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Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 

April 19, 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 by 

Administrative Officer, Ms. Leah Solomon. 

  Roll call taken:  

1. Present: Jessica Shirey, Shauna Seals, Howard Nichols, Marguerite Walter, Susan 

Owens, and Ryan Faulk. 

2. Absent: Jen White 

 Motion to amend the agenda to include 113 N. Oak Street application by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. 

Walter.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 Motion to approve the minutes for March 15th, 2017 by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mrs. Owens. Vote taken 

with unanimous approval. 

 New Business:  

 208-210 E. Thomas St. – Exterior Renovations 

o Application presented by Meredith Singley, Pistorious Architects  

o The project is a simple “clean up” of the facade with paint and no other changes.  The color 

will be toned down with a “greyish-green” exterior color.  The applicant will then take the 

band above the storefront and other accents with a slightly darker color.  Also they are to 

repaint the wood elements and clean up what’s existing. 

 Mr. Nichols confirms that the band, as shown in the architectural drawings, isn’t a 

canopy that will be removed.  Ms. Singley confirms that there is no existing awning 

or canopy and that therefore nothing will be removed or replaced.  The pictures 

appeared unclear.  Ms. Singley restates that there is nothing to remove and that they 

are remaining true to the established color palette of the historic district.  Mrs. 

Walter points out the vegetation on the cornice of the building and Mr. Faulk follows 

up to confirm that it will be responsible removed.  Ms. Singley assures that the 

vegetation will be removed and the brick cleaned overall with a pressure wash.  Mrs. 

Owens specifies that any pressure washing must be light.  Ms. Singley understands.  

Mrs. Walter suggests that a test spot be done before the full-scale pressure washing 

and Mr. Faulk reinforces that idea.  Mrs. Shirey states that the vegetation on top 

might be more intrusive than it looks, which has the effect of destabilizing the brick 

by breaking down the mortar.  Before moving forward with the project, she 

recommends that be checked.  Ms. Singley assures that she will make the building 

owner aware of this.  B.Z. Landry is confirmed as the owner of the building. 

o Motion to approve application by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote taken with 

unanimous approval 
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  200 E. Morris  – Exterior Paint  

o Jeffrey Smith, Holly & Smith Architects, representing the applicant. 

o This new development was approved by the HHDC previously and the applicant returns now 

to get paint colors approved for the exterior finishes.  Morris and Cypress Streets will be the 

same dark-range brick.  Trim will be “tannish-gray” and the windows will be dark bronze on 

vinyl windows as well as the storefront and storefront bulkheads on Morris Street.  Applicant 

does not yet have awning samples, but their goal is to use a color similar to the dark bronze 

of the trim.  The columns in the front though will be painted dark bronze to match the 

storefront window.  The secondary elevations will be clad in cement siding (hardy board) in a 

“putty” color paint as shown in the elevations.  The same window trim colors will be 

throughout.  Wood elements screen the back porch (Cedar) and they will be stained to match 

the original color.  Steel exposed in the back will likewise be painted bronze. 

 Before Commission comment begins, Mr. Faulk recuses himself from the discussion 

as per his affiliation with Holly & Smith Architects.  Ms. Solomon requests that Mr. 

Smith clarify the paint color of the hardy board.  It will match the trim with a color 

called “Silver Fox.”  No other questions.   

o Motion to approve application by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Shirey. Vote taken with 

unanimous approval. 

 

 206 E. Thomas – Exterior Renovations 

o Todd Delaune, Red White & Brew, presenting own application. 

o The original application stated a change in façade profile that would make it flush with the 

sidewalk, but upon further investigation, it was discovered that this would not work.  Fire 

code states that if there is only one mode of egress, that door must swing out.  However, the 

UDC states that doors may not open onto the sidewalk.  This contradiction led to Mr. 

Delaune reneging this portion of his renovation plan.  Now the application is for the 

following measures.  The storefront is deteriorating and will be replaced in-kind.  The 

storefront as a whole will be reconstructed as it appears now with the windows salvaged.  

Otherwise, the façade will be painted predominantly grey with accents highlighted in brown 

(swatches provided).  The application has been simplified. 

 Mr. Faulk clarifies the differences in the architectural plans presented with the 

application.  A side door in the storefront is removed in plan, but Mr. Delaune 

explains that without the change in the profile to make the storefront flush with the 

street, there will be no changes to the current fenestration.  The only work that will 

be done is to refurbish the damaged wood paneling and repaint the entire front 

elevation.  Doors and windows will be refinished and stained a darker tone.  

Windows and doors will all be brown.  Mrs. Shirey inquires about potential changes 

to the exterior lighting.  Mr. Delaune assumes that changes will be made and Mrs. 

Owens requests that those changes be presented to the Commission or at least 

approved by Ms. Solomon before moving forward.  Mr. Delaune agrees.  Mrs. Shirey 

requests background information about bolts that appear in the stucco above the 

storefront.  Mr. Delaune explains that a prior tenant (a deli) had a “chaser” light 

system installed and what Mrs. Shirey is referring to was leftover.  Mr. Delaune will 

likely put the sign for his business in the same space and will re-present that in a new 

application.  Mrs. Shirey re-states her question to ensure that the holes left from the 

chaser lights will be filled in to protect the façade from water intrusion.  Mr. Delaune 

agrees that the holes will be filled, finished, and painted.  Mr. Faulk then makes clear 

that the application is now only to refurbish and repaint to façade.  Mr. Delaune 

confirms.  The UDC and fire code issues were discovered the day before the meeting 
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and therefore there wasn’t time for him to change the application.  All the wood 

that’s rotten is going to be replaced and rebuilt.  Corner elements will be smoothed 

instead of fluted, but otherwise it will look predominantly the same.  Mr. Faulk asks 

for public comment.  No takers. 

o Motion to approve application as amended (to refurbish and repaint) by Mrs. Shirey.  Second 

by Mr. Faulk.  Vote taken with unanimous approval 

 

 113 N. Oak – Exterior Renovations 

o Mr. Faulk begins by again recusing himself from this discussion because of his affiliation 

with Holly & Smith Architects, handing the gavel over to Mr. Nichols. 

o Pierre Theriot, Holly & Smith Architects, presenting. 

o The major approvals for this project have already gone through the Commission and been 

approved, but during the renovation of the interior, it was discovered that the kitchen layout 

requires more space.  Therefore this application requests that a slightly recessed portion of 

the rear of the building (alley facing) get bumped out to be flush with an adjacent portion of 

wall to create a rectangle.  The photographs included in the application point out exactly 

where the expansion would be (obscured a little by vegetation).  Floor plans and elevations 

(of before and after) were also included to detail this further.  The roof will be extended at the 

same pitch and the back section of the building will be squared off. 

 Mr. Nichols checks in if the applicant has run the work by a zoning official in case 

there are regulations pertaining to building out to the property line.  Mr. Theriot 

confirms that a project on this lot can build out to the lot line, but he also points out 

that this adjustment does not go beyond the footprint of the building.  It’s going to 

become even with an existing wall.  Mrs. Shirey expresses concern about how close 

the neighboring building is, but as the owners of that building are business partners 

in this project, Mr. Theriot assumes any issue will be worked out.  Mr. Theriot takes 

the opportunity to ask about the HHDC’s involvement in roofing projects.  Ms. 

Solomon confirms that the roof falls under Commission’s purview and that such work 

will require an application.  Ms. Solomon then asks about the composition of the wall 

that will be demoed.  Mr. Theriot responds that it is currently concrete masonry units 

with stucco coating between sheet glass windows.  The new wall will have similar 

masonry composition, but they will eliminate the windows.  Mrs. Walter asks if this is 

the last application for additions or subtractions to this building.  Mr. Theriot says 

that the roof and paint colors still need to go through, but he will try to roll that into 

a single application. 

o Motion to approve application by Mrs. Owens.  Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Before vote is 

called, Mr. Nichols asks for public comment.  Vote was then taken with unanimous approval 

 

 Updates from Director 

1. New Application Design 

1. Most additions are contact information spaces for building owners and applicant 

representatives.  Mr. Faulk suggests that “company” be added to the applicant 

representative information portion.  Also that a space be provided at the bottom 

of each application for room for in-meeting amendments.  Mrs. Shirey expresses 

concerns about sign applications that are paired with building applications.  If 

renovations take longer than the 6 months and therefore the sign is not put up 

within the six month span that HHDC approval remains valid, what happens 
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then?  Consideration to this issue is agreed upon.  Might have to be taken care of 

on a case-by-case basis. 

2. No motion necessary.  Established that it is purely administrative. 

 

2. Potential Residential Expansion Guideline Appendix Draft 

1. A working draft of a residential update to the HHDC Design Guidelines was sent 

to the Commission for review.  The purpose of this was to clarify different needs 

in residential and commercial architecture. 

1. Mrs. Seals opens the discussion with concern about this section being 

considered a chapter (as it appeared in the provided draft) instead of an 

appendix.  It was suggested that this be an appendix, so to it be a chapter 

was confusing.  Mrs. Shirey and Mr. Faulk would prefer it be an 

appendix to streamline the information for the HHDC.  As a chapter, 

Mrs. Shirey felt that it established new guidelines instead of being purely 

informational.  Ms. Solomon confirms that she will make the change.  

Mr. Faulk copy edited the draft to adjust the wording and passed around 

the draft for the other Commissioners to examine.  He passes that 

document to Ms. Solomon.  Otherwise, the information in the new 

appendix was considered helpful.  Mr. Faulk wanted to take out 

reference to the historic district expansion because the document should 

read as a guide for ALL residential architecture – even in the existing 

district.  Once this is adopted, any expansion will be irrelevant.  It will 

simply be a guide for residential architecture as its needs are different 

from commercial.  Mrs. Seals sees the “goals” section as more of 

“guiding principles.”  Mrs. Shirey asks for clarification as to what the 

implications are if the HHDC approves this draft and if such approval is 

necessary at this point since this draft is just that – a draft.  Ms. Solomon 

states that Mayor Panepinto requested the HHDC show proof of 

preparation before a historic district expansion comes before the City 

Council again.  Mrs. Shirey asks again if then approval is necessary if 

this will remain a working draft.  Mr. Faulk argues that it is, with 

“Draft” added upon each page.  In this case, Mrs. Shirey suggests it be 

very clear that this is not an approved document.  It is the base to work 

up from with further public input.  Mr. Nichols clarifies that approval of 

the working draft is the HHDC’s statement that it is working on this and 

addressing the issues.  Public input will still be necessary, as Mr. Faulk 

put it, because there are issues the HHDC had not thought about or 

discussed in their working session.   

2. Motion to approve with edits as a working draft of a proposed appendix and be 

submitted to the City for consideration for inclusion in the HHDC Design 

Guidelines by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mr. Nichols.  Vote was taken with 

unanimous approval. 

3. CLG Grant Proposal 

1. Ms. Solomon explains that she would like the HHDC to approve partnering with 

the Hammond Downtown Development District for a CLG matching grant.  The 

grant will be for surveying a large swath of Hammond as surveying is one of the 

state CLG coordinator’s top initiatives this year.  From the results of this survey, 
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new National Register District boundaries will be established for Hammond and 

the nomination will be updated.  This benefits income-earning properties in the 

updated district because they will then be able to apply for federal historic tax 

credits.  This is why the Hammond DDD is a logical partner as their constituents 

have the most to gain.  They would provide the majority of initial funds for the 

CLG grant to then match.  Ms. Solomon will provide some in-kind funds 

(volunteer hours).  The goal is to have the entire survey project complete by 

February with the National Register nomination update presented in the April 

2018 meeting of the National Register committee. 

1. Mrs. Shirey asks how many added properties might be in the National 

Register District Update.  She inquires if all those properties will have to 

be approved by the HHDC individually.  Ms. Solomon makes clear that 

some might be called out as examples of character-defining structures in 

the update, but overall it will just be a boundary adjustment based on 

period of significance.  Mr. Faulk notices that the Southeastern Campus 

is included in the survey swath.  Ms. Solomon expresses her wish to 

generally survey them and Mr. Nichols reminds the Commission that 

there are eight remaining Art Deco buildings from the 1930s at the front 

of the campus, designed by Weiss, Dryfous, and Seiferth from New 

Orleans.  Their names are not on the buildings though because of 

political issues.  Mr. Nichols published an article about this.  More 

historic properties on the campus are discussed.  The boundaries are 

discussed.  They are meant to be contiguous and easy to work within 

while including the Higher Cate neighborhood, a spur of Mid-Century 

Modern to the west of campus, and the eastern boundary line of the 

Hammond DDD.  There is an inquiry if the Adams-Lillie neighborhood is 

included in the boundaries of the survey and it is confirmed that it is.  

Mrs. Seals asks about a communication plan to explain the districts to 

the public as well as the impact of the National Register District Update.  

Ms. Solomon confirms that outreach is a part of this project and that 

there’s no point to the grant if the community doesn’t understand the 

project.  Especially that it’s purely for documentation purposes with no 

other restrictions except for those who can benefit from federal historic 

tax credits.  Mr. Faulk asks if the date of significance in the National 

Register Nomination will be updated along with the boundaries and Ms. 

Solomon affirms this.  Mr. Nichols comments that this initiative would 

assist in the HHDC’s goal of helping people appreciate what historic 

preservation is all about.  Ms. Solomon echoes this goal by speaking on 

the public involvement portion of the project.  She also mentions that the 

City will also apply for the Miller Memorial Library again this year. 

2. Motion to approve HHDC support in moving forward with CLG grant initiative 

by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mr. Nichols.  Vote was taken with unanimous 

approval. 

4. Budget 

1. Less web serving and salary fees, the 2016-2017 budget is presented as in fine 

standing.  The 2017-2018 budget that will be rolled into the City’s budget request 

from City Council is also presented.  No word has come down as to the greater 
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approval of that.  While the HHDC’s proposed budget was sent to the City so 

that it could be attached to the City Council budget packets in time, this official 

approval is for final comment and edits, should there be any. 

2. Motion to approve budget proposal for 2017-18 cycle by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by 

Mr. Faulk.  Vote was taken with unanimous approval. 

 Motion to amend the agenda to include full public comment portion by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mr. 

Nichols.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 Public Comment.   

1. Adam Perkins and John Wong - 110 N. Cate 

1. Mr. Perkins requests advice on installing an awning where there was none 

previously.  He presents renderings of what will be put up to exemplify their 

plans to keep in line with “rhythm” of the surrounding features – a neighboring 

awning and the utility poles.  The potential applicant would like to take the 

awning further out than usual and found no number in the guidelines as to 

awning extension limits.  Mrs. Walter notices the posts on the street-side ends to 

hold up the extended awning.  Mr. Perkins states that the reason it’s longer than 

usual is because of the sun as the building is west-facing.  Ms. Solomon asks if 

Mr. Perkins has looked through the UDC for guidance on appropriate awning 

extension and he had not as of yet.  Mrs. Shirey notices other features that might 

trigger issues with the UDC such as site furniture and foliage.  She suggests that 

they look further into that because of pedestrian right-of-way updates to the 

UDC.  Mr. Nichols asks for the dimensions of the extension.  Mr. Perkins 

estimates that it is the width of the building and about 12’ in length – in line with 

the utility poles.  Mr. Nichols expresses that it is a substantial change visually 

compared to what is next to it as well as what else exists downtown.  The average 

awning extends about 7’.  Mr. Wong, the owner of the building, comes forward to 

talk about the accessibility under the awning.  He has owned the building for 

about thirty years and each tenant complains about the sun intrusion because of 

the large windows.  Also, rather than having the awning stop in the middle of the 

pedestrian path at 8’ or 9’, he thought extending it out to the poles would clear 

that space.  There is plenty of room for furniture and passersby.  Mrs. Shirey 

notes in the provided picture that all awnings are different lengths along the 

block.  The Commission explains that there’s nothing that far out along the street 

though.  Mr. Nichols expresses that the extension won’t work and that it will 

“stick out like a sore thumb.”  Mr. Wong asks if matching the extension of the 

awning next-door would be acceptable and the Commission agrees.  Mr. Nichols 

confirms that matching the length would blend better.  Mr. Wong also asks the 

Commission’s opinion about a moveable fence around the outdoor seating.  Mrs. 

Shirey explains that site furniture is not within the purview of the HHDC.  Mrs. 

Walter suggests that the potential applicant take into account wheelchair 

accessibility and Mr. Faulk re-states the importance of not having any 

obstruction to the public way.  Mr. Perkins notes that there would no longer be 

poles to support a shorter awning so it would not be in the public right of way.  

Mrs. Shirey wants to ensure that the other elements abide the UDC pedestrian 

access.  Mr. Perkins and Mr. Wong also ask about awning signage details and 

options as per the HHDC Design Guidelines as well as the Hammond DDD 

guidelines are discussed. 
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2. Ralph Ross – The City’s relationship to the state CLG Guidelines 

1. Mr. Ross commends the Commission for looking beyond the district to recognize 

the other historic areas of the city with the CLG grant survey initiative.  He then 

segues to speak on an issue brought up with the City abiding CLG (Certified 

Local Government) guidelines with the appointment of its newest Commissioner, 

Jen White.  He states that the relationship between the City and the state CLG 

program remains unclear.  Whether the CLG guidelines must be strictly adhered 

to bears more study and clarification.  Ms. Solomon points out that the state CLG 

coordinator (Mr. Trey Crump) is in attendance at the meeting and that Mr. Ross 

may be able to immediately direct the question to him.  Mr. Ross does so asking, 

“Does the City have to live up to the CLG guidelines?  If they are not, does the 

City risk losing CLG certification and therefore the ability to apply for grants 

and so-forth.”  Mr. Crump confirms that the City is supposed to abide the CLG 

guidelines, but that it is very hard to be de-certified as a CLG.  Mrs. Shirey 

requests that Mr. Ross ask the question more specifically to address the recent 

circumstances that his question is referring to.  Mr. Crump tries to clarify that 

the state CLG office does require that certain actions be held to the standards of 

the CLG guidelines and lists a few examples, like the way meetings are held and 

how those meeting are advertised.  However, Mr. Crump admits that the state 

has no reason to investigate CLG compliance beyond the tri-annual CLG status 

renewal.  He also compliments Hammond’s CLG as a “wonderful community” 

that does “everything right in [his] book.”  Mr. Ross brings up the relationship 

of the CLG program and National Park Service (NPS) requirements and asks 

Mr. Crump about those guidelines.  Mr. Crump agrees that there are annual NPS 

requirements that must be met to keep the Louisiana CLG program intact.  Mr. 

Ross mentions a quarterly report requirement that the local CLG must submit to 

City Council and asks if that is enforced.  Mr. Crump says no.  Mr. Ross asks 

why it then exists.  Mr. Crump responds that there are a few items that seem 

outmoded and overlooked and that the state CLG guidelines perhaps could be 

redone.  Mr. Ross asks why we are a CLG if we don’t have to abide all of the 

CLG guidelines.  Mr. Crump, Ms. Solomon, and Mr. Faulk affirm that the local 

CLG does, but that it’s the source of the Hammond CLG ordinance and 

guidelines, which guides its actions, which were based upon the guidelines of the 

state and approved.  Mr. Crump inserts that he believes he misunderstood Mr. 

Ross’ question.  He clarifies that the CLG program gives Hammond all the 

power.  He specifies that the City Ordinance maintains all the power over the 

historic district.  The state CLG has an advisory role as a resource for the Mayor 

and the City Ordinance.  Mr. Ross asks for further clarification on if as long as 

the Mayor abides the City Ordinance, he can disregard everything in the CLG 

guidelines.  Mrs. Seals and Mr. Faulk ask Mr. Ross to explain what specifically 

his concerns are regarding.  Mr. Ross details that the issue came up in the recent 

City Council meeting related to the appointment of Jen White to the Commission.  

In the adopted City Ordinance and in the NPS guidelines it states that the City 

should make a concerted effort to meet certain background qualifications in its 

Commission appointments such as; a proven interest in historic preservation; an 

architect; etc.  Mr. Faulk qualifies that, reading directly from the ordinance, “at 

least one qualified architect and six other citizens of the City of Hammond in 

making appointments.  Preference may be given as far as possible to members of 

historic, cultural, education, archaeological, etc. organization.”  Mrs. Shirey 
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mentions that the city’s attorney confirmed that this was adhered to.  Mr. Ross 

says that the CLG and NPS guidelines say that one has to make a “best faith 

effort” to find such people and CLG guidelines further define “good faith effort” 

as advertising the position in the newspaper.  Mrs. Seals asks if the City 

Ordinance covers this by detailing that the position of the Commission architect 

needs to be advertised, but that the other six positions don’t require it.  Therefore 

the ordinance doesn’t override, but the ordinance is what governs this CLG.  Mr. 

Crump confirms that each CLG has its own ordinance.  Mrs. Seals then asks, if 

that is a true statement then the way the City went about the last Commission 

appointment was in line with that because the open position was not for the 

architect’s seat/professional position.  Mr. Ross explains that he is unconcerned 

about what has come before, but that the City Council be better informed of the 

HHDC process and the City CLG in the future.  Mrs. Seals affirms that is a 

predominant intention of the HHDC moving forward – the City Council, the City, 

and the public need to be better informed on issues of preservation.  The HHDC 

is indeed on track to educate every stakeholder.  Ms. Solomon echoes this in 

mentioning that the HHDC will begin doing quarterly reports in the 2017-2018 

year so that confusion such as this does not pervade amongst Hammond’s 

community.  Mrs. Shirey asks Mr. Crump directly if then, considering the root of 

the question at hand, the City was out of line with the execution of the recent 

Commission appointment process.  Mr. Crump says no. 

 Next meeting: May 17th, 2017 

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


