additional three (3) guest
roomsto be housedinthe annex addition.

Mr. Taylor moved for approval of the proposal consistent with the staff analysis and
recommendations of August 5, 2015. Mr. Skinnerseconded the motion, which passed
unanimously.

517 Toulouse St, 531 Toulouse St, 520 Wilkinson St, 515 Toulouse St, 516 Wilkinson St: Harry
BakerSmith Architects, applicant; Rk Restaurants Holdings Inc, 515 Toulouse LLC, owner;
Proposal to renovate buildings with rooftop additions, in conjunction with change of use from
vacant (upperfloors) to residential, perapplication & revised drawings received 03/10/15 &
07/21/15, respectively.

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff presentation with Mr. Smith representing the application.

Mr. Haase, representingthe neighboring property owners Carl & Toni Causey, objectedtothe
requested variances. Mr. Haase requested thatthe VCCenforce the 50’ [imit. He added that the

number of units was beingincreased and theirsizes reduced.



Ms. Causey stated that she would be ok with a rooftop addition ata height of 51’ but that she
was concerned about the measurements given for the existing heights changing in different
proposals. Ms. Causey stated that she does not believe un-occupiable space should be
considered justification forthe proposedincrease in height.

Ms. Meadowcroft, representing VCPORA, stated that if the VCC does not protect the height limit
outlinedinthe CZO, that will have a negative impact on people purchasing property without a
sense of protection by the zoning provisions. Ms. Meadowcroft asked the Commission notto
approve the application.

Mr. Causey expressed his concern about the effect on his property value. He stated that
regulationsandrules needto protect property owners. Additionally, he questioned the
measurements shown on the survey.

Mr. Hesdorfferreiterated how the measurements had been determined.

Ms. Norris stated that she has seenvariances on height given many timesin the pastand that
nice views have been eliminated. She continued thatif the process continues, the French
Quarterwill lose its overall roofscape.

Mr. Blanda askedifitis absolutely necessary to have the penthouse to make the projectviable.
Mr. Smith responded that the penthouse does make the projectviable. Mr. Blanda continued
thatitdoesn’tlooklike the additions belongthere. Mr. Smith stated that the addition would be
sandwiched between buildings and hardly visible.

Mr. Skinnersaid he spoke in May about maintaining the 50’ limit and he reiterated his concern
that allowingthis addition will start to change the look of the city.

Mr. Smith stated that they are asking forsuch a slightincrease that will make the building much
more valuable and that getting rid of mechanical equipment on the roof that will improve the
roofscape.

Mr. Skinnerasked about modifying the design to maintain 50’. Mr. Smith stated that modifying
the structural elements would not be feasible.

Mr. Skinneradded that he would like to see alternate designs considered, that the VCCdoes not
take have to take into account the economics of the project, and then moved to defertaking
action on the application.

Mr. Musso asked if 51’ would be acceptable. Mr. Taylor asked what would be the minimum
heightthatthe architect could make work. Mr. Smith replied that 53’ would be feasible. Mr.
Taylorasked what the ceiling heightsinthe penthouse units would be in that situation. Mr.
Smith replied thatthe ceilings would be 10°. In response tothe Chairman’s suggestion, Mr.
Skinnerrevised his motion toinclude allowing the applicant to return to the Architectural
Committee to reconsider alternative designs up to the existing 51’ height.

Mr. Hesdorfferinterjected thatin addition tothe VCC ‘sapproval, the application mustalso go
to the Board of Zoning Adjustments to seeking approvals for both added density and increased
building height.

Mr. Blandaseconded Mr. Skinner’s motionto deferthe application.

Mr. Smith stated the proposed densityis based on article 8.10.8 in the CZO and theirrequested
density can be granted but with the approval of both the BZA and the VCC.

The motion failed with Messrs. Blanda and Skinner and Ms. Stokes votingin favor; Mr.
Henriquez and Mr. Taylor against.

Mr. Taylorthen moved to grant conceptual approval, including arecommendation for the BZA
to approval 54’ as the overall height and anincrease in density to 19 units. Mr. Henriquez asked
the applicant what height would work forthe project. Mr. Smith’s response was for 53'. Mr.
Taylorthenamended his motion torecommend aheightof 53’. The motion was seconded by

Mr. Henriquez.

The Chairmanthen called forthe vote. The motion failed with Messrs. Taylorand Henriquez
votinginfavorand Messrs. Blandaand Skinnerand Ms. Stokes voting against.

Mr. Webber, the owner of the property, stated that the discussionis centered on a difference of
2’, arequested change thatis very minor, and that the currentroofis ugly with mechanical
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equipment, and thatall will be improved.

Mr. Musso clarified that the 50’ limitis established by the CZO and that thisisthe VCC'srole to
commenton entirety of the design, includingthe any needed variance in height.

Mr. Blandathen moved to deferthe application and recommending that the applicant return
with a revised proposal. Ms. Stokes seconded the motion which also failed with Messrs. Blanda
and Skinnerand Ms. Stokesinfavor, and Messrs. Henriquez and Taylor against.

Mr. Blanda moved to deny the application. Mr. Skinner seconded the motion, which passed
unanimously. Mr. Hesdorffernoted forthe record the provisions forfilingan appeal with the
Clerk of City Council.

NEW BUSINESS

730 Esplanade Ave: Carimi Construction & Development LLC, applicant; 730 Esplanade LLC,
owner; Proposal toinstall in-ground swimming pool in front courtyard, perapplication &
drawingreceived 05/13/15 & 06/30/15, respectively.

Mr. Albrecht gave the staff report with Messrs. Choate and Torres present on behalf of the
application.

Mr. Musso summarized aletterthat had been submitted by neighboring property owners,
Anastasiaand Will Lyman. Mr. Skinnerasked about the details of the pool. Mr. Choate then
summarized further detail of the pool proposal, adding that the proposal would ultimately be
reversible.

Mr. Musso stated that the Architectural Committee was satisfied with the proposal.

Ms. Stokes moved to approve of the application. Mr. Skinner seconded the motion, which
passed unanimously.

1040 N Rampart St: Brian Anderson, applicant; 1040 N Rampart LLC, owner; Proposal to

renovate property, including removal of exterior stair, in conjunction with change of use from
commercial to residential, per application & drawings received 05/21/15 & 07/09/15,
respectively.

[NOTE: The revised agenda dated 08/04/15 mistakenly includes “[and the] creation of new
openings at rear of main building,” in the description of application. Infact, no new openings
are proposed forthe rear of the main building at thistime.]

Ms. Vogt gave the staff report with Messrs. Anderson and Hance representing the application.
Mr. Hesdorffer bbrought attentiontoarevisioninthe agenda, which had erroneously stated
“[and the] creation of new openings at rear of main building,” and that the applicantwas no
longerincluding new openingsinthe proposal. He also stated that, during furtherreview, staff
had discovered that the proposed demolition of the annex entryway was actually across the
property line onthe 1036 N. Rampart property. Assuch, it can no longerbe considered part of
this application.

Mr. Musso requested comments from the Commission. Mr. Hesdorffer clarified that, while the
exteriorchanges were relatively minor, the project was being reviewed by the Commission due
to the proposed change of use.

Mr. Taylor moved to approve the proposal consistent with staff analysis and recommendation
of August 5, 2015. Mr. Blandaseconded the motion which passed unanimously.

APPEALS AND VIOLATIONS

910 Royal St: Lacey Wotring, applicant; Princess of Monaco, LLC, Royal Alice Properties, LLC,
Johnson N Il Barrett, Katherine K Fugate, owners; Appeal of Architectural Committee denial of
proposal toinstall new elevator atrear service wing, perapplication & drawings received
02/03/15, 04/07/15, & 06/29/15, respectively.

Ms. Vogt gave the staff report with Mr. Williams representing the application. Mr. Williams
stated that, while they had attempted to be as unobtrusive as possible, the lack of an elevator
made access difficult forthe ownersandtheir elderly family members. Mr. Williams conveyed
that the owners were willing to have the elevatorinstalled on atemporary basis and would
remove it upon sale of the property; otherwise, the owners have indicated their only alternative
would be to file an appeal with the City Council.



Mr. Musso stated that allowing forremoval aftersale would be impossible in this situation, that
the Commission could possibly approveitfora limited period, but he also considered that
problematicfor both the Commission as well as the owners. Mr. Skinneragreed, stating that the
installation of amodern elevator on the exterior of ablue-rated buildingis asignificant
modification and should not be done even temporarily. Mr. Skinner moved to defer, giving the
condo association an opportunity to consideran interiorsolution. Mr. Williams said thatinterior
locations had already been studied and had beenrejected by the ownersdue totheirconcerns
for retaining all of the interior aesthetic characteristics. Mr. Skinneragain suggested that the
ownersfurtherexploreasuitable interior location. Mr. Musso stated that the Architectural
Committee had given the same recommendation numerous times and that the applicant has
beenadamantthat an interiorinstallationis not an option. Instead, they provided several
iterations foran exteriorinstallation. Mr. Musso repeated that he found any temporary exterior
installation inappropriate for abuilding of this significance. Mr. Skinner’s motion died for lack of
a second.

Ms. Stokes then moved, Mr. Skinnerseconded, to denythe application. The motion passed
unanimously. Mr. Hesdorfferinformed the applicant of his right to file an appeal with the City
Council within 30days of written notice of the Commission denial.

214 Decatur St: Kirk Fabacher, applicant; 214 Decatur Street Development, LLC, owner; Appeal
of Architectural Committee denialto construct new rooftop penthouse, perapplication &
drawings received 04/14/15 & 05/19/15, respectively.

[Mr. Taylor leftthe meeting during the staff presentation of the property report.]
Mr. Albrecht gave the staff report with Mr. Fabacher representing the application.

Mr. Williams, representing the owners of the neighboring property owners of 210 Decatur,
stated that the owners of 214 Decatur had approached his clients and offered to set back the
proposed penthouse4’ from the 210 Decatur propertyline wall. Mr. Williams continued that
the 214 Decatur property had already received avariance to go from 11 unitsto 16 units.

Mr. Fabacherstated that the owners would like the same amenities as the neighbors and have
agreedto setback the proposed penthouse4’ from the 210 Decatur property line.

Following the Chairman’s summary of the issues inherentin the proposal, Mr. Henriquez moved
to denythe application as submitted, based on the Architectural Committee’s recommendation.
Mr. Blanda seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. Again, the Director noted thatthe
applicant hasthe right to file an appeal with the City Council within 30days of written notice of
the Commissiondenial.

631 Burgundy St: Dean Riordan, Affordable Roofing, Siding & Gutters, applicant; John W Stubbs,
et al, owners; Proposal to remove existingslateroofandinstall new underlayment and natural slate

shingles;for work begun without benefit of VCC review or approval, per application received 07/28/15.
[STOP WORK ORDER placed 07/31/15]

Ms. Bourgogne gave the staff report with a representative of Affordable Roofing present to
represent the application.

Mr. Musso explained the problem that occurred with the City’s permit management software
and that in fact the applicant had submitted an application butithad not yetreached the VCC
office. He wentonto say that liftingthe Stop Work Order was the rightthingto do and that the
Commission should not hesitate to do so.

The Affordable Roofing representative explained that he was called out of town and his men
started working unbeknownst to him. He apologized and repeatedly stated that there had also

been a breakdownin communication on his end.

Mr. Blandacommended the applicant for returning a natural slate roof to the buildingand then
moved thatthe VCClift the Stop Work Order allowing the work to proceed. Mr. Henriquez

seconded the motion which passed unanimously.

OTHER BUSINESS

515 Bienville St: Roland & Laura Hummel, owners; Request to lift STOP WORK ORDER from prior
owner’sviolationsin orderto make repairs, permemo received 07/07/15.

Ms. Bourgogne gave the staff report with Ms. Laura Hummel representing the property
ownership.



Mr. Hesdorffer explained to the Commission why the Hummels were requesting to have the Stop
Work Orderlifted and that there was no application to be considered atthe presenttime. He
added that the Hummels had purchased the property earlierin 2015 and were preparingin case
there was future work to be done. The Stop Work Order had been putinplacein 2012 for
unauthorized roof work by the previous owner.

Mr. Musso suggested that the owners should apply within athirty-day period if there iswork to
be done. He suggested thatthey attemptto correct the inappropriate smallerthings the
previously owner had done to the property.

Mr. Skinner moved that the Commission remove the Stop Work Order as long as they made an
application within thirty days. Mr. Blanda secondedthe motionanditpassed unanimously.

RATIFICATION of Architectural Committee and Staff actions since the VCC meeting of Wednesday,
July 01, 2015.

Ms. Stokes moved toratify the actions of the Architectural Committee and Staff since July 01,
2015. Mr. Blanda seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

With no otherbusiness to discuss, Ms. Stokes moved to adjourn the meeting. Mr. Skinner

seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at approximately
3:30 PM.

APPROVED:

Leslie Stokes, Secretary

NOTE: These minutes are asummary of actionstaken and are not a verbatim transcription of
the meeting.



