
 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 
August 23rd, 2017 11:00A.M. 

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: Jessica Shirey, Howard Nichols, Marguerite Walter, Shauna Seals, Susan Seale, 

and Jen White 
o Absent: Ryan Faulk 

 
● Motion to approve the minutes for July 19th, 2017 by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter. Vote 

taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● Old Business:  
● Residential Appendix Draft Approval 

o Ms. Solomon presents the Residential Appendix, which was approved as a working draft a 
few months ago.  This newest draft has changes that took into account neighbors’ concerns 
voiced in a previous public meeting – particularly when it came to adding a Decks section, 
Utilities and Retrofit, redefining “corner lot”, and fixing landscaping - as well as further 
fixes from the Commission since the original working draft was approved.  Ms. White asks if 
Ms. Solomon was in touch with residents who attended the meeting about this new draft.  Ms. 
Solomon confirms that a few of the meeting attendees were consulted with the new draft – 
particularly when it came to defining corner lots, decks, and landscaping.  Also when it came 
to editing down the Utilities and Retrofit section, Ms. Solomon felt it important to encourage 
the use of alternative energies and therefore that section was scaled down. 

o Mrs. Shirey asks if there is any public input at this time.   
▪ There is only a question about what the guidelines that have a 

strike through them are in reference to.  Ms. Solomon clarifies that those are to show 
what will be taken out from the original design guidelines. 

o Motion to approve draft for adoption into the design guidelines by Mr. Nichols.  Second by 
Mrs. Seals.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 
● New Business:  

● 101 W. Thomas - Signage 
o Application presented by Mitch Crayton, NextHome business owner. 
o This is an application for NextHome’s existing signage.  Previously the business had applied 

but not come before the Commission and therefore previously had not received approval.  
Mrs. Shirey mentions the recent signage updates to the guidelines.  Ms. Solomon specifies 
that this would pertain to future window signage as there will be a 20% coverage ratio from 



here on out.  Ms. Shirey comments that the applicant’s signage would be grandfathered in at 
this point.  Mr. Crayton asks about the status of a previous application submitted by his wife, 
Jeannie Crayton, which dealt with blocking sunlight coming through the building’s clerestory 
windows.  Mr. Crayton would like to know what’s possible.  Mr. Nichols answers that any 
kind of shade is allowed on the inside of the window.  Mrs. Shirey specifies that the shades 
would not be permitted to have a logo or be used as advertising.  Mr. Nichols points out that 
one would not be allowed to paint on the interior of the window, thereby covering the 
window.  Mrs. White confirms that what is on the application abides by the current 
guidelines.  Mr. Nichols states that, in his personal opinion, the building has so much signage 
that it detracts from the architectural features.  He mentions that this case in particular was 
part of the Commission’s impetus for changing the signage guidelines.  Mrs. Shirey also 
mentions that the television placement might be against the Unified Development Code for 
the City, which dictates such signage be 20’ from the curb’s edge.  Mrs. White clarifies that 
future applications should not be retroactive. 

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

●  103 S. Magnolia – Paint & Repair 
o No applicant in attendance.  Application is automatically denied. 

 
● 207 E. Thomas - Signage 

o Application presented by José Valencia of Mojitos Bistro 
o The application is for window graphics and primary signage for a new mojitos, sandwich, 

and salad establishment.  Ms. Solomon asks if both the door and window signs are the same 
size, as she inferred from the application’s wording.  Mr. Valencia clarifies that what exists 
were sample graphics.  The final proposed graphics will be on BOTH storefront windows 
with the addition of the door graphic.  The sizing refers to the two storefront windows and not 
the door sign.  The window signs are 12”x 30”, not the door sign as Ms. Solomon initially 
interpreted.  Mr. Valencia will put on the graphics for both windows and one on the door as 
well as hang a pedestrian-type sign.  Mrs. Shirey states that this building is difficult to attach 
signage to because of the materials used on the façade (i.e. decorative tin), so a slight 
variance for making a pedestrian-type sign a part of the primary signage is appropriate in 
this case.  Therefore the size restrictions for pedestrian signage will not apply as long as 
what is proposed hangs 7’ above the sidewalk.  Mrs. Walter asks if Mr. Valencia will be 
putting up an open hours sign.  Mr. Valencia responds that he will, but because the hours 
fluctuate it will not be a permanent sign.  Something hanging in the window will be used for 
that purpose.  Mr. Valencia says that the Tacos & Beer sign is similar to the sign he is 
proposing to install at this establishment – it will be about the same size and also would be 
made of wood.  Mrs. Seale inquires as to how the sign will hang.  Mr. Valencia answers that 
it will hang from steel brackets attached to the awning.  It will not be attached to the building 
directly.  Mr. Nichols seeks to confirm that the height of the hanging sign will clear 7’.  Mr. 
Valencia responds that the bottom of the sign will be 8’ or 9’ high because he would like to 
hang it as high as possible so as to hide the sign hardware from public view.  Mr. Nichols 
asks if a variance is required for the pedestrian-type signage because of its size.  Mrs. Shirey 
responds that it should just be made note of in the motion for approval. 



o Motion to approve as presented with the understanding that what is proposed is a primary 
sign and not a pedestrian sign by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote taken with 
unanimous approval. 
 

● 109 N. Cypress - Signage 
o No applicant in attendance.  Application is automatically denied. 
 

● 120 S. Cypress – Signage 
o Application presented by Trevor Davidge of Arms Signs. 
o This is for the Envoc business.  They would like two signs on the building because they are a 

corner lot.  Their main primary sign would be on Morris Avenue.  It is proposed to be a halo-
lit, cantilevered mounted sign.  A second sign, on Cypress Street, will not be illuminated and 
will hang directly above the Envoc entrance.  Mrs. Shirey asks how power is run to those 
types of illuminated signs.  Mr. Davidge explains that he will drill through the mortar and 
run a line through the mounting hardware.  Mrs. Shirey inquires about the sign height.  Mr. 
Davidge responds that the sign is 6’ tall.  Mrs. Seale refers to an email by absent 
Commissioner, Chairman Ryan Faulk, which suggests redefining “halo lit” as a form of 
backlighting, in which case that portion of this application would have to be denied.  Ms. 
Solomon states that the current Commission set a precedent with recent applications that 
cannot be backed out of until they could go through the proper channels to adopt the 
specification that halo lighting is synonymous with backlighting in the guidelines.  Mrs. Seale 
asks where halo lighting has been approved.  The Commission answers that On The Run (219 
E. Morris) and The Buzz (226 N. Cate) were approved to have halo-lit letters.  Mrs. White 
asks for the definition of halo lighting, to which Mr. Davidge describes it as a 3D letter where 
light shines from the back of it onto the wall behind.  From the inside of the letter, LED lights 
illuminate back onto the wall instead of through the letter’s face.  Mrs. Seals asks again that 
the Commission has approved this type of lighting previously.  Mrs. Shirey asks about the 
Morris Street elevation because it is technically a multi-use complex.  How does that factor 
into how primary signage allowance is calculated?  Can Envoc use all of the linear footage 
of both street-facing elevations for calculating their primary signage?  Ms. Solomon notes 
that the current square footage of primary signage is less than half of what is allotted for the 
whole buildingper the guidelines.  Mrs. Shirey is curious about a future tenant in this multi-
use building – where will their sign go and how much will they be allotted? Could it also be 
on Morris Street with the current proposed primary sign?  Mrs. Seals responds that she sees 
no reason why not.  Mrs. Shirey specifies that she’s referring to the perpendicular sign.  If 
there are multiple offices within the building, there should technically be a multi-tenant sign 
for the building.  In the future, if someone else wanted to utilize the space, the multi-tenant 
sign is the appropriate route.  Mr. Davidge confirms that there are three suites accessible 
through the front of the building.  One is the apartment building entrance and the other two 
suites are the same company.  The Commission points out to Mr. Davidge that the current 
tenant structure might not always be the case.  Mr. Davidge responds that then the sign 
would come down, but regardless, since one of the suites in the corner suite, wouldn’t they 
have the right to the Morris Ave. elevation for their signage?  Mrs. Shirey answers that it 
would be up to the owner of the building, but she is unsure.  The concern is how the 
Commission best prepares the building’s future.  Mrs. Seale re-states that the building will 
only ever hold two offices.  Mrs. White continues that the current signage proposal is under 
half the allotted square footage.  Mrs. Shirey explains that the placement of it as well is a 



concern for future tenants.  She continues by asking how high the primary sign will be.  Mr. 
Davidge answers that it will be approximate 20’ high, depending on the interior electrical 
connection.  Mrs. Shirey said that in theory, if someone else would like to use that same space 
for their sign, but under it, would that second sign be able to achieve the required 7’ 
clearance from the sidewalk?  This can be an internal question.  Mrs. White assesses that 
with 20’ clearance from the bottom of the proposed sign, the same 6’ sign could be hung 
underneath and still be well above the 7’ clearance requirement.  Mrs. Seale says that in the 
long-term, this application is in good shape.  If they wanted to flip the businesses, there 
would still be room.  Mr. Davidge points out too that if the businesses split, there would be 
another address and that, per the historic district guidelines, the new address’ street frontage 
would be considered as separate.  Mrs. Shirey points out that might be a situation where 
there is a suite address and not a separate address.  Mr. Nichols inquires about a red 
circular device below the sign, seen in a picture included in the application.  It appears to be 
an alarm of some sort and therefore another tenant might not be able to put their sign 
underneath.  Ms. Solomon presents for consideration the case of Tiptoes Nails (411 W. 
Thomas STE. B) and how the building’s other suite’s primary signage calculation was 
considered when going over that application.  She states that the same will be true in the 
future of this situation.  Mrs. Shirey mentions that the alarm might prevent sign placement 
underneath, however.  Mr. Davidge offers to move the sign over a foot, out of the way of the 
alarm.  Mrs. Seals asks Mrs. Shirey to specify what she is recommending.  Mrs. Shirey 
responds that perhaps it could be centered between the window and the alarm.  Her concern 
is that these questions are a part of the thought process going through applications such as 
this in the future.  Mrs. Seale states that there’s plenty of room for another primary sign. 

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

 
● 221 E. Thomas - Signage 

o Application presented by Trevor Davidge, Arms Signs 
o This application is for Le Saigon’s existing window vinyl.  Mr. Davidge was not 

aware that the client wanted window vinyl when he initially presented their signage for 
approval.  He was notified the week prior to this meeting and then it was put up.  Mr. 
Davidge affirms, however, that it is within regulation and he informed the Administrative 
Director, Ms. Solomon, that it needed to go up early for the official opening of the restaurant.  
Mr. Davidge states that they can take it down if something is found out of compliance, but the 
clients wanted it up for their opening as a last minute addition.  Mrs. Seals comments that 
everything appears to be within guidelines.  Mrs. Shirey agrees. 

o Motion to approve the signage guidelines by Mrs. Walter.  Second by Mr. 
Nichols.  Vote was taken with unanimous approval. 

 
● Updates From Director: 

● CLG Grant Update – Survey start date approximately 9/1/2017 
● Introduction of a Creative Placemaking grant by the City of Hammond’s Grants Department.  The 
grant is for Morrison Park alley (a $60k project).  The HHD is involved in the planning process and 
submitted a letter of support for the grant. 
● Temporary signage applications approved this month – 119 S. Cypress (window paint), 221 E. 
Thomas (banner) 



o Discussion about the 119 S. Cypress (Main Street Dance) window paint ensues.  
The larger issue of businesses using temporary signage as their actual signage and therefore 
getting around the HHDC approval is reflected in this case.  It appears to be a loophole.  
Mrs. Walter offers that requiring a certain amount of time between installing temporary signs 
would be a good way to counterbalance this issue.  Mrs. Tracie Schillace from the City of 
Hammond Planning Department points out that the Unified Development Code only allows 
for two temporary signs per year with at least a month (or so) between installation dates.  
Mrs. Shirey comments that if windows are painted for a specific occasion or holiday, that’s 
understandable.  Certain seasonal time periods could be outlined as permissible for 
celebratory temporary paint.  Mrs. Shirey brings up that the Downtown Development District 
will have a “paint the town” event and there should be communication about that.  Mrs. 
Seals brings the issue of the 119 S. Cypress’ painted signage and asks how it relates to what 
is in the HHDC guidelines.  Ms. Solomon reads the direct verbiage of the design guidelines 
as they pertain to temporary signage.  Any more specifications beyond the definition that will 
have to go through City Council.  The main temporary signage stipulation is that a given sign 
cannot be up for more than three months in a twelve-month period, which 119 S. Cypress 
achieved with its application for a two month sign. 

● 111 N. Magnolia – Violation 
o This is a longstanding issue.  Please refer to previous meeting minutes for full 

details.  For this meeting, Ms. Solomon summarized that the property owner did in fact begin 
work to bring the building up to compliance in April 2016, but did not notify the HHDC.  
Documents detailing the work (in the form of the contractor invoices and requests) have been 
submitted to the office.  This work matches what the original list called out.  Ms. Solomon 
also called the contractor noted on the project to confirm that the project was completed as 
specified in the provided documents.  Mr. Nichols asks if the attic window was also taken 
care of per his concerns at a recent meeting.  Ms. Solomon confirms that the window was 
fixed soon after the meeting in which it was brought up.  Mrs. White seeks to clarify the 
timeline on the work versus timeframe of the implemented fine.  Ms. Solomon recommends 
that, since the fine was put into place to encourage the work to be done, since the work has 
been done, the Commission consider that purpose seen to fruition.  The next step in retrieving 
that fine would be suing to put a lien on the property, but since the property is in succession 
and about to be sold, this process could be particularly convoluted.  Ms. Solomon consulted 
with the City Attorney, who put forward that the Commission could make a motion to renege 
the fine or make a motion to move forward with processing a lien.  Mrs. Seals notes that she 
does not see a reason to pursue a lawsuit.  Mr. Nichols agrees because, again, the object of 
the fine was to ensure that the building be protected and preserved.  This is been done and 
the Commission looks forward to what might happen under new ownership.  Mrs. Seale 
would like a record to be made of the current state of the structure. 

o Motion to renege fine by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote was taken 
with unanimous approval. 

 
● 226 N. Cate – Violation 

o Ms. Solomon summarizes the issue as follows:  Bolts were installed through the 
brick on the Robert Street elevation of 226 N. Cate (The Buzz) from the interior in order to 
secure a shelf for particularly heavy loads.  Mrs. Shirey comments that if bolts needed to be 
installed completely through the wall to the exterior, the load it will carry is so large that 
even if the contractor had installed them through the mortar per the guidelines, it would 



likely still pose a threat to the structural integrity of the building over time.  This is also not 
the first offense where this contractor/applicant has not applied for work done to the 
building, but this constitutes the first offense where the action taken actively contributed to 
the deterioration of the building.  The contractor did patch up the work after the building 
inspector, Mr. C.C. Gaiennie, became involved, but the issue remains nonetheless.  Mrs. 
White rises to leave because of the time, but states that she agrees with the City Attorney’s 
recommendation (to be discussed).  She continues that the Commission does not wish to 
impose frequent fines because that is not its purpose.  However, in this case the contractor 
was asked to apply for exterior changes multiple times and the Commission needs to 
therefore fine where appropriate for blatant violations of the guidelines.  Mrs. Shirey adds 
that currently absent Commission Chairman, architect Ryan Faulk, had some input via email 
that she would like to read for the record because he was part of the mediation process as 
Ms. Solomon was out of town: 

▪ “I wish to go on record that I never recommended the repair that 
was implemented.  I informed both C.C. and Joey Schillace, when he confronted me, 
that the through-bolting to the exterior wall to attach what is essentially an interior 
furnishing was not appropriate.  I told them that they should explore an attachment 
measure that did not require them exposing the attachment to the exterior.  C.C. 
suggested to Joey Schillace that he remove and salvage the face brick at each bolt 
location to allow attachment within the wall then replace the brick at the exterior.  
What was ultimately done was chipping out the brick body at each bolt location to 
recess the bolt.  Then patching the damaged brick with mortar to simulate the brick, 
which was then painted.  Ultimately what will occur in the future, likely beyond the 
timeframe of when the owner cares, is water will migrate into the repair and rust the 
steel anchorage, which will cause the patch to spall.  This is a blatant disregard for 
the long-term health of the structure to achieve a short-term goal and justifying poor 
installation and workmanship by asserting the historic commission only serves to 
stifle commerce and progress.” 
o Mr. Nichols responds that in light of the fact that 205 W. Thomas (Your Mom’s) 

was fined when the contractor destroyed the brick on each side of the rear entranceway, it is 
only fair that the Commission consider the same in this case as well.  Mrs. Shirey states that 
the business and building owner of 226 N. Cate should be present for the next meeting.  Ms. 
Solomon echoes that the City Attorney recommended that those parties be brought in to 
discuss the matter before considering a fine.  The Commission can send a letter to give notice 
and bring relevant parties to the next meeting in order to clarify the real issues.  This was not 
an aesthetic problem – it is a long-term structural problem.  Mrs. Shirey asks how in future 
cases the purview of the Commission could be extended to these types of issues as the interior 
has a structural effect on the building.  Ms. Solomon purports that Mrs. Shirey would have to 
mount that initiative independently as a citizen because the Commission is an entity that was 
created by will of the citizens and therefore the focus on the exterior comes from public 
interest.  Should Mrs. Shirey think it appropriate to extend the powers of the Commission to 
all types of structural renovations – both on the interior and exterior – this would need to be 
lobbied for and presented to City Council with the support of the community.  Mrs. Shirey 
clarifies that if this part of the project came before the Commission as an application but the 
plan was to bolt through the mortar instead of the brick, would that technically involve the 
Commission?  Ms. Solomon confirms that it would because the bolt would still come to the 
exterior and affect exterior systems.  That hypothetical situation could be discussed with the 



building owner at the next meeting.  Mr. Nichols asks about the unpainted band of brick at 
the roofline and if that will be discussed at the next meeting.  Ms. Solomon states that the 
contractor mentioned that the plan is to paint it.  Mrs. Seals inquires to next steps for this 
issue.  Ms. Solomon answers that this was brought to the Commission for next steps – does 
the Commission want to take the City Attorney’s recommendation to inform and educate all 
relevant parties at the next meeting?  Mrs. Seals wishes to confirm that there is no suggestion 
of a fine at this point.  The Commission responds that there is not. 

o Motion to notify the involved parties to discuss the issue at next meeting per the 
City Attorney’s recommendation by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote was taken 
with unanimous approval (save for Mrs. White who had to leave the meeting during the 
discussion, as noted above). 

 
● Request for Public Input 

o No Takers. 
 

● Motion to adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seale.  Vote was taken with unanimous 
approval. 
 
● Next meeting:  September 20th, 2017 

 
  



 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 
August 30th, 2017 11:00A.M. 

Hammond Building Dept. – 219 E. Robert St. 
 
 
● 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: Jessica Shirey, Howard Nichols, Marguerite Walter, and Shauna Seals 
o Absent: Ryan Faulk, Susan Seale, and Jen White 

 
● Old Business:  

● 103 S. Magnolia – Paint & Repair 
o Application presented by Jason Ragusa, property manager for the building’s owning entity, 

Seven Smith’s Company 
o This is a retroactive application.  Mr. Ragusa explains that the building exterior was painted 

and rotten window trim on the Magnolia Street elevation was replaced in-kind.  Mrs. Shirey 
asks if the Morris Street elevation has vinyl siding.  Mr. Ragusa says it is.  Mrs. Shirey 
inquires as to the paint that was used on that elevation.  Mr. Ragusa confirms that the paint 
was specifically for application on vinyl.  Mrs. Shirey asks if the same type of paint was used 
on the Magnolia elevation, which is brick.  Mr. Ragusa says no – same color, but different 
paint.  The brick was Sherwin-Williams.  Mrs. Walter asks if this is a retroactive application 
because Mr. Ragusa didn’t realize he needed to come before the Commission.  Mr. Ragusa 
affirms this.  A letter in the mail notified him after the fact because he was not aware that this 
portion of the building was in the historic district.  Mrs. Shirey states that the only issue with 
this application is that it was done after the fact.  Mrs. Walter continues that there was 
nothing inappropriate done, fortunately, and reminds Mr. Ragusa that anything on the 
exterior requires a Certificate of Appropriateness.  Mrs. Shirey offers that Mr. Ragusa can 
ask Ms. Solomon at any time if he has questions or needs to know what future projects could 
be approved administratively.  Mr. Ragusa adds that the project also replaced some brick 
molding in-kind. 

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

● 120 S. Cypress - Signage 
o Application presented by Trevor Davidge, Arms Signs 
o This is the same Envoc sign as proposed at the previous meeting, but instead of halo lighting, 

the client changed to neon.  The Commission expresses positive sentiments about this change. 
o Motion to approve the application by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote taken with 

unanimous approval. 



 
● 109 N. Cypress - Signage 

o Kim Dixon, Signs Design & More 
o The client would like to de-clutter the windows and put on new window signage.  Ms. 

Solomon asks if they’re then going to remove the interior signs as part of this process.  Mr. 
Dixon explains that it is a 100 year-old business, so he’s seeing what he can do.  The owner 
also owns the building next door (a barber shop), which Mr. Dixon manufactured a window 
sign for recently, and she liked the look.  The client’s sign for this business had been stolen 
and not replaced until now.  The graphics of the crawfish and the oysters along with the rest 
of the signage are an update.  Mrs. Shirey mentions an affinity for the screen door on the 
building.  Mr. Ryan Faulk arrives at the meeting. 

o Motion to approve the application by Mrs. Walter.  Second by Mr. Nichols.  Vote taken with 
unanimous approval – including Mr. Faulk. 

 
● Public Input:  

● Mrs. Shirey presents for the record that Ms. Solomon established a storefront survey section (in 
progress) on the Google Drive and appreciated the organization of it by block.  It will be easy to use.  
Mrs. Seals also mentions that there’s now an historic district tab on the City’s website and that Ms. 
Solomon broke down the design guidelines on the historic district site so that each section is easily 
accessible.  The iPad accessibility is discussed and general progress is well noted, the Commission 
commending Ms. Solomon for her work. 
● Discussion ensues on halo lighting as backlighting.  How can precedent be established for 
dealing with this issue?  Mr. Faulk suggests that if, in the future, it is decided that halo lighting is 
considered backlighting from there on out, there needs to be an establishment of legitimate precedent.  
Mrs. Shirey asks if that means the guidelines have to be changed.  Mr. Faulk says yes, it would have 
to go through City Council.  Mrs. Shirey thinks the process becomes tedious if updates constantly 
come through for every little thing.  The point is that halo lighting is skirting the guidelines for 
backlighting.  Mr. Faulk wonders what can be established to recall previous instances where this has 
been seen and making those instances accessible as new cases come up because it’s easy to forget 
what came before – especially in a lot of cases where the Commission had different members.  Mr. 
Faulk knows of at least one case where a previous Commission denied a halo-lit sign, but has no 
reference point for it.  Mr. Faulk refers to the guidelines and the direct definition of backlit, which is 
that “no backlit signs are allowed – a backlit sign is defined here as a sign where the light permeates 
through the face of the design.  This includes translucent awnings.”  Mr. Faulk suggests that perhaps 
the definition could just be taken out.  Mrs. Shirey mentions that this Commission has to take more 
consideration of the future because a lot of judgments are to “retrofit.” She continues that the 
Commission needs to be proactive while they are judging for individual cases instead of as a whole.  
Mr. Faulk cautions about being too specific with definitions because it leaves out intent.  Because of 
the process, does the Commission accept what it has and move on?  Mrs. Seals asks for clarification 
on the definition of backlit – is it technically incorrect?  Mr. Faulk says yes.  Mrs. Seals continues 
that the proper channels must then be navigated to have it taken out - everything else should also be 
fixed if that is the Commission’s choice.  The guidelines should be gone through with a fine-toothed 
comb to be proactive.  Mr. Faulk recommends a side document to help the Commission understand 
past decisions, which could be organized by certain categories.  It could be a good reference.  Ms. 
Solomon suggests a quarterly/bi-annual meeting where the applications from the previous months 
can be gone over to establish case studies and potential guideline changes 

 



● Motion to Adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote was taken with unanimous 
approval. 

 
 
● Next Meeting:  September 20th, 2017 
 

 
 


