
 
 

Minutes of Hammond Historic District Commission 
September 20th, 2017 11:00A.M. 

Hammond City Council Chamber- 312 East Charles 
 
● Meeting called to order by Chairman, Mr. Ryan Faulk 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, Ryan Faulk, 

and Jen White 
o Absent:  Susan Seale 
 

● Motion to approve the minutes for August 23rd & 30th, 2017 by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by Mrs. Walter. 
Vote taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● Old Business:  
● 226 N. Cate – Violation 

o Mrs. Shirey asks if notifications were sent out to relevant parties to attend this meeting.  Ms. 
Solomon confirms that both the building owner and tenant of 226 N. Cate were sent a letter 
detailing the offense on August 28th, 2017 – demolition of historic brick.  Mrs. Shirey then 
asks if there has been any response administratively to these letters to which Ms. Solomon 
answers that there has not. 

o Commissioner Susan Seale arrives. 
o Carlee Gonzales, representing the building owner of 226 N. Cate, approaches the podium for 

the discussion of the violation.  Mrs. Gonzales states that the terms of the building lease 
included the requirement that all renovations must be up to the historic district standards and 
approved by the Commission.  As the owning entity, they did not sanction nor allow what 
occurred.  Mrs. White asks if Mrs. Gonzales had contact with the tenant about this specific 
issue.  After receiving the notification of violation, Mrs. Gonzales did approach the tenant 
about the situation and the tenant laid blame the contractor who installed the shelving.  Ms. 
Solomon asks who then should receive the fine to which Mrs. Gonzales replies that she 
believes the contractor, Matt McGee, was not aware of the guidelines and restrictions of the 
district while the tenant was fully aware.  Mrs. Gonzales explains that she believes the tenant 
believes this to be an aesthetic issue even though, as the building owner, she understands this 
goes beyond the building’s appearance.  Mr. Faulk agrees that aesthetics in this case only 
played a role in bringing the issue to light.  The aesthetically-driven corrective measures then 
unfortunately exacerbated it.  Affected bricks should’ve been taken out entirely, the bolt 
recessed, and a new brick returned over it for complete cover.  However, instead the issue 
was corrected by chipping out the brick, recessing the bolt within the brick, and then 
patching with mortar.  This will spall over time, the bolt will rust, and the brick will be 
destroyed.  Mr. Faulk specifies that the current tenant will likely not see those ramifications, 



but as the building owner, Mrs. Gonzales will have to worry about it.  Mrs. Gonzales 
mentions that the tenant did reuse the hole on the southern elevation for a fence that was 
already there from a previous gate.  Mrs. Shirey specifies that the issue with all of this is that 
none of this work never came before the Commission so they have no way of knowing that.  
Mr. Faulk states that two issues have arisen from this instance: the demolition and the 
continuation of work to the exterior without prior approval from the Commission.  Mr. Faulk 
asks if the latter is subject to this fine.  Mrs. Shirey considers having the tenant re-appear for 
the work without prior approval. 

o Mr. Faulk opens up the floor for public input.  Larry Snider, Council Chair of the historic 
district Commission from St. John the Baptist Parish asks about the case at hand and how the 
Commission is dealing with it.  

o Motion to approve $1,000 demolition fine to the tenant at 226 N. Cate by Mrs. Seals.  Second 
by Mrs. White.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 

 
● New Business:  

● 219 W. Thomas - Signage 
o Kimberly Gremillion from Gulf South Signs presents the application for Vantage Health. 
o The application details an acrylic sign on the east elevation and acrylic graphics on the front 

door.  Ms. Solomon points out that the applicant was made aware that backlighting the large 
sign on the east elevation would not be permitted and therefore an update was made to the 
application where the sign will be lit from overhanging lights instead.  Mrs. Shirey confirms 
that the proposal is for placement of the sign on the aast elevation, which is not street-facing.  
Mrs. White points out that it is still traffic-facing.  Mrs. Walter asks the material of the sign.  
Mrs. Gremillion states that it’s manufactured plastic face, fastened to the building with bolts 
through the mortar on all four corners.  Mrs. Shirey asks if there have been other signs on the 
side of buildings.  Mr. Faulk confirms that there’s precedent.  Mrs. Walter mentions that 
there are some audience members in attendance that would like to comment on the sign.  Mr. 
Faulk asks the applicant to confirm that the new lighting will come from above, to which Mrs. 
Gremillion replies that if her client doesn’t need lighting per district standards, they will 
probably end up not having it at all.  However, if the client would like to light the sign, there 
will be LED strips from above.  Mrs. Shirey expresses concern for the location of the primary 
sign on the east elevation.  Mrs. Seale echoes this concern because it is not at the pedestrian 
level.  Mr. Faulk presents the case that the Columbia Theatre used to have signage on the 
side before there was a building next to it, which is covered now.  It is pointed out that the 
difference was that that and other examples were painted signs.  Other cases of this tend to 
be corner lots as well.  Mr. Faulk asks if there is a right-of-way on that side of the building 
between Vantage and the business next door, Johnny’s Conoco. 

o Kenny Kropog, co-owner of Johnny’s Conoco approaches the stand to answer that the 
Vantage building was built on the property line and therefore there is no servitude there.  Mr. 
Kropog expresses his concern that the placement of the sign might convey to Vantage clients 
that the parking for their business is the edge of the Johnny’s Conoco lot.  Johnny’s already 
has very limited parking.  Mr. Kropog also mentions that he’s not aware of precedent for that 
kind of sign placement for a building that’s not on a corner lot.  Mr. Kropog returns to his 
seat and Mr. Faulk asks if there is anyone else who would like to come to the podium for 
public input.  Connie Spivey from Vantage Health Plan approaches.  Mrs. Spivey clarifies 
that the intention for the sign placement was to meet the sightline of approaching vehicles.  
She continues that one of the obstructions for placing it on the front of the building was the 



inability to wire the backlighting in a good spot because of where the windows are placed.  
Now that backlighting is not going to be permitted, that concern is moot.  However, they 
would still prefer to place the sign on the east elevation for better visibility.  Mr. Faulk asks if 
Mrs. Spivey has considered a projecting sign.  Mrs. White mentions that it would then be the 
same angle, mounted perpendicular to traffic for best visibility.  Mrs. Shirey adds that the 
building has an awning and therefore is also eligible for a pedestrian sign.  Mrs. Spivey 
points out that because the building is set back, a pedestrian would never walk under a 
pedestrian sign.  Also, the Conoco sign hurts visibility of a projecting sign.  Mrs. Shirey 
recommends a projecting sign off of the bricks on a level above the Conoco sign.  Mrs. 
Walter states that option would even be more effective with a clear view.  Mrs. Spivey accepts 
the recommendations, especially since electricity is off the table, and will reconsider 
placement.  Mr. Faulk mentions that a projecting sign could be double-faced, therefore 
effectively doubling the amount of traffic that would see the sign, even though the street only 
goes one way. 

o Motion to approve door applique portion of application with the expectation of resubmission 
for the primary sign by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Seals.  Vote taken with unanimous 
approval. 
 

●  110 N. Cate – Signage 
o No applicant in attendance.  Application receives automatic denial. 

 
● 119 E. Thomas - Signage 

o Olaf Ross representing the business Sweet Rolls presents. 
o This application is for re-painting and lighting the existing awning, installing a projecting 

sign, and installing window graphics for a new business at 119 E. Thomas.  Ms. Solomon 
asks if there are measurements for window graphics and the windows.  Mr. Ross only has the 
initial drawings.  Mrs. Shirey notes that those details are not on the application – there are 
only pictures.  Mr. Ross explains that the awning will be painted its original maroon color 
and new lights installed, like a marquee.  The doors will be re-finished and storefront 
repainted as well. All the materials on the door are original and the contractors will refinish 
the doors down to its wood.  He also seeks to install a wood hanging sign where there exists a 
bar already and he would like to apply window graphics.  In the renderings there is new 
lighting, but it turns out that the existing bar for the hanging sign already has lighting, so 
that will be re-used with LED lights instead of incandescent.  Mrs. Shirey asks about the 
linear frontage of the building and Mr. Ross answers that it’s around 20 ft. wide.  The size of 
the hanging sign was made to be consistent with the size of the bar.  Mrs. Seale asks if the 
door to the apartments is included in establishing the linear frontage of the building.  The 
other Commissioners say it would.  Mrs. Seals asks how the Commission can come to a 
decision without actual measurements.  Mr. Faulk agrees and states that the review of the 
entire application to continue and then that issue can be discussed before a motion is made.  
For window signage, Mr. Faulk asks if the door signage will include hours and logo.  Mr. 
Ross says it will.  Looking at the proposed window signage, Mr. Faulk points out that in the 
recent guideline amendments, there is a specification discouraging exact repetition of logos 
in adjacent window panes.  The boarder on the bottom is fine and the logos look to be within 
20%, however splitting the mullion between one larger logo or just keeping one of the logos 
with its current placement is encouraged over what is being proposed.  Mr. Ross will regroup 
with his graphics team to work around that stipulation and keep it balanced.  Ms. Solomon 



reads the direct verbiage from the guidelines about the repetition of logos and suggests that 
the business name be in one window with the logo in the other, for instance.  Mr. Faulk notes 
that Bayou Booksellers alternates graphics, as an example.  Mr. Ross will have to return to 
re-apply for window signage.  If the building owner would like to move forward with 
restoring the Carrera glass, as briefly mentioned in presenting his application that will come 
before the Commission. 

o Mr. Faulk opens up the floor for public comment.  No takers. 
o Motion to approve the primary sign and lighting pending confirmation of building width, the 

awning paint and lighting, the door signage, and to approve the applied for restoration of the 
storefront by Mrs. Shirey.  Second by Mr. Faulk.  Vote taken with unanimous approval. 
 

● 106 W. Morris – Signage  
o Bridget Brooks presents the application for Shea Tyler Salon. 
o The application is for one primary sign mounted above the entrance as well as for some door 

vinyl.  Mrs. Brooks explains for the door vinyl will directly replace what already exists – the 
address, “enter”, and “exit” signage.  Mrs. Seale asks if all three street-facing doors of the 
building will considered the entrance.  Mrs. Brooks responds that only the direct entrance 
door will have primary signage.  Mrs. Shirey asks about the building frontage – on the 
application it states that the linear footage is 75, but where does that measurement begin and 
end?  It’s the entire length of the salon with three doors, directly behind Tucker Law Firm, 
but the linear footage does not count any of that building, Mrs. Brooks states.  Tucker is the 
front of the building and the salon is the back of the building.  Mrs. Shirey asks if the doors 
are separate addresses to which Mrs. Brooks responds that they are not.  Two doors are the 
salon and the third is a kitchen area for the salon.  That kitchen door is considered 104 W. 
Morris.  Mr. Faulk explains that the Commission is concerned with multi-tenant spot and the 
measurement taken of this building with that in mind.  Mrs. Brooks clarifies that while the 
two addresses of the salon are included, Tucker’s office is not included at all in measuring 
the building frontage.  Mrs. Shirey asks what happened to the trees that lined the street out 
front.  Mrs. Brooks answers that she called the City to trim the trees because the branches 
impeded the building.  Mrs. Walter would like to clarify that such drastic landscaping plans 
need to come before the historic district.  Mr. Faulk states that the sign fits within the footage 
allowance for a 75 foot length.  Mrs. White restates the concern of the two addresses in case 
a future tenant takes the second address – similar to the SuperKing Seafood issue (411 W. 
Thomas) that came before the Commission a few months ago.  Mrs. Brooks assures the 
Commission that major renovations would have to happen for that to occur.  The last 
building tenants remodeled the space in a way that 104 W. Morris could not be used as an 
independent space.  Mrs. Walter checks in on how the sign will be attached to the building.  
Ms. Solomon responds that it is to be bolted through the mortar.  Mrs. Brooks mentions that 
the lighting existed before so she will use that same lighting for this sign. 

o Mr. Faulk opens the floor for public input.  No takers. 
o Motion to approve by Mrs. Walter.  Second by Mrs. Seale.  Vote taken with unanimous 

approval. 
 

● 102 E. Thomas – Signage 
o Jennifer Lee representing the Neil Corporation for the Paris Parker Salon.  
o This application is for the installation of a barber pole.  Mrs. Lee recalls a past application 

for a barber pole that elicited concerns about the effect on the building tile. The installation 



process is now reconfigured so that the barber pole is attached to a bracket that is secured 
onto the door surround.  There will now be no drilling into the building through the glazed 
tile surface or the small mortar joints.  The electrical service will also be only through the 
wood door frame.  Lighting on the sign will be subdued and indirect.  The barber pole is an 
appropriate, historic addition and it is an identical match to historic barber poles.  Ms. 
Solomon asks about the bottom of the barber pole being in line with the bottom of the 
bracket.  The bottom of the bracket is noted to be at a certain height from the sidewalk, but 
since the barber pole is taller than the bracket, Ms. Solomon seeks to ensure that it does not 
extend lower than the bracket.  Mrs. Lee responds that she is cognizant of the 7’ height rule 
and the barber pole will be hung so that it does not go below 7’.  Mr. Faulk expresses 
appreciation that the applicant came back before the Commission and thought of an 
alternative since the original application for this barber pole was denied based on the 
mounting technique.  Mr. Nichols echoes these positive comments about the Neil 
Corporation. 

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

 
● Updates From Director: 

● Let the record show that Commissioner Jen White left at this time. 
● Re-stucco and re-paint at 100 W. Robert (a facing property) was administratively approved as in-
kind. 
● 212 S. Spruce was another missed application for exterior renovations because the property 
owners did not realize they were facing the district.  They were granted a building permit for a rear 
addition because the Building Department didn’t have them flagged in the system. 

o Mrs. Shirey requests that a scope of work is submitted and the 
Commission confirms that they should come before them. 

● Sub-grant opportunity application was submitted to host preservation commission training. 
 
● Public Input 

● Request for Public Input:  No Takers. 
 
● Motion to adjourn by Mr. Nichols.  Second by Mrs. Walter.  Vote was taken with unanimous 

approval. 
 
 

NEXT MEETING:  October 18th, 2017 
 

 
 


