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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 17, 2021 
4:00 P.M. 

Approved December 15, 2021 
 

PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, 2875 Sabre Street, Suite 500 
 
Members Present 
Damian Seitz, Chair; Dick Poole, Vice Chair  
Lynn Hightower, Steve McNaughton, Mary Ann Schmidt, Jim Vachon 
 
Members Absent 
Josh Canada, Brian Facemire 
 
City Council Liaison Present 
Barbara Henley 
 
City Staff Present 
Carolyn Smith, Elizabeth Nowak, Mark Reed 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Dan Costello, Waller Todd and Sadler; Annmarie Reiley, Cultural Affairs Office (#21-19) 
Willie Cooper, Clark Nexsen; Rick Martinec, Public Works; Trip Smith, MEB (#21-20 & #21-
21) 

 

The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m. by the chair, Damian Seitz.  

Mr. Seitz asked the members to review the minutes from the October 20, 2021 meeting. Dick 
Poole made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. The motion was seconded by Steve 
McNaughton. The minutes were approved 6 – 0. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-19 – City of Virginia Beach – Request to 
replace porch steps and make associated repairs; 3131 Virginia Beach Boulevard, GPIN 149715; 
12270000 2427255322 – Francis Land House Historic and Cultural District 

Mark Reed introduced the application to replace porch steps and make associated repairs at 3131 
Virginia Beach Boulevard. He said that the current request is related to a project previously 
reviewed by the HRB for installation of bentonite panels and an enclosure for HVAC units.  

Mr. Reed explained that brick steps at the front of the Francis Land House were installed 
sometime in the 1930s and were later repaired or replaced sometime in the 1950s with another 
set of brick steps. The 1950sbrick steps were replaced with wooden steps around 2012 or 2013. 
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Mr. Reed added that the rear brick steps replaced original wooden steps in the 1940s or 1950s. 
The rear stairs lead to a 1920s porch that had its east section enclosed in the 1940s. Mr. Reed 
said that the porch enclosure likely coincided with construction of the basement below this area 
and that the stairs predate the small addition to the east of the steps.  

Mr. Reed said that the applicant is looking to remove the brick stairs and replace them with a set 
of wood stairs similar to those recently installed on the front of the building. This work would 
also include repair and replacement of siding that the current stairs abut. Mr. Reed added that 
repairs to the brick wall would occur as well. He explained that the applicant was unsure if the 
stairs currently tie into the foundation wall, but that it does appear that old bricks and a hard 
mortar were used when the stairs were constructed and that is what is now causing spalling and 
other damage. Mr. Reed said the major problem is moisture and that removal of the steps will 
also allow extension of the bentonite paneling along this part of the wall to aid in waterproofing 
the building. He said that issues with the steps are likely forcing moisture into the basement wall. 
Mr. Reed explained that the replacement wood stairs would be free-standing and made of 
cypress wood; they would also introduce a landing rather than the current condition of the door 
immediately opening onto the top step. Additionally, bentonite paneling would be applied to the 
foundation wall. 

He said that Staff is recommending approval of the COA by the HRB for the proposed alteration. 

Dick Poole asked if the applicant was moving the door over. Mr. Reed said no.  

Dan Costello added that the new stairs would be slightly more narrow than the existing. 

Mr. Poole asked what would occur with the siding. Mr. Reed said the applicant intends to replace 
the siding affected by the stair removal. Mr. Costello echoed Mr. Reed. He then added that with 
the stairs gone, they will be able to further waterproof the foundation. He explained that inside 
the basement, they have removed dry wall and have found nothing more than beadboard and 
roofing felt.  

Mr. Poole asked if the siding would painted be lap siding and that the steps would need to be 
offset from the wall to maintain the lap siding. Mr. Costello said yes, the wall would remain lap 
siding and that space for maintenance would be present. 

Mr. Seitz asked about the proposed material for the railing. Mr. Costello said they proposed an 
aluminum handrail. Mr. Seitz asked if the guard rail will be all wood. Mr. Costello said yes, to 
match the front steps. Mr. Seitz asked whether wood could be used for the handrail. Mr. Costello 
said that a wooden handrail used on the front steps had failed. Mr. Reed added that this is a 
rarely used set of stairs. Mr. Seitz, Mr. Poole, and Steve McNaughton all indicated they would 
prefer the new stairs not to have a handrail. Annmarie Reiley asked whether this stair did not 
need to meet ADA standards. Mr. Costello indicated he believed these specific stairs did not.  

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to approve the COA application with a condition there would 
be no handrail. Mr. Poole seconded the motion. Discussion of the motion followed. 
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Mr. Reed asked for clarification from Mr. McNaughton if there would be no handrailing or 
whether the proposed aluminum handrailing would be replaced with another. Mr. Poole said 
there will be a wood guard rail and just to remove the aluminum handrail.  

Mr. Costello said he would be fine with removing the handrailing and asked whether the guard 
rail should be made handrail height (36-inches in height instead of 42-inches). Mr. Seitz said he 
did not want to introduce any safety issues and that a non-aluminum handrailing would be fine. 
Mr. Costello said they could use cypress or other similarly long-lasting material. Mr. Seitz 
indicated he was okay with letting the architects determine a material that would complement the 
historic nature of the property. 

Ms. Reiley asked if the aluminum handrail was painted, would one know it was aluminum? She 
asked whether any guidelines discussed that material. She asked whether it was similar to 
wrought iron, which may have been in use at the same time this property was constructed. Mr. 
Seitz said that wrought iron rails would have different dimensions and would likely not have 
been used on this property. Mr. Reed added that during this period, metal handrails were not 
used and that generally handrails were not used. Mr. Costello agreed, noting that neither the 
Lynnhaven House nor the Thoroughgood House have handrails. 

Mr. Seitz said a handrail that was appropriate to the property would be fine; he reiterated he did 
not want to create unsafe conditions. Mr. McNaughton said that there are often issues with wood 
handrails. Mr. Costello said that it was going to be several months before the project was at the 
point when the handrail would be installed, so he would be comfortable coming back to ask 
about the handrail later. Mr. Reed said that the conditions on this side of the building as opposed 
to the north elevation were very different; this elevation receives more sun, has a gutter, and 
cypress has better resistance to rot than white oak.  

Mr. McNaughton revised his motion to omit handrails from the approval and that the applicant 
will submit a revised handrail at a later date. Mr. Poole seconded the motion. There was no 
additional discussion. The HRB voted 6-0 to issue the COA.  

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-21 – City of Virginia Beach – Request to 
replace windows and doors; alter openings in south and east elevations; construct new basement 
windows in north and south elevations; removal and reconstruction of service driveway wall; 
install exterior building mechanical equipment; update sign plate – Building 11, 2509 Princess 
Anne Road, GPIN 1494826658 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Elizabeth Nowak indicated that there was a slight change to the agenda and that item #21-21 
would be heard prior to #21-20 this evening.  Prior to the applicant addressing the HRB, Mr. 
Seitz had the following statement read into the minutes: 
 

Pursuant to the Virginia Conflict of Interests Act, Sections 2.2-3115(F), Code of Virginia, 
I make the following declarations: 
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1. I am executing this written disclosure regarding the Historical Review Board’s 
discussion and vote on the application of the City of Virginia Beach for a 
certificate of appropriateness for Municipal Center Complex Buildings 1 and 11, 
which is located at 2405 Courthouse Drive, Virginia Beach, VA 23456. 

 
2. Clark Nexsen is one of the applicant’s service providers with respect to this 

application. 
 

3. I am an employee of Clark Nexsen, and its address is 4525 Main Street, Suite 
1400, Virginia Beach, Virginia 23462. 

 
4. I will abstain from participating in the Board’s consideration of this application.      

 
I respectfully request that you record this declaration in the official records of the 
Historical Review Board. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

 
He indicated he would be abstaining for both remaining applications items, #21-21 and #21-20. 
Mr.Seitz then indicated Mr. Poole would act as chair for these items. 

Ms. Nowak presented the application for partial exterior renovations of Building 11. She said 
that the request was related to a larger renovation of the building and the Municipal Center to 
accommodate a change in municipal tenants in the building.  

Ms. Nowak began by explaining that Building 11 was completed in 1975 and is identified as a 
non-contributing resource in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and Virginia 
Landmarks Register district for the area. She noted that the building’s exclusion from the 
nomination was due to the building’s age at that time and that it is Staff’s opinion that the 
building could be eligible now, especially as it has had no major alterations to its overall form, 
and it has a high integrity of materials. She then walked through the proposed exterior changes to 
Building 11.  

Ms. Nowak explained that the project included repair or replacement of wood paneling around 
windows and doors. She said that windows throughout the building would also be replaced. Ms. 
Nowak said that the windows, as far as can be determined, are all original wood windows and 
have single pane glass. She said that Public Works has repaired these windows multiple times 
over the years and that they have reached the end of their serviceable life. She added the 
applicant intends to replace these windows with aluminum-clad wood windows similar to those 
that have been approved elsewhere in the Municipal Center. She also noted that the existing sign 
plate for Building 11 would be updated to reflect the new tenants of the building but that 
otherwise the sign would remain the same. 

Ms. Nowak then explained that some site alterations would occur as part of this project, 
including removal of some landscape berms on the north and south elevations. She explained 
that the basement of the building was being converted to office space and windows were 
proposed to be added for this space. She noted that basement windows on the rear of the building 
were initially proposed as shown on the slide but that in conversing with the applicant, some 
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other configurations were proposed. She said Staff had concerns about how the initial 
fenestration deviated from the regular and symmetrical order of the building, which is one of its 
character-defining features. She indicated that the applicant’s preferred option is Option 4, as 
shown in the staff report. She noted that the proposed windows on the front of the building 
followed the same regular fenestration pattern and that staff was supportive of this. 

Ms. Nowak said that removing the landscape berm and introduction of the windows would 
require a new brick veneer to be applied to the building. She explained that the exterior walls of 
Building 11 have varying widths because the foundation is a combination of poured concrete and 
CMU block, which are wider than the upper brick portion of the wall. She said that as far as is 
known, there is no brick behind the existing berms, only concrete and concrete block. The 
creation of new windows would require new brick veneer; as proposed, this would introduce a 
second water table. She said that Staff was not supportive of this design feature as it was not 
something typically seen and could introduce issues later as the second water table was proposed 
to run through the new window openings. She added that comments shared by Board members in 
attendance at a recent site visit expressed similar concerns. 

Lastly, Ms. Nowak explained alterations to the east elevation of Building 11. She said that an 
existing radial wall would be removed and reconstructed with a wider turn diameter and that 
existing openings in the wall would be altered for a new overhead coiled door. She added that an 
existing pine tree would be removed. Ms. Nowak said that Staff was recommending approval of 
the request with conditions as shown in the staff report. She said that Willie Cooper from Clark 
Nexsen, Rick Martinec from Public Works, and Trip Smith from MEB were present to answer 
questions about the project scope. 

Mr. Poole asked how the applicant intended to resolve the cavity issue for venting the foundation 
wall. Mr. Cooper said that the wall currently is not vented and that the cast-in-place concrete is 
being used as the waterproofing for the building; where possible, they intend to improve this but 
adding brick veneer will not affect any venting. 

Mr. McNaughton indicated he had been part of the discussion at the site visit to use a single 
water table. He asked whether there would be any issues. Mr. Cooper said it would not be a 
technical issue; they would just need to use more brick than they had originally planned. 

Ms. Nowak brought the Board’s attention to proposed Condition 2 in the staff report and asked 
for the Board Members’ direction on whether wood or the proposed FRP material would be 
acceptable. Mr. McNaughton asked whether the FRP would compromise the eligibility of the 
building and asked whether it could be removed later. Ms. Nowak said it would depend on the 
extent of the amount replaced; she said that there had not yet been an inventory of how much of 
the paneling would need to be replaced. Mr. Reed said that there is some flexibility of change as 
it is expected that openings like doors and windows will have been replaced. Mr. Cooper said 
that the FRP could match the profile and detailing exactly and could even be cast off the existing 
material. 



6 
 

Mr. McNaughton asked what the proposed replacement doors would be. Mr. Cooper said wood-
clad aluminum. Mr. McNaughton asked what the existing doors were. Mr. Cooper and Mr. Smith 
said painted wood. 

Mr. Cooper said that they could use wood or FRP for the paneling. Mr. Smith said that FRP is a 
preferred material for new construction and for this project for ease of maintenance. Mr. 
McNaughton asked whether the doors were going to be a maintenance issue as well. He asked if 
FRP doors were available. Mr. Cooper said they could look at another product. Mr. Smith said 
that yes, FRP doors do exist. 

Mr. McNaughton asked whether the aluminum-clad doors are prefinished. Mr. Smith and Mr. 
Cooper said yes. Mr. McNaughton confirmed if they come in Courthouse Beige. Mr. Smith said 
yes.  

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to issue the COA with the conditions as noted in the staff report 
with a modification to condition #2 to allow FRP and identifying Option 4 as shown in the staff 
report as the preferred option for the rear basement windows. Jim Vachon seconded the motion. 
Mr. McNaughton clarified he was comfortable with the FRP because it could be removed and 
replaced with wood in the future. The HRB voted 5-0 to issue the COA with Mr. Seitz 
abstaining. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-20 – City of Virginia Beach – Request to 
replace windows and doors; alter rear door openings; limited masonry repair; construct new 
exterior loading dock and screening wall; install exterior mechanical equipment; install new 
rooftop louvres; update sign plate – Building 1, 2401 Courthouse Road, GPIN 1494814958 – 
Courthouse Historic and Cultural District  

Ms. Nowak began by explaining that Staff received comments from the Zoning Division late 
Tuesday that the proposed loading dock screening wall appears to be within a required setback. 
She said that Staff and the applicant need additional time to investigate the setback issue and 
confirm whether a variance might be required. She said that there are some if-then scenarios that 
might come into play and so Staff’s recommendation was to defer the application to the 
December 2021 HRB meeting.  

Mr. McNaughton asked whether a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) would be 
needed. Ms. Nowak said possibly depending on what solutions might be available. She said there 
are some site and use constraints associated with the loading dock that affect its size and 
location. Mr. McNaughton then asked whether the BZA process or the HRB process would go 
first. Ms. Nowak asked Carolyn Smith to confirm which process would be needed first. Ms. 
Smith said that the HRB approval would be needed first. Ms. Nowak then presented the 
application for partial exterior renovations to Building 1. 

Ms. Nowak said that the renovation to Building 1 was similar in some respects to Building 11, 
though it will have fewer exterior alterations. She explained that Building 1, unlike Building 11, 
is a contributing resource in the NRHP historic district. 
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Like Building 11, doors are proposed to be replaced in Building 1, as well as repair or 
replacement of paneling, and updates to the building’s sign. She also said that the applicant had 
initially proposed to replace all the windows in Building 1. She said that Public Works helped to 
identify that the current windows in Building 1 are replacement windows that are 10 years old, 
and that Staff felt replacement of these may be unnecessarily invasive to the building. She said 
that Staff had spoken with the applicant, who had indicated they were open to investigating 
whether the current windows will meet the performance needs of the renovation project. 

Ms. Nowak said that the more impactful part of this project is a loading dock and screening wall 
that is proposed on the east elevation of the building. She explained that this is the most logical 
location for the loading dock area as the other elevations either face other buildings, do not have 
sufficient space for access, or are primary to the building’s design. She said that an existing 
landscape berm on the east elevation would be partially removed as part of the construction and 
some site alterations would occur as well. She also showed some examples of other screening 
walls from the Municipal Center to show how this wall fits with similar structures on the 
campus. She closed by saying given the issues with the setback for the wall, Staff was 
recommending deferral to the December HRB meeting. 

Mr. Poole said that at the site visit the week before he had suggested simplifying the wall to 
having a single pilaster. He also said that he had recommended not using precast concrete or 
stone cap on the wall. Mr. McNaughton asked if the cap would have a curved brick. Mr. Cooper 
said that they were open to having a brick cap. 

Mr. McNaughton asked what information is known about the existing replacement windows and 
how are we proceeding with an analysis. Mr. Cooper said they are looking at performance; they 
want to be sure the new HVAC is not overloaded. Mr. Reed said that Public Works does not 
want to make a large investment in the renovation and then have these windows fail in a few 
years. He said that it is important to balance the historic needs and modern performance needs. 
He added that the first windows lasted 40 years and these current windows are only 10 years old. 

Mr. Martinec said that the cost of new windows was already included in the contract and so 
Public Works would receive a credit back if we do not move forward with replacing these 
windows, but that he does not want to overload the HVAC and that the ratings are appropriate.  

Mr. Poole asked if the original design documentation took into account new windows. Mr. Smith 
said that, yes, they did. He said that in working on Building 2, a significant part of the thermal 
code was met with new windows and the RFP addressed the HVAC. He said that there was 
concern that not including new windows in the design documentation for Building 1 would rock 
the boat. 

Mr. Cooper said that the new windows would be Pella Traditional which has similar 
performance to Andersen Windows. Mr. McNaughton and Mr. Smith agreed that Andersen 
Windows and Pella Traditional Windows have very close performance.  

Mr. McNaughton said that while he said that he agreed with Staff’s recommendation for a 
deferral, he wanted to offer some comments for the applicant to revise the proposal. He 
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summarized comments shared earlier in the discussion and advised the applicant to simplify the 
pilasters to a single pilaster instead of a double and use no precast caps for the brick wall.  

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to defer the application to the December 15, 2021 HRB 
meeting. Mr. Vachon seconded the motion. Mr. Cooper said that this project has had some 
complicated issues and thanked Staff for being clear and helpful. The HRB voted 5-0 to defer the 
COA with Mr. Seitz abstaining. 

 

Staff Updates  
 
Design Guidelines  
Staff pass out printed copies of the Design Guidelines to present HRB members and Councilor 
Henley. Mr. Reed said we are in the homestretch for the design guidelines. He said that he 
presented them to the Planning Commission and that they seemed okay with them. He said that 
the guidelines will go back to Planning Commission in January, along with revisions to amend 
the Comprehensive Plan and to amend the Zoning Ordinance so that both documents reference 
the Design Guidelines. He said staff was hoping for a recommendation of approval and then 
going to City Council. He said Staff would brief City Council and return with a resolution to 
adopt the Design Guidelines by reference and make amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. 

Mr. Reed said that he thinks the Design Guidelines turned out really well and that they will be a 
good reference book for Staff’s recommendations and for the HRB to review applications. Most 
importantly, he said, property owners can also refer to them. 

Mr. Poole agreed and said that they could even have the book at meetings. Mr. Reed said the 
Design Guidelines will be available online as well. Mr. McNaughton asked if when an applicant 
goes to the online application if the Design Guidelines would be right there. 

Mr. Reed said, yes, in a box with related documents. He said that you can even print out 
appropriate pages. He also said that there are two PDF files: one for the print copy and one for a 
digital copy. 

Ms. Nowak asked whether the digital copy has live links. Mr. Reed said yes, and that Staff was 
hoping to complete the adoption process by March (2022). 

Mr. Seitz asked if there was any danger in referencing the Design Guidelines now. Mr. Reed said 
no. Mr. Seitz said it seemed no different than information online. Mr. Reed said that an appeal of 
a denial could potentially reference that the guidelines had not been adopted, but that scenario 
will only be for a few months. Ms. Nowak said that the Design Guidelines also align with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Mr. Reed said yes, which is why we worked with the 
contractor as we did. 

Nimmo Church Appeal 
Mr. Reed said that the appeal is scheduled for the December 7th City Council hearing. He said 
that Staff provides City Council with a glimpse of upcoming cases and that staff will present at 
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the Glimpse Meeting on November 23rd. He said that the Historic Preservation Commission 
(HPC) was writing a letter providing support to the HRB’s decision of the denial.  

Mr. Seitz asked whether the HRB should also send a letter. Mr. Reed said no, the Board’s action 
stood for itself. 

Mary Ann Schmidt asked if there was a Nimmo Church District and they are supposed to follow 
the guidelines and they do not, why was there an appeal? She said she does not understand the 
appeal. Mr. Reed said that they are just appealing the HRB’s decision. Mrs. Schmidt said that 
this is the building committee and that the congregation hasn’t seen it. 

Mr. Reed said that he received calls from the Chair of Trustees who said she had not known 
about the appeal. He said that there had been a Trustees’ meeting on Monday evening 
(11/15/2021) and that on Tuesday, they had told Mr. Reed that they were moving forward with 
the appeal. He added that Staff had received the notice of appeal on Nimmo Church letterhead 
and that it was signed by the applicant for the COA and the disclosure statement had been signed 
by a Trustee. He said there was no reason for Staff to believe the request was not legitimate.  

Mr. McNaughton asked if the appeal was made to City Council. Mr. Reed said yes, the appeal is 
made to City Council and will be heard on December 7th. He said that it was in the process of 
being advertised.  

Ms. Schmidt asked if Planning Commission submits comments of the denial letter to City 
Council. Mr. Reed said that City Council will have a copy of the minutes, the Staff Report, and 
other documentation. He said that they receive their packet on December 3rd and that the public 
may speak on the appeal. 

Historic Preservation Strategic Plan 
Mr. Reed said that we are trying to complete the strategic plan. He said that the project was a 
little sidelined for the Design Guidelines, but that Staff and the consultant are working on the 
final revision. He said Staff was not happy with all parts of the most recent draft and have 
provided additional comments and comments from the HPC. He said that he had a meeting 
earlier this week with the Department of Historic Resources (DHR) and the consultant. He said 
that the Strategic Plan would go through the same adoption process as the Design Guidelines 
with Planning Commission and City Council review. He said he was providing this update as the 
plan does touch on the HRB’s purview. 

Preliminary Information Forms 
Mr. Reed gave a brief update on some preliminary information forms (PIFs) that Staff has been 
working on. He said that PIFs are the first step in a two-step process for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. He said that there are two PIFs that are expected to be on the 
December 9th agenda for the State Review Board—one for the Cutty Sark and one for the Blue 
Marlin.  

He said that Cutty Sark is a stronger candidate for listing and said that the motel retains its same 
appliances. He said that the Blue Marlin has changed a little and will be a good test case for us 
for the multiple property document (MPD). He said that it is more borderline but if it is 



10 
 

determined eligible, we will move ahead with nominations. He said that closer to when a 
nomination would be forwarded to the National Park Service, DHR would be asking the HRB for 
a letter of support for their nomination. He noted that for Certified Local Governments, there is a 
general expectation that boards will provide letters of support. He said Staff would keep the HRB 
updated and said that the owner of the Cutty Sark might be interested in learning about the 
Historic & Cultural District overlay, but that Staff would have that conversation in the spring. 

Mr. McNaughton asked if the current owner of Cutty Sark was the original owner. Mr. Reed said 
no, they are the third owner, but that they had owned the property since the 1970s. He said that 
the first owner was the builder who had retired from the construction business and decided to 
build a motel. It was initially called the Crest Kitchenette and he decided to sell after 10 years. 
The second owner had it on the market for a few years before the Koch family purchased it. Mr. 
Reed explained that Mr. Koch was a jet mechanic officer for 20 years and took on a lot of the 
building maintenance and that Mrs. Koch had been running motels at the Oceanfront for a while. 
They operated the motel seasonally from 1977 to the 2000s. He said the Kochs would close the 
motel in the fall and reopen in the spring and that, though they were the third owners, they had 
the longest tenure. He said Mrs. Koch did not want to change anything and that the Kochs even 
looked for vintage hotels and motels to stay in when they traveled. He said it was a great 
property and that the Kochs also owned several old cottages across 37th Street that they also 
rented out. 

Mr. McNaughton asked if the architect, Alderman also designed the Jefferson Manor Motel. 

Mr. Reed said yes, and that we think that the Jefferson Manor, the Cutty Sark, and the Blue 
Marlin are his surviving designs. He said that the Blue Marlin was more vernacular/traditional 
for that period. He said that the Blue Marlin had an interesting story too. He said that part of the 
motel had initially been Dr. Anderson’s dental office and that they had constructed the motel to 
help pay for their children’s college. He said an addition to add a second story occurred in the 
late 1970s and that he is unsure who might have designed it. He said the Andersons lived at the 
motel during the season and lived in a house in Birdneck on Cardinal Road in the off-season. Mr. 
Reed said that these motels are part of a period of small independent motel owners before chain 
motels came to the area. He said the first chain on the Oceanfront opened in 1970. 

Board members thanked Mr. Reed for the updates on the PIFs. 

There being no additional business, the meeting was adjourned at 5:20 PM. 
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