
 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 
July 19th, 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, Marguerite Walter, Ryan Faulk, and Shauna 

Seals. 
2. Absent: Susan Seale (formerly Owens) and Jen White 

 
● Motion to approve the minutes for June 21st, 2017 by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter. Vote 

taken with unanimous approval. 
 

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

o Application presented by Hung Nguyen, business owner. 
▪ Mrs. Shirey confirms that this application is a follow up from last month’s meeting in 

which Mr. Nguyen’s original application was rejected on the basis of backlighting 
and potential sizing issues.  Per the previous meeting, Mr. Nguyen made the 
necessary changes on this current application. It is the same sign in this application, 
but without backlighting and with the translucent lettering painted over.  Mr. Faulk 
asks that the proposal fits within the primary sign square footage restrictions for the 
district.  The Commission confirms.  Mrs. Shirey asks about the external lighting.  
Mr. Nguyen responded that he might do lighting, but isn’t sure at this point. 

o Motion to approve application by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote taken with 
unanimous approval. 
 

●  205 E. Thomas – Exterior Renovations 
o Application presented by Trent Fresina and J.P. Ngo of Your Mom’s restaurant. 
o Mr. Fresina explains that the applicants have solidified their decision on the second-story 

balcony window.  For now it will not be operable.  It will be 6-lite anodized aluminum.  They 
might make it operable at a later date.  It will match the doors on either side of the window in 
material.   

▪ Mrs. Shirey asks the other Commissioners if the applicants will 
have to return should they decide to make the window operable.  The Commission 
responds with “no” as long as the orientation or look of the window remains the 
same as presented.  Mr. Faulk asks about the rear elevation as proposed.  Mr. 
Fresina and Mr. Ngo explain that they have decided to brick in the garage door and 
place the electrical panel over it.  Mrs. Shirey mentions that she noticed that the rear 



second floor has a tarp over a portion of it at present.  She doesn’t see anything 
pertaining to work on the second floor exterior on this present application, so she 
requests that the applicants explain if they are doing some relevant work.  Mr. 
Fresina describes the three-windows that are currently in that space and that the 
applicants’ intentions are to brick in two of them because there will be a bathroom 
there.  Mrs. Shirey clarifies that she’s asking about the work because it requires 
application to the Historic District Commission.  Mr. Fresina states that they don’t 
have to brick it in if it’s an issue, but Mrs. Shirey explains that they simply need to 
apply for that work before they do it. Mr. Fresina says that the window openings 
were simply covered over with tin because the glass of the windows was broken.  Mr. 
Faulk re-states that then the applicants would like to brick in two of those windows 
and maintain the third.  To amend the application, the Commission requested that 
pictures be sent into the office of what was previously there to be thorough.  Mrs. 
Walter agrees to allow applicants to amend application to include the second floor 
rear windows.  Ms. Solomon writes in, “Rear second story – bricking in two of three 
windows – currently tin-covered.”  Applicants agree to and initial this change.  The 
applicants agree to send a picture for documentation. 

o Motion to approve application as amended by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mr. Nichols. Vote taken 
with unanimous approval. 

 
● 111 N. Cypress - Signage 

o Kim Dixon of Signs Designs & More presenting. 
o The barber pole and other wording currently on the building’s storefront windows are static 

cling pieces that were applied years ago.  Mr. Dixon explains that he will attempt to move 
and center the barber pole applique, but if he can’t successfully remove and reapply it, he’ll 
print a new one to replace it. 

▪ Mrs. Shirey says that this falls within the current guidelines.  Mr. 
Faulk affirms this and mentions that the biggest letters also appear to fall within the 
12” lettering guide.   Mr. Dixon agrees. 

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

● 221 E. Thomas - Signage 
o Application presented by Trevor Davidge of Arms Signs. 
o This sign is for the new Le Saigon Asian fusion grill.  Mr. Davidge explains that it will be a 

double paneled, aluminum, non-illuminated sign affixed to the building using the same holes 
as the previous tenant used for their sign – that previous tenant being The Steakhouse.  Only 
the top supports will be bolted into the wall for Le Saigon.  The Steakhouse therefore used 
actually more bolt holes than is now needed for the new sign. 

▪ Mrs. Shirey asks if this sign will be the same size as The 
Steakhouse’s sign.  Mr. Davidge answers that the proposed sign is bigger by 
approximately one square foot.  Mr. Nichols inquires about what illumination will be 
used to highlight the sign.  Mr. Davidge answers there will be none.  Mrs. Walter 
asks if there will be a pedestrian sign or any other accompanying signage. Mr. 
Davidge answers that this is going to be the only sign.  Mr. Seals seeks to confirm 
that this sign will be bolted in the same places as The Steakhouse sign.  Mr. Davidge 



answers that yes, he still has that bolt hole pattern for the top support and therefore 
can reuse it. 

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

● 103 S. Magnolia - Signage 
o Application presented by Trevor Davidge of Arms Signs. 
o Mr. Davidge explains that this sign is similar to the 211 E. Thomas sign and it will be affixed 

to the building through the mortar joints. 
▪ Mrs. Shirey asks about the existing sign on the front of the 

building.  Mr. Davidge explains that the current sign is four foot by four foot and is 
attached to the front of the building, parallel to the street.  The new sign is three foot 
by three foot.  With building frontage at thirty-six square foot, the two signs together 
would put the building at about twenty-five square foot.  Mr. Faulk asks to clarify 
that they already have a primary sign on the front of the building.  Mr. Davidge 
answers yes, there is already a primary sign on the front that the applicant would like 
to keep.  Mrs. Walter asks Mr. Davidge to specify what he’s referring to when he says 
“front.” Mrs. Shirey says that it’s Magnolia Street and there would be two signs – 
one facing the street and one perpendicular to it.  Mr. Faulk specifies that the 
applicant will have to remove the existing sign because there cannot be two primary 
signs.  Mr. Davidge asks if the other side of the building is considered street-frontage 
because it doesn’t abut against a building and therefore is not blocked from street 
view.  It faces Morris Street although it’s not on Morris Street.  It’s visible because 
next to it is the new police station parking lot. Mr. Faulk makes clear that does not 
count as street-facing.  Mr. Davidge confirms that then the applicants will take down 
the existing sign in order to install the perpendicular hanging sign proposed.  Mr. 
Faulk asks if the applicants have door graphics as well.  Mr. Davidge answers that 
they do.  Mr. Faulk asks if the proposed sign is double-faced to which Mr. Davidge 
says yes. 

o Motion to approve the application provided the existing signage gets removed by Mr. Faulk.  
Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● 226 N. Cate – Signage 
o Application presented by Trevor Davidge of Arms Signs. 
o Sign will be halo-lit letters mounted onto the brick in the top left corner of the Cate-street 

elevation, just below the cornice. 
▪ Mrs. Shirey reminds the applicant that internal lighting is not 

allowed per the guidelines.  Mr. Davidge asks if that’s a change because he’s done 
halo lighting for signs before.  Mr. Faulk clarifies that signs just cannot be internally 
lit, but halo lighting has been accepted in the past.  The presented graphics appear to 
show internal LED lights, however.  Mr. Davidge explains that the lights are 
installed internally because the letters have to be sealed, but they will shine on the 
wall, not through the sign face.  Similar to On The Run, which is also a halo lit sign.  
Mrs. Walter specifies that no illumination will be coming out the front and Mr. 
Davidge confirms this.  Mr. Faulk asks about the size.  Mr. Davidge responds that the 
letters are three feet tall.  Mr. Nichols puts forward that the signage doesn’t seem to 
comport with the signage that is elsewhere in the district.  Mr. Faulk and Mrs. Walter 



agree.  Mr. Davidge requests that the Commission explain the components that put 
that across.  Mr. Nichols begins with pointing out the unique placement of the sign as 
applied and Mrs. Shirey continues that the lighting is also difficult to visualize.  Mrs. 
Walter points out that there is a natural place on this building for signage – the 
original location centered above the awning.  Mr. Nichols asks if the applicant could 
consider placing the sign over the doors.  Mr. Davidge recalls that an issue with that 
was the coverage of the awning would block a street level view.  The Commissioners 
point out that the prior tenant of the building had their sign in that spot and that 
business did well.  Mr. Davidge explains that the client’s goal was to have maximum 
visibility of the sign to which Mr. Nichols agrees, but mentions the discord that the 
placement as applied brings in matching other district signage and character.  The 
Commission’s decisions are based on what is appropriate for the district and Mr. 
Nichols expresses that he cannot vote for the sign because it does not seem 
appropriate to the district.  Mr. Faulk specifies that the placement is the key issue.  
Mr. Davidge offers that the applicant centers the sign on the building at the same 
height as proposed.  Mr. Faulk agrees that would help.  Mrs. Seals asks if the three 
foot letters as well as the sign’s placement fall under the category of 
“overwhelming.”  Mrs. Walter concurs and continues that the sign is squeezed into a 
placement that not a natural sign space.  She asks if the letters might be able to sit on 
the awning.  Mr. Davidge answers that this option was proposed, but the issue is 
structural and that the light wouldn’t shine well.  Mr. Faulk returns to the core issue, 
which is the placement and proportion of the sign.  The proposed lighting is 
acceptable.  Centered on the band above the windows would help, but Mrs. Walter 
still does not find that an acceptable alternative.  Mr. Davidge asks if centering the 
sign and bringing it down six inches in size would work.  Mr. Nichols states that 
thirty inches tall is better than the proposed thirty-six inches, but that the placement 
still needs to be centered.  Mr. Davidge agrees that his opinion was that it be 
centered, but the client preferred it justified to the left and the largest sign possible.  
Mrs. Walter says that one of the problems is that the building is already out of 
proportion because the transom windows are covered only with plywood and not a 
more permanent solution.  The Commission attempts to assess a way to fix the issues.  
Mrs. Walter would like to see the sign centered above the awning, but understands 
that those transoms might be underneath.  The Commission discusses the option of 
centering on the top band of the building and bringing down the height of the 
lettering six inches.  Mr. Faulk says that he would support that option, however Mrs. 
Shirey states that the windows are throwing off the look.  She suggests a 
perpendicular sign coming off of the building would be more appropriate or a 
centered sign above the awning.  Ms. Solomon points out that putting the sign above 
the awning in the transom space limits the option of opening that transom at a later 
date.  The Commission returns to the perpendicular signage option, projecting off the 
building.  Mrs. Shirey points out that it could go on the corner to be more visible as 
well as bigger because there are two street frontages.  Mrs. Walter and Mrs. Shirey 
think that is the best solution to this issue.  Mr. Faulk states that such a proposal 
would have to be brought back to the client before the Commission could make 
judgment on it.  Mr. Davidge agrees and asks for an alternative if the client does not 
want to incur the extra costs inherent to that big of a sign change.  Mr. Faulk thinks 
that the centering and making the sign six inches smaller would suffice, but the 



Commission would still have to see that as a graphic before they could give approval.  
Mr. Davidge will work with his client to get alternative drawings for quick 
turnaround.  Mrs. Shirey reminds Mr. Davidge that two Commissioners are not 
present and might have a different opinion, but placement on that top band is still an 
issue for her. 

o Motion to reject current application in favor of the applicant re-applying with reduced size as 
well as sign projecting from the building by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote was 
taken with unanimous approval. 

 
● Signage Design Guidelines Amendments 

o Ms. Solomon opens with mention of the grandfather clause that would go along 
with the adoption of these amendments.  Mrs. Shirey expresses concern over constituent 
notification and asks if the notification mailer should be certified to ensure their awareness.  
Mr. Faulk asks the purpose of the grandfather clause.  Mrs. Shirey answers that it is for any 
business owner who has installed newly restricted window signage so that they can maintain 
what was there before.  Mr. Faulk expresses concern for those who applied legitimately for 
signage under the current guidelines and doesn’t want them to feel like that have to come to 
comply with the amendments.  Mrs. Shirey explains that those are documented, but many 
window signs have not been applied for before but installed years ago.  Therefore this clause 
process will be a way to document those moving forward.  The Commission clarifies that the 
grandfather clause will not go into the guidelines, but will be provided upon announcement of 
amendment approval.  Ms. Solomon has some office help who is taking a storefront photo 
survey of the district so that there will be an internal record of current signage.  However, to 
opt into the grandfather clause, it is explained business owners must also document their own 
storefront as well to confirm their receipt of this update.   

o Mr. Faulk opens up the floor to public comment. 
▪ Kim Dixon of Signs Designs & More states that the grandfather 

clause’s interactive assurance of business and building owner notification is a good 
idea.  However, he has an issue with the proposed guideline amendments.  Most of 
the buildings in the downtown are buildings with several storefronts and offices and 
therefore it’s not feasible for them to put a sign at those places.  For instance, the 
barber shop application at this meeting that Mr. Dixon presented was for applicants 
who did not have the funds to do a large, expensive sign attached to the building.  
Vinyl window signage is their least expensive option.  Therefore, to limit the space 
open for window signage to 20% is unfair for those who don’t have the funds to work 
with other types of building signs, which can cost thousands of dollars.  Mr. Faulk 
asks Mr. Dixon to keep in mind that the 20% applies to the entirety of the first floor 
window area.  It is not 20% of each window.  Mr. Dixon states that he then 
misconstrued that percentage.  Mrs. Shirey brings Mr. Dixon up to the table to show 
an illustration of 20% compared to 40% coverage.  Mr. Dixon recognizes this and 
continues that he still finds the total limiting to someone who is starting a new 
business.  Downtown, there is a lot of turnover of business and starting up a business 
is expensive.  Therefore limiting their ability to advertise is detrimental.  Mrs. Seals 
explains that the Commission looked examples in the district as to what appeared 
overwhelming as far as window signage and considered that if they allowed every 
building in the district to do that, it would not be keeping with the historic character.  
Mr. Dixon recognizes that point, but because his business is linked with downtown 



businesses’ success, he feels strongly that limiting sign area to 20% is not a good 
option.  Mrs. Seals asks what Mr. Dixon suggests.  He responds with requesting more 
area to work with.  More specifically the 40% coverage ratio.  Mr. Faulk details a 
rough measurement as an example to illustrate how much space 20% ends up being 
and explains that the Commission is trying to curtail the potential for businesses 
covering entire windows with vinyl signage.  The Commission determined that it is 
chaotic, it makes the windows opaque, and it breaks up views.  Mr. Dixon suggests 
that each sign be reviewed individually for their cohesiveness to the district, similar 
to the way the 226 N. Cate application was reviewed in this meeting.  Mrs. Shirey 
accepts that, but explains that the Commission has to establish a number so that 
there is no question about certain interpretations of the guidelines.  The Commission 
threw out many numbers in working sessions and compared what other districts have 
done.  Mrs. Walter specifies that the proportions looked right.  Mrs. Shirey continues 
that financial aspects isn’t how the Commission makes its decisions.  Mrs. Walter 
states that Mr. Dixon’s comments are appreciated and assures him that the 
Commission did consider all alternatives.  Mrs. Seals then echoes the earlier 
comment that a number had to be established as a baseline to regulate consistently 
across the district while also considering each application on a case-by-case basis.  
Mr. Dixon suggests the Commission consider 30% as a compromise to which the 
Commission responds that they went over that in the working sessions.  Mrs. Shirey 
also points out that the 20% of the window sign is in conjunction with every kind of 
sign option that already exists, therefore defining the 20% window coverage 
guideline does not limit a business owner’s ability to advertise.  It is not the 
Commission’s conundrum that an applicant does not want to commit to another sign.  
This guide is to create consistency and it was not an arbitrary process.  Mrs. Seals 
suggests that business owners be creative by using all the options available and not 
relying purely on window signage.  Mr. Dixon asks if the entrance door where 
typically there is an hours, logo, and phone number displayed would be part of the 
20%.  Mr. Faulk answers that it is not.  The way the new guidelines are worded allow 
for open/hours and an address sign as a separate piece from the 20% calculation.  
Mr. Dixon says that does help.  The Commission reiterates that the ratio is not to 
limit total signage and Mrs. Seals suggests that Mr. Dixon look over the amendments 
again to help establish sign combinations that would work for clients in the district.   
o Motion to approve the signage guidelines by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by Mr. Faulk.  

Vote was taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● Updates From Director 
o No update on the previously discussed CLG grant as of yet.  
o Ms. Solomon has a trip scheduled for the weekend before the normal August 

HHDC meeting from which she will not return until two days before that day.  Therefore, she 
requests the Commission consider an August meeting date change so that all parties can be 
adequately prepared.  Also, two upcoming applicants have requested a special session sooner 
than the next Commission meeting so that they may be ready for when the students arrive for 
their fall semester. 

▪ Motion to move regular HHDC meeting to August 23rd, 2017 at 
11:00 am as well as leave open August 2nd, 2017 as a potential special session, if it 



proves necessary, by Mr. Faulk.  Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Vote was taken with 
unanimous approval.   
o Next steps for non-compliance issue at 101 W. Thomas pertaining to signage 

without approval from the HHDC.  Ms. Solomon sent a second non-compliance letter as well 
as met with the business in person requesting an application.  No application was submitted.  
A citation from the Building Dept. can be issued or the City Attorney can call to follow up.  
The Commission opts for a call from the City Attorney. 

o Next steps for non-compliance issue at 103 S. Magnolia pertaining to painting 
without approval from the HHDC.  Ms. Solomon received a confirmation that the building 
owners will apply for August to remedy their mistake in not originally submitting an 
application. 

o Next steps for non-compliance issue at 111 N. Magnolia pertaining to plywood in 
windows.  Ms. Solomon was able to contact the current owner, Mrs. Carol Siekkinen, and the 
two will work together to ensure the plywood in the windows gets removed and the house is 
confirmed up to compliance, which Mrs. Siekkinen claimed it has been for some time.  Final 
confirmation on the work from the original violation’s list and the plywood issue will be 
completed by August 23rd.  Decision on the implementation of the fines will be determined 
when that is complete.  Mrs. Shirey is concerned about the extent the repairs were completed.  
Mr. Faulk would like to complete the inspection with Ms. Solomon. 

o Budget is in good standing.  . 
 
● Public Input 

1. Trevor Davidge from ARMS Signs 
1. Returning from a consultation with his client, Mr. 

Davidge presents an alternative option and a new application for 226 N. Cate St. 
signage.  Mr. Davidge explains that he checked behind the wood panels that 
cover the transom windows and it turns out that there aren’t actual windows 
behind there.  Therefore he is able to affix the proposed sign in the center over 
the entry doors where the old Augustine’s sign was, as the Commission 
previously stated they would prefer it.  All parties assumed there were windows 
still in there, but Mr. Davidge confirmed that it is in fact wood block and 
therefore a sign can be secured there.  Mrs. Walter asks if all the transom 
windows are blocked.  Mr. Davidge says yes.  He will size the sign to fit in that 
space proportionately.  Mrs. Shirey asks if the previous motion can be revoked. 
Ms. Solomon suggests that a new motion be made that allows the office to 
approve a new application on the Commission’s behalf once it’s submitted and 
issue a COA on the spot if said new application abides all the requirements per 
the Commission’s preference.  The application would be signed as an “in-kind 
repair” application would.  Mr. Nichols states that he appreciates Mr. Davidge’s 
work on this matter.  He continues that signage should not detract from the 
architecture, so he appreciates Mr. Davidge’s willingness to work on this.   
- Motion to give Ms. Solomon the ability to approve the new application on 

the Commission’s behalf when it’s resubmitted, providing that the sign is 
repositioned as centered above the canopy in the transom area by Mr. Faulk.  
Second by Mrs. Shirey.  Vote taken with unanimous approval (save for Mrs. 
Walter because she had to leave the meeting in the middle of this discussion).  

 



● Next meeting:  August 23rd, 2017 
 
● Motion to adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote was taken with unanimous 
approval. 

 


