
 
 

Minutes of the Hammond Historic District Commission 
January 12th, 2018 11:00 AM 

Hammond City Council Chamber- 312 East Charles 
 
● Meeting called to order by Vice-Chairman, Mrs. Jessica Shirey, at 11:00 am.  

 
● Verification of meeting notice given by Administrative Director, Ms. Leah Solomon. 

 
●  Roll call taken:  

o Present:  Shauna Seals, Jessica Shirey, Howard Nichols, Marguerite Walter, and Jen White 
o Absent:  Ryan Faulk and Susan Seale 

 
● Old Business:  

o 113 N. Oak – Exterior Additions 
▪ Application presented by Jeffrey Smith, Holly/Smith architects 
▪ Mrs. Shirey asks if the application and related materials are complete 

and signed off on.  Ms. Solomon confirms.  Mr. Smith presents the application in place of 
project architect Pierre Theriot (who presented an incomplete version of the application at a 
prior meeting).  Essentially, Mr. Smith explains the applicants request approval for an 
addition.  They are wanting a 4-5’ addition off a rear portion of the building.  This functional 
need for a storage component to the building was not originally realized until recently and 
was submitted previously to the Commission in December.  Mrs. White asks if there have 
been any updates in the drawings since the last meeting’s discussion.  Mr. Smith confirms this 
is the same as last submission.  Mr. Nichols suggests a possible to solution to the storage 
space issue while also protecting the historic fabric of the building is to put two storage 
buildings on a slab in the space next to the driveway.  This would offer storage at likely a 
lower price.  Mr. Nichols continues that, to his memory, previous votes against the project 
were because the application was incomplete.  He called Holly/Smith offering this alternative 
idea though to no response.  Mr. Nichols asks if this might be a solution to the storage issues 
while helping the Commission maintain the historic value of the building.  Mrs. Walter 
agrees with Mr. Nichols.  She expresses that she thinks this alternative, not connected to the 
building, is appropriate.  Mr. Smith asks the Commission to restate their concerns about the 
addition because he was not at the last meeting.  Mr. Nichols answers that the problem is if 
one makes a building addition off the proposed wall with the clerestory windows that original 
wall becomes an interior wall and the Historic District Commission has no jurisdiction over 
interior walls.  This prevents the Commission from being able to protect the original fabric of 
the building.  The Commission is not trying to prevent the business, but rather trying to 
ensure the integrity of the building.  This concern was voiced a number of times in the 
discussion following Mr. Theriot’s prior presentation.  Mrs. Seals offers to read the relevant 
guidelines for clarity.  Mr. Smith states that he knows the guidelines and believes this is a 
matter of where the addition is occurring – in a back alley, not seen from the street.  The 



applicants assumed this would not create an issue.  Mrs. White responds that it is not just 
about the visual effect because it is still historic fabric that the Commission wants to 
maintain.  Mrs. Seals reads the guidelines.  Interior Walls… Windows and Doors… 
Character defining features… ”must not be obscured damaged or destroyed.”  Those are the 
guidelines that support Mrs. Seals and other Commissioners’ concerns.  Mr. Smith responds 
that he has worked with the historic district for 30 years and sometimes it is a fine line 
between preservation and bringing a building back into commerce.  He expresses his passion 
for this building and that they are doing a lot to maintain the façade.  It’s a balance between 
what to maintain and how to bring it back into commerce.  If this helps the building perform 
better – these things have to be balanced out.  Ms. Solomon asks if it is possible to put the 
clerestory windows on the new exterior wall.  Mr. Smith says yes.  Mrs. Shirey said that it 
would mimic the profile and the detail there currently.  Mr. Smith states that room access 
would have to be addressed, but if that’s what it takes to create this addition, they can 
certainly accommodate it.  Ms. Solomon explains that after reading the transcript from the 
January 2017 meeting concerning this property, it seemed that even though the proposed 
doors on the front of the building, which likewise affected the clerestory windows, were not 
thought appropriate by both the Commission and the State Historic Preservation Office, a 
compromise was reached because the profile would be maintained.  One could still the 
original intention behind the ribbon windows.  This new compromise would echo the original 
compromise for the same type of valued feature.  Mr. Smith responds that is a reasonable 
compromise and he will meet with the client about it.  Mrs. Shirey brings up that in the prior 
meeting another factor to the compromise was that the same materials as on the original 
structure are still manufactured today.  Therefore the same materials can be utilized in the 
addition.  Mr. Smith responds that the materials are plaster, stucco, and aluminum, which 
are manufactured currently and can be used.  Mrs. White brings up Mr. Nichols’ suggestion 
once more for discussion.  The suggestion would still provide the storage space and protect 
the historic material, so it deserves further consideration before any new compromises are 
solidified.  The Commission should explore all of the options and choose which is most 
appropriate.  Mr. Smith states that there is aesthetic value to the addition over an auxiliary 
shed.  He asks if the storage building would have to come back before the Commission.  Mrs. 
White responds that this is to cover all bases so that if the Commission excludes an option, 
there is a reason on record why it is being excluded.  Mrs. Seale states that it would not have 
to be an inappropriate little metal storage building.  It could easily reflect the architecture of 
the building.  Mrs. Walter agrees that it could be well done.  Mrs. Seale asks what the storage 
is floor.  Mr. Smith responds that it’s going to be IT storage and a small office.  Mrs. Seale 
asks if there could be an offsite location for such.  Mr. Smith confers with his client in the 
audience.  While they speak, Mr. Nichols states for the record that the Commission already 
made a compromise for opening up that wing to the south, so the Commission has not been 
obstinate or opposed to the project.  It has repeatedly tried to address the concerns that Mr. 
Smith’s firm has brought to it in an unbiased fashion.  Mr. Smith agrees with Mr. Nichols and 
states he understands that being on the Commission can be a thankless job.  Saul Rubio, Mr. 
Smith’s client and a member of 113 Hospitality (the applicant), approaches the Commission.  
He states the reason this building was chosen for his business was because of the style and he 
does not want to change the exterior of the building where he does not have to.  He likes the 
straight lines of the building and the windows.  This is why he would like the Commission to 
reconsider what Mr. Smith has proposed to do on the back for the restaurant’s office.  It will 
not affect the front of the building and the condition of the building currently is about to 



collapse.  The owners are happy with the renovations and the building is integral to the 
surrounding streetscape.  Mrs. Shirey asks Mr. Rubio if there is an issue with mimicking the 
current profile in the addition.  Mr. Rubio answers that it can be redone in the exact same 
way, same materials, and the same paint.  Mrs. Seale asks again if there is a possibility of 
doing that storage offsite.  Mr. Rubio responds that it wouldn’t work for their purposes.  
Everything needs to be handy.  Mr. Rubio brings up the new roofing needs.  Commissioners 
ask if there has been anything about the roof in their applications.  Ms. Solomon says there 
has been no information on the roof in this or prior applications.  Mr. Smith responds that 
they are replacing in kind as a TPO flat roof.  Currently the roof if asphalt with felt 
underside.  Ms. Solomon adds the roof specs to the current application and Mr. Smith initials 
the change.  Mrs. Seale asks if the colors have been chosen for the exterior or if the 
applicants have planned signage.  Mr. Smith confirms they will come back before the 
Commission with these details where appropriate. 

▪ Mrs. Shirey asks if there is any public comment.  No takers. 
▪ Motion to accept the application with the amendment that ribbon 

windows be installed on the addition, utilizing all the same materials currently on the exterior 
wall upon administrative approval of the design by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. White.  
Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 
 
● Motion to adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote for adjournment was taken with unanimous 

approval. 
 
 

NEXT MEETING:  January 17th, 2018 
 


