
 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 

March 15th, 2017 11:00A.M. 

Hammond City Council Chamber- 312 East Charles 

 

 

 Meeting called to order by Mr. Ryan Faulk at 11:00am. Verification of meeting notice given. 

  Roll call taken:  

1. Present: Ryan Faulk, Jessica Shirey, Susan Owens, and Howard Nichols. 

2. Absent: Shauna Seals, Marguerite Walter, and Barbara McKaskle. 

 Motion to approve the minutes for January 18th, 2017 by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Shirey. Vote 

taken with unanimous approval 

 Motion to approve the minutes for February 15th, 2017 by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mr. Faulk. Vote taken 

with unanimous approval 

 New Business:  

 226 N. Cate St. – Exterior Renovations 

o Application presented by Mr. Joey Schillace and the project contractor.  

o Work is mainly on the façade of the building, but tin on the south elevation to be removed and 

replaced with hardy board.  The work includes: repainting the building and repainting the 

metal windows on second floor of façade, removing plywood boards over the transoms to 

reveal windows, and re-casing first floor aluminum storefront windows (which are currently 

in poor condition) with wood.  The repainting of the exterior brick, windows, and trim will be 

the grey of the swatch included with the application, which is a similar color to another new 

building on the corner.   

 Mr. Faulk inquires as to what actions will be taken with the existing canopy.  It will 

be repainted to match trim.  Mrs. Shirey asks if the lights under the canopy are 

functioning and what action is to be taken with those.  Mr. Schillace mentions that he 

will be replacing the PVC downspout with copper – an item that Mrs. Shirey points 

out is not in the current application.  Mrs. Owens requests it put into the original 

application - initialed and dated by the presenters.  Mrs. Shirey asks if the applicants 

will be replacing the exterior doors.  Mr. Schillace confirms that yes, they will 

replace the current aluminum storefront doors with wood.  The doors will remain 

recessed with no adjustment to the storefront profile.  Mrs. Owens asks the details of 

the doors, to which Mr. Schillace replies that they will be wood with 6” panels like at 

“Tommy’s on Thomas” (with glass lites).  These details were also not on the 

presented application, so they are added/drawn into it at this time – initialed and 

dated by the contractor.  Mr. Faulk requests that the presenters expand on the south 

elevation siding, to which they respond that it will be lap siding where the tin was 

with about the first 16’ remaining painted brick.  There is a current opening, which 

Mrs. Shirey asks about.  The reply is that it will be enclosed with the new siding.  Mr. 

Schillace specifies that the rest of the non-historic addition at the back of the brick 



building (now sided in tin) will be on a future application with the rest of the siding 

and a courtyard with brick pavers.  Mrs. Owens asks about the new business (it’s 

going to be a bar) and confirms the building owner’s signature (Lynn White).  Mrs. 

Shirey reviews the additions to the application (the downspouts and doors) and asks 

again what the presenters will do about the lighting.  Mr. Schillace does not know 

their functionality, but will likely simply fix them.  If he ends up doing something else, 

he will re-apply to the Commission.  Presenters take this opportunity to officially 

write down the new sections of the application and initial it.  Mr. Nichols asks about 

holes on the front elevation where shutters were once suspended.  Are they in the 

brick or in the mortar?  Mr. Schillace explains that they are in the brick and that 

leftover holes will be filled and painted.  Mrs. Shirey ensures that the presenters 

know that any future item affixed to the building must go through the mortar.  Mrs. 

Shirey also clarifies that anything done with the lighting, the addition of pavers and 

the courtyard, and the replacement of the rest of the tin siding on other elevations 

will be another application.  Mr. Schillace understands.  As the copper downspouts 

are added to the original building plans as a change to the application, Mr. Schillace 

mentions that they will pressure wash the paint off the brick before they re-paint.  

Mrs. Shirey confirms that this will be a low pressure wash, in accordance with 

preservation best practices. 

o Motion to approve application (as amended and initialed) by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by Mr. 

Nichols  Vote taken with unanimous approval 

 

  205 E. Thomas St. – Exterior Renovations  

o Tom Pistorious and Trent Fresina presenting 

o The Façade:  Mr. Pistorious showed the general renovation plan and explains that the two-

story restaurant that the owners will be putting in the building needed updates for code 

considerations, which informed the overall design.  As far as the exterior, Mr. Pistorious 

explains that the aggregate stucco on the front of the building will be removed to expose the 

brick below and inspect its condition.  Furthermore, the upstairs windows are currently 

bricked in, but they will bring the glass back (with aluminum windows) and open up the 

present exterior balcony for their use.  There might be some transom windows under the 

plywood on the first floor of the façade.  The applicants would like to do some more 

exploration into this portion of the building before finalizing their plans.  It appears that the 

aggregate stucco is applied to plywood over the brick, so likely taking off the aggregate 

won’t disturb the brick.  They will then salvage (i.e. expose) the brick as part of their 

rehabilitation plan.  They will keep the first floor awning (cantilevered into the building) and 

replace the fabric.  The balcony will have an aluminum railing added to bring it up to code.  

Then, to match the first floor awning, they will echo it with a smaller horizontal balcony 

above the balcony on the second floor.  The new aluminum balcony awning will be secured to 

the building with rods attached to the parapet.  Suspension rods will also be added to the first 

floor awning to match.   

 Mr. Nichols asks about the removal of the window caps shown in the presented plan, 

but Mr. Pistorious assures him that although they’re not on the drawing, they will be 

kept. Mr. Faulk presents stability concerns about the balcony awning as its 

supporting rods appear anchored into the parapet.  Can the parapet support that 

weight – particularly in hurricane-force winds?  Mr. Pistorious confirms that he will 

check back on the integrity of that option.  Mrs. Shirey asks more about the load-

bearing ability of the balcony floor.  Applicants confirm that the joists are sound and 

that it was built to be walked on.  Mr. Faulk asks for more details of the first floor 

storefront rehabilitation.  The plan is to reconfigure the storefront to allow for 

double doors, but to maintain the look and feel.  Mr. Faulk states that the 



Commission would like to know the actual details of the storefront profile in plan.  

More concerns are then stated about the second-story canopy as it’s affixed to the 

parapet.  Mr. Nichols notices a difference between the drawing brought in and the 

drawing submitted – particularly the first-story transom piece.  Are the cables 

necessary on the first story awning?  Mr. Pistorious will revisit these details.  Mrs. 

Shirey asks about a backup plan if the brick under the aggregate stucco is “not 

salvageable” (as is the language of the application).  Mr. Pistorious clarifies that if 

the brick behind it is worth exposing, that’s what they’ll do.  If it is not quality 

enough to expose, they will stucco over it.  This will be on a new application after 

exploratory demo of the aggregate if there is damage and they need to stucco.  The 

next application will include more information on the awning and storefront profile 

as well. 

o The Rear Elevation:  Mr. Pistorious outlines that without his knowledge, but with a permit, 

contractor Bill Payne took out the opening and brick wall because in the plans there would 

be a new exit door put in that space.  Mr. Payne claimed that he kept all the demo-ed brick 

and it’s stored inside the building.  The other already existing opening on the rear of the 

building, a garage door, was originally going to be filled in, but consideration is now being 

made to keep it.  The brick will have to be toothed in to patch the inappropriately demolished 

portion of the wall.   

 Mrs. Shirey expresses that the biggest concern is that this was done out of line.  Mr. 

Faulk affirms that this was done without a COA and that action comes with a fine.  

Mr. Faulk continues that going forward, the plan to use the opening as a window and 

a door and to salvage the rest of the brick is a good one.  Will the roll-up garage 

door definitely be kept or not?  Mr. Fresina thinks they will keep it and paint it.  Mrs. 

Shirey inquires about the grease trap placement.  Mr. Fresina says that Bill’s 

Plumbing will be installing it outside.  Potentially on a city-owned section of land.  

Building Inspector C.C. Gaienne (in attendance in the audience) confirms that the 

alley is city property and the grease trap will not be allowed where the applicants 

just stated they were considering.  The concern of the Commission is that the 

applicants figure out this issue before bricking the wall back in.  Mrs. Shirey wants 

them to ensure that their contractor’s process is sound from here on out.  Mr. 

Pistorious requests a temporary approval issued contingent on coming back with 

signage, awning details, the storefront, etc.  Mr. Faulk recommends a separate 

application with details of the storefront profile and the canopy details (current and 

new) while removal of the aggregate stucco will be approved in this session.  Mr. 

Pistorious wants to include a sample of the aluminum railing in the new application 

to be approved in the future.  Mr. Pistorious lastly wanted to make sure that their 

contractor could put a plywood cover to protect the building from the sidewalk (and 

vice versa) as he starts the work on the storefront and removes that storefront glass.   

o Mr. Faulk made a motion to accept the portion of the application dealing with the removal of 

the aggregate stucco so that the applicants may get started on the work and remove the 

storefront windows as well (putting up protective plywood).  The motion was made to also 

approve a $1,000 fine for the inappropriate demolition that preceded the receipt of a COA.  A 

new application will be submitted with the canopy details, the storefront profile, whether the 

building will be stuccoed or the brick kept exposed, and the rear elevation work.  Mr. Nichols 

made a second and a vote was taken with unanimous approval.   

 

 

 

 

 



 National Register of Historic Places Nomination Review –  

1. Miller Memorial Library 

1. Mr. Faulk comments that this nomination was very thorough.  The Commission 

concurs.  Mrs. Shirey made the motion to support the nomination and Mr. Faulk 

seconded.  A vote was taken with unanimous approval. 

2. First Christian Church 

1. The same comments as above apply, according to Mr. Faulk.  Mrs. Shirey 

confirms that it was, indeed, thorough.  No issues or additions to it were brought 

to light.  Mr. Faulk made a motion to support the nomination and Mrs. Shirey 

seconded.  A vote was taken with unanimous approval. 

3. Greater St. James AME 

1. This nomination was originally going to be deferred until November to allow for 

more research to ensure category “A” (historical) significance.  The author 

decided to push it through with category “C” (architectural) significance 

instead.  Mrs. Shirey asks whether that can be changed in the future as more 

research can be done because it is an important distinction.  The Director affirms 

that a nomination can be amended in the future.  Mr. Nichols made a motion to 

support the nomination and Mrs. Owens seconded.  A vote was taken with 

unanimous approval 

 Update from Director: 

1. Mr. Faulk officially welcomes the new Director, Leah Solomon.  Ms. Solomon then gives 

a budget update, which is largely unchanged since the last meeting.  February’s approval 

of using the Encumbrance funds for walking tour brochures of the downtown in 

conjunction with the Downtown Development District remains developing. 

 Strategic Planning Meeting Scheduling 

1. Mr. Faulk contacted Laura Blokker for her guidance at this meeting at the normal rate - 

$50/hour.  It was recommended by Mrs. Blokker that a Certified Local Government/Main 

Street Program representative also be invited to assist (i.e. Trey Crump).  Mrs. Shirey 

double checks with Ms. Solomon that funds are available for Mrs. Blokker’s services and 

points out that time is of the essence for this meeting because the City Council budget 

proposal will be compiled for the May meeting to be voted on, going into effect as of July 

1st.  Mr. Faulk specifies four dates to be circulated – 3/30, 3/31, 4/6, and 4/7.  The budget 

will be established at this meeting, in time to be approved at the Commission’s April 

meeting. 

 Request for public comment.  No takers. 

 Motion to adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Vote was taken with unanimous 

approval. 


