
 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 
June 21st, 2017 11:00A.M. 

Hammond City Council Chamber- 312 East Charles 
 
● Meeting called to order by Mr. Ryan Faulk at 11:00 am. Verification of meeting notice given by 

Administrative Officer, Ms. Leah Solomon. 
 

●  Roll call taken:  
1. Present: Jessica Shirey, Howard Nichols, Susan Owens, Marguerite Walter, Ryan Faulk, 

and Jen White. 
2. Absent: Shauna Seals 

 
● Motion to approve the minutes for May 17th, 2017 by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Shirey. Vote 

taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● New Business:  
● 411 W. Thomas, STE B - Signage 

o Application presented by Hung Nguyen, business owner 
o Mr. Nguyen explains that he’s starting a new business after being a longtime resident of 

Hammond.  Tiptoes Nails. 
▪ Mr. Faulk confirms that this sign will be above one of the tenant spaces on the new 

building beyond Lee’s Diner.  Where SuperKing Seafood is currently.  Mrs. Shirey 
sees that the application as presented shows an internally lit sign.  Mr. Nguyen 
confirms.  Mr. Faulk explains that the guidelines prohibit signs that are backlit 
(otherwise described as internally lit) in the district.  Mr. Faulk then asks the 
applicant to clarify if the sign will be mounted to the stucco.  Mrs. Shirey notes that 
the application mentions the sign will be affixed to a wood panel, which will in turn 
be installed into the wall.  Mrs. Walter asks if the sign is the correct size.  Mr. Faulk 
says he would have to have the information of the square footage to know.  However, 
an issue comes up that there are multiple tenant spaces in this building.  Mrs. Shirey 
recalls this issue coming up when the application for the new construction of the 
building came through, but does not recall what was agreed upon.  Mr. Faulk agrees 
and includes that not knowing the size of the current sign on the building (the 
SuperKing Seafood sign) is an issue.  Mrs. Shirey states that the Commission will go 
back into the minutes and application for Super King Seafood to find that 
information, but considering that the backlighting in the application is already an 
approval-stopping issue, she questions how far the Commission needs to discuss the 
other components of the application at this meeting.  The applicant will need to 
reapply regardless.  Mr. Faulk would like to discuss the entire application still so 
that all controversial elements can be worked through now instead of at a future 
meeting.  Mr. Faulk continues with the fact that the SuperKing sign, a primary sign, 



he recalls, was able to be larger than usual because it used the available space for 
the tenant signs in its square footage calculation.  Normally, a building like this with 
multiple occupants would not have a primary sign, per the guidelines.  However, 
since the building is not directly downtown and is in a different configuration than 
the traditional downtown buildings, it was allowed a primary sign.  Mrs. Shirey adds 
that SuperKing was then given the understanding that by having a larger sign they 
were taking away from sign size of future tenants.  Mr. Faulk asks to clarify if the size 
takes into account that there will be a future third tenant.  Mr. Nguyen replies that 
his business takes up both tenant spaces, so in the near future, no third business will 
be coming in.  Mrs. Shirey questions about if in the future another tenant might still 
come in and Mr. Nguyen’s signage is still up there and mounted to the structure.  She 
specifies that her concern is with how many times a single sign will have to be taken 
down and another put up for business overturn.  She then asks if the sign is then 
going to go in the middle of the two tenant spaces.  Mr. Nguyen says no, that it will 
go over only one of the doors.  Mrs. Shirey states that this application will have to 
come back no matter what.  Mr. Faulk confirms and asks if the Commission should 
then outright reject the application or if they should table it for resubmission at next 
month’s meeting.  Mr. Nichols expresses that either way, the Commission needs to 
give the applicant a full picture of what is possible and what was established as 
precedent with the SuperKing Seafood application before he returns.  Ms. Solomon 
will go back in the records to find this information (the size of the existing sign, the 
linear footage of the building, etc.).  Mrs. Owens asks about the monument sign 
application for SuperKing Seafood and Mrs. Shirey answers that what was 
established included two specific spaces for tenant signs.  Mr. Faulk reminds the 
Commission that the signage for the monument is a separate calculation, which has 
nothing to do with the linear footage of the building.  Mrs. Shirey points out that the 
record will need to be consulted as the current application only takes into account 
the width of the tenant portion while Super King Seafood used the entire building 
width in their proposal.  So for the next application, the Commission then needs to 
know the total width of the façade, the width of the Super King sign, and determine 
what’s left when the latter is subtracted from the former to outline feasible size of 
tenant signage.  Mrs. Walter states that as of right now, this application is against all 
the guidelines.  Mrs. Shirey agrees and explains that Ms. Solomon should provide all 
information possible to work through the application on the administrative end so 
that it is streamlined for the next meeting.  Mr. Nichols explains that, per the 
guidelines, signs need an exterior source of light if one wants it illuminated.  Mrs. 
Owens emphasizes that generally lighting the sign is fine, but it must come from an 
exterior source.  Mr. Faulk offers some alternatives, such as lighting the individual 
letters in neon or the halo effect seen at the steakhouse.  The difference is that the 
light is not coming through to illuminate the letter itself.  Mr. Nichols reiterates the 
other core concern, which is that the sign seems larger than what has been 
established as appropriate for the space.  Mrs. Shirey re-states the importance of 
planning for the future, were a third business to come in.  If the applicant’s sign is 
larger, it takes away available area from a future tenant sign.  Mrs. Owens 
references the photos of Mr. Nguyen’s sign in asking about if this sign was taken 
from another location and moved to this current one.  Mr. Nguyen says no.  He had it 
made.  Ms. Solomon asks if the setback of the building, which is unique to the district, 



can be a part of the consideration of this application as far as size is concerned.  
Mrs. Shirey answers, that line is too blurry.  Mrs. Walter confirms that this is setting 
a precedent and yet exceptions have already been made for the main tenant - 
SuperKing Seafood.  After Ms. Solomon provides Mr. Nguyen with all relevant 
information on file, Mr. Nguyen will resubmit his application. 

o Motion to reject current application by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Vote taken with 
unanimous approval. 
 

●  111 N. Oak, STE 200 - Signage 
o Elsbet Smith (applicant) and Kim Dixon (Sign DeSigns & More) presenting 
o The application is for an addition to the hanging pedestrian sign for Oak Street Plaza.  The 

new sign will replace a sign that was already there, hanging from the same bracket with the 
same width. 

▪ Mrs. Shirey asks the hanging height distance from the ground.  Mrs. Smith assures 
the Commission that it is more than seven (7) feet and Mr. Dixon confirms this.  The 
new sign will be taller than the old one, but it will fill the same space.  Mrs. Owens 
asks if it is a urethane sign and Mr. Dixon answers that it is HDU – high density 
urethane.  It will be similar to the wood signs, but this material will not stretch, 
condense, or crack like a wood sign.  It will be sandblasted with the design. 

o Motion to approve application by Mrs. Walter.  Second by Mrs. Owns. Vote taken with 
unanimous approval. 

 
● HHDC Design Guidelines Revisions - Signage  

o Mrs. Shirey begins with that she looked over the amendments made to the new draft by Mr. 
Faulk and agrees with them, as does Mrs. Walter.  Mr. Faulk summarizes those amendments 
for the rest of the Commission, particularly locking in material choices by not being so 
specific with the mentions of vinyl.  Mrs. White agrees that new materials will come out so we 
might as well take that out.  Mrs. Shirey brings up the change of the percentage of window 
sign coverage based on Mr. Faulk’s provided sketch.  The presently listed 40% looks like too 
much covered surface area.  Mrs. Solomon clarifies if the Commission would like to take that 
down to then 20% or 30%?  Mr. Faulk puts forth a 30% maximum if primary sign.  The rest 
of the Commissioners agree that then the secondary sign total should also be decreased from 
what’s listed.  The Commission is unsure how to proceed with that, but what is said to be 
clear is that 40% is overall too much window coverage.  Mr. Faulk mentions also a concern 
about a lack of language about the opacity of the window sign.  Mrs. White wonders how one 
could define that.  Mrs. Shirey asks about whether this is per-window as an applicant might 
be able to get through blocking an entire window using the percentage.  The Commission 
wonders how it can ensure no window is completely covered.  Mr. Faulk states that the issue 
is too important to rush an approval.  Mrs. Walter agrees that this issue will come up a lot so 
it needs to be consistent without being overbearing.  Mrs. Shirey states the goal is to not have 
a chaotic or cluttered district, but also not to stifle creativity. 

o Motion to table approval of the signage guideline amendments by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mrs. 
Walter.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 
 
 
 



● HHDC Elections – Chairman 
o The Chairman will have a one (1) year term.  The floor opens to nominations and Mr. 

Nichols nominates Mr. Faulk to continue for a full term as Chairman of the Commission.  No 
other nominations are offered. 

o Motion to elect Mr. Faulk as HHDC Chairman by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Shirey.  
Vote taken with unanimous approval 

 
● HHDC Elections - Vice-Chairman 

o The Vice-Chairman will have a one (1) year term.  The floor is opened to nominations at 
which time Mr. Nichols nominates Mrs. Shirey as the Commission’s Vice-Chairman.  Mrs. 
Shirey accepts.  There are no other nominations.  

o Motion to elect Mrs. Shirey as HHDC Vice-Chairman by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. 
Owens.  Vote taken with unanimous approval 

 
● Updates from Director 

o All is well with the budget.  Letterhead has been updated with the correct phone 
number.  Some vendor payments were bumped up for this budget cycle.  Ms. Solomon asks if 
the Commissioners have any creative ideas for the remaining two weeks of the cycle.  
Creation of an online calendar to prevent scheduling confusion with extra Commission 
meetings/working sessions comes up.  Also, scheduling another signage guideline working 
session should occur as well as a follow up for the residential appendix. 

o Mr. Nichols asks about an update for the Siekkinen estate.  Ms. Solomon answers 
that the late Mr. Siekkinen’s wife now controls the owning entity.  Mrs. Shirey states that 
there needs to be notice of the accruing fine.  Mr. Nichols mentions that while some work has 
been done, there was a list for the property owner to work from to achieve compliance, but 
there is still plywood in place of the attic window.  Mrs. Shirey adds that there also has been 
no communication or inspection to confirm that the work has been done.  Mrs. Walter 
suggests that the current owner might not know to do that.  Mrs. Shirey counters that she was 
present at minimum one of the Commission meeting where this issue was addressed.  Mrs. 
White requests that the Commission resends the list with a response deadline and encourage 
a property walkthrough to confirm that work had been done.  The Commission agrees that 
this is necessary because of the significance of the structure.  It is on the National Register of 
Historic Places.  Contact should be made within the next week.  Mrs. Shirey wants the 
communication to include an update on the fine, which has been accruing $100 per day since 
date of implementation in summer 2016.  Mrs. Shirey clarifies that the Commission does not 
wish to demand financial hardship on anyone, but the active deterioration of the structure is 
an important issue to address to protect it after years of neglect.  It should be a priority. 

 
● Public Input 

1. Kim Dixon (Signs DeSigns & More) 

- Mr. Dixon’s major concern is with general district constituents’ adherence to 
the sign guidelines.  People are ignoring the requirement and it creates a 
bad precedent for those who abide by the application process and the 
guidelines as currently set out.  There are samples all over town that people 
are not following the regulations.  It’s an issue of enforcement.  Mrs. Shirey 
agrees and lets Mr. Dixon know that he can contact Ms. Solomon promptly 
upon noticing any non-compliance.  Mr. Nichols states that enforcement 



comes from the building inspector.  Mr. Dixon also mentions that signage 
permits are paid for and that buildings have been bypassing getting a COA, 
just getting a permit.  Mr. Dixon says that he doesn’t have to apply for a 
permit for a window decal, so that will never be flagged.  Mr. Faulk 
recommends that Ms. Solomon confer with C.C. Gaiennie, the Building 
Inspector, about this issue.  Mrs. White also recommends that Ms. Solomon 
embarks on a major annual communication to ensure every constituent 
knows they’re in the district.  Mr. Nichols mentions that Mr. Gaiennie 
attempted to set up a system to notify the district and Ms. Solomon should 
follow up.  Mrs. Shirey also mentions that the administrative staff of the 
Building Department must be aware that the COA is just the first step to a 
building permit and not the permit itself.  They need to communicate the 
proper steps.  Mr. Faulk clarifies that as the two departments, we need to all 
be on the same page and be clear. 

2. Ralph Ross 

- Mr. Ross suggests a small committee from the Commission or the 
Commission itself do quarterly walkthroughs of the HHD to ensure that 
attention is constantly being paid to issues like this.  Mrs. Shirey agrees that 
this is a goal.  Mr. Faulk states that he’s not sure how feasible this is because 
it’s essentially the role of the building inspector.  Mrs. Shirey mentions that 
an intern could manage this project.  Mr. Nichols said that the office has 
used interns before. 

 
● Next meeting: July 19th, 2017 
 
● Motion to adjourn by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mr. Nichols.  Vote was taken with unanimous 
approval. 

 


