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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 15, 2021 
4:00 P.M. 

 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, 2875 Sabre Street, Suite 500 

 
Members Present 
Dick Poole, Vice Chair  
Josh Canada, Lynn Hightower, Steve McNaughton, Jim Vachon 
 
Members Absent 
Damian Seitz, Brian Facemire, Mary Ann Schmidt 
 
City Council Liaison Present 
Barbara Henley 
 
City Staff Present 
Mark Reed, Carolyn Smith, Elizabeth Nowak 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Les Watson, Brian Watson, Ines Terzic 
 
 
Four board members were present at 4:00 p.m. Josh Canada communicated to Staff that he was 
stuck in traffic and would arrive approximately 25 minutes late. Mark Reed provided staff 
updates while the members waited for a quorum. 
 
Mr. Reed began with a brief update on the appeal for the denial of a COA for a Welcome Center 
Addition at Nimmo United Methodist Church. He said that the applicant had formally withdrawn 
their letter of appeal and that Staff expected that the applicant will return with some kind of 
revised application in the future. 
 
Mr. Reed gave an update on nominations to National Register of Historic Places. He reminded 
the group that the Virginia Department of Historic Resources likes to see letters of support for 
nominations from Historical Review Boards in Certified Local Governments. He said that the 
Preliminary Information Forms (PIFs) for the Cutty Sark and Blue Marlin Motels were reviewed 
by the State Review Board on December 9th and both resources were found eligible. He added 
that both were nominated under the Multiple Property Document form (MPD) that was accepted 
by National Park Service earlier this year.  
 
Mr. Reed provided an update on the design guidelines. He said that Staff presented the 
guidelines to the Planning Commission in November. He added that Staff are working on 
amendments to the Zoning Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan to accompany the guidelines. 
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He said that these amendments would also go to the Planning Commission and City Council for 
review and approval. Mr. Reed asked Councilor Henley if she had any comments or concerns 
about the guidelines. Councilor Henley said that she would see what was brought forward to City 
Council. 
 
Mr. Reed told the Board that the National Register nomination for the Woodhurst neighborhood 
is under contract. He reminded the board that the neighborhood was determined eligible at the 
September 2021 meeting of the State Review Board and that Staff hopes the nomination will go 
forward for review this coming spring. He added that 2022 should have three National Register 
nominations that go to the State Review Board: L&J Gardens in June; Seatack in September; and 
Woodhurst in December. He said that all the districts are really good candidates for it [listing] 
and that all have been determined eligible; the next step is to further make the case in the 
nomination.  
 
Mr. Reed asked if the Board had any questions. 
 
Mr. McNaughton asked whether any of these resources were candidates for local designation. 
Mr. Reed said that it would be up to those areas. He said that Staff does not typically talk about 
that [local designation] during the National Register process, though it is sometimes mentioned. 
He said that it was discussed with Woodhurst as part of the process, but that a few owners in 
opposition were concerned with restrictions. He said that it often takes a “traumatic” event such 
as three lots being purchased, and all the buildings then being demolished before areas are 
interested in local designation. He said that he did not feel any of these resources were good 
candidates. He said that he had thought Cavalier Shores might have been when it was going 
through the National Register process, but it is difficult to build consensus with 100 different 
property owners. 
 
Mr. Reed asked Lynn Hightower about progress on the gazebo at the deWitt Cottage. Mr. 
Hightower said that the foundation has been put in the ground and that things are ready to begin 
framing after Christmas. Mr. Reed confirmed with Mr. Hightower that the City was okay with 
meeting them halfway on composite materials. He added that the project was a good opportunity 
to conduct some archaeology on the site as well. He shared with the Board that a marble and 
other fill was found back from the dune line. He said that Native American artifacts were 
identified in the fill as well as eighteenth-century artifacts. 
 
 
Mr. Canada arrived at 4:20 p.m. Dick Poole called the meeting to order at 4:20 p.m. 
 
Mr. Poole asked members to review the minutes from the November 17, 2021 meeting. Steve 
McNaughton made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. The motion was seconded by 
Jim Vachon. The minutes were approved by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-10 – City of Virginia Beach – Request to 
defer review of replace windows and doors; alter rear door openings; limited masonry repair; 
construct new exterior loading dock and screening wall; install exterior mechanical equipment; 



3 
 

install new rooftop louvres; update sign plate until the January 19, 2022 HRB Meeting; Building 
1, 2401 Courthouse Road, GPIN 1494814958 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Elizabeth Nowak presented the case. She explained that the applicant has requested a deferral for 
additional time to complete drawings. She said that it seems that the issues with the loading dock 
wall and the setback have been addressed, but that the applicant needs the time to complete 
documentation to present to the HRB.  

Jim Vachon moved to defer the case. Mr. McNaughton seconded the motion. The motion to 
defer was approved by a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #20-06 – Watson Real Estate II, LLC – Request to 
amend previously approved plans for new veterinary building to construct a 12,000 square-foot 
veterinary building, site development, and wall signage; 2497 North Landing Road, GPIN 
1494811072 and 1497800978 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak presented the case. She reminded the Board that the HRB had reviewed this case last 
year. She said that at that time the applicant had requested to construct an 8,000 square-foot 
building with an expressed an intent to expand the building to the rear sometime in the future. 
Since then, the applicant has been working through the stormwater review process with the City 
and given how long that process has taken, would now like to construct a larger building. Ms. 
Nowak said that the design is relatively the same as to what had been previously approved and 
that the most major changes were related to the side elevations. As the building is proposed to 
reach deeper into the lot, changes were made to the design and layout of the side elevations. She 
added that the applicant is proposing fenced in yard areas for animals to spend time outside. Ms. 
Nowak said that the building materials were unchanged from the previous proposal and she said 
that the only change to the signage was the change from “hospital” to “clinic.”  

Ms. Nowak said that the applicant is proposing a vinyl fence. She said that generally, vinyl is an 
inappropriate material for historic and cultural districts. She said staff is recommending against 
approving a vinyl fence. She added, however, there are some existing vinyl fences in the district. 
She said that there are some vinyl fences located immediately opposite the subject site in the 
district, including a 6-foot tall vinyl fence that surrounds a residential development was approved 
by the HRB in 2011. She noted that Staff observed mildew or molding on the fence and that the 
fencing is beginning to warp. She said that the applicant is aware of Staff’s recommendation for 
a wood or metal fence and that they have information to share with the HRB this evening.  

The applicant’s representative, Les Watson, said that they were in full agreement with Staff and 
that the staff report was accurate. He said that the reason Dr. Watson was asking for vinyl was 
because it was what was recommended by the architect. He said that the architect, BDA design, 
is a veterinarian clinic specialist; they only do animal clinics and rescues. He said that Dr. 
Watson will do wood if the HRB says so but wanted to present the case and that he felt they were 
sound reasons. He said that animals will be outside and that he [Dr. Watson] wants to be a good 
neighbor. He added that Dr. Watson is a meticulous person and that there would be no mildew 
on his fence. He said that they support the recommendation from the architect, but if vinyl is not 
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consistent with the district, will use wood. He said that Dr. Watson had started with an 8,000-
square-foot building with a plan to build out an addition in the future, but that now it feels 
appropriate to ask for the whole building at one time. 

Mr. McNaughton asked Mr. Reed what type of fencing material had been approved at the Royal 
Farms site. Was it composite? That could be a good option. Mr. Reed said, yes, it was composite. 
Mr. McNaughton addressed the applicant and said that composite could work and it should be 
available. Mr. Reed added that the composite material comes in a variety of colors and could 
potentially match the building. 

Mr. Canada asked why wood would be bad for this use. Dr. Watson said that with wood fences, 
there are often cracks in the fence that dogs can see through. Mr. Poole added that wood would 
soak up urine. 

Ms. Nowak said that there is a slight grade change from North Landing Road down towards the 
rear of the parcel. Mr. Watson said yes, which is part of why the stormwater review was 
complicated. 

Mr. McNaughton said that he doesn’t know how much more porous composite fencing might be 
than vinyl fencing but would like to see the applicant investigate it as an option.  

Lynn Hightower said that Staff says vinyl should be prohibited but that the drafted guidelines 
allow for a mix of materials and vinyl is easier to clean and might be more appropriate; he added 
that the mold and mildew issue Staff pointed out is more of a maintenance concern. Mr. Poole 
said that if you don’t maintain wood it will also look like that. 

Mr. Canada said that the sample of the vinyl fencing looked nice with the faux graining. Mr. 
Watson said that it is a high-end product as far as those things go. 

Mr. Reed addressed Mr. Hightower’s question about the guidelines. He said that yes, the 
guidelines allow some flexibility of material, but they also specifically say no vinyl. There are 
allowances in the guidelines for composite materials like at the Royal Farms project. He said 
typically vinyl is very shiny and not usually that substantial. He said that composite materials are 
more substantial. Mr. McNaughton added that you won’t get the same deflection with composite 
materials as with vinyl. Mr. Reed added that vinyl cannot be patched. Dr. Watson noted that 
individual slats could be replaced. 

Mr. McNaughton made a motion for the applicant to look at composite materials. 

Mr. Reed asked for clarification of the motion and whether Mr. McNaughton was moving to 
approve the COA with the exception of the fencing and with investigation of a composite 
material. 

Mr. Watson asked whether that approval would authorize them to use vinyl if the architect says 
no to composite materials. Mr. Reed said that the HRB would want to see information about a 
composite material.  
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Mr. Watson said they would be happy to continue investigating a composite material but wanted 
to know if this would delay their applications to be heard by Planning Commission on January 
12, 2022. He said they want to avoid postponing the Planning Commission agenda. 

Carolyn Smith suggested language that would approve of a wood and/or a composite fence so 
that the applicant would not need to come back for additional approval.  

Mr. Poole said that composite gives you options on color that the vinyl does not and that the 
architect might want something other than white. Mr. Canada said he would be okay with wood 
or composite. Mr. Poole asked about delaying the case to next month. Mr. Watson said they 
would then need to postpone Planning Commission.  

Mr. Reed asked Ms. Smith if the applicant could go to Planning Commission without the fence 
approved. Ms. Smith said that it is much preferred if everything is decided before the Planning 
Commission hearing. 

Mr. Canada said wood or composite fence, then. Mr. Poole said composite would be more 
consistent with the district. Mr. Vachon said that the fence would be the last component 
developed on the site anyway. Mr. Reed said that the applicant wants to be sure they can go to 
the Planning Commission hearing on January 12th.  

Mr. Canada asked the Board members to confirm that no one wanted to approve vinyl. There 
was general consent from the table. 

Mr. Reed said that the approval could have a final fencing material component and the applicant 
would submit the selected color and image from the brochure for approval. Mr. Watson asked if 
this would keep them on the Planning Commission agenda. Ms. Smith said, yes. 

Mr. McNaughton said he would amend his motion for that and approval. 

Ms. Nowak asked for clarification on the motion and whether it included the conditions 
recommended in the staff report. Mr. McNaughton asked Ms. Nowak to read the conditions 
aloud. She did so, noting that condition one may be the one that Mr. McNaughton may want to 
amend: 

1. Installation of vinyl panel fencing shall be prohibited and instead be replaced with a 
wood privacy fence.  

2. The proportion of columns shall be 1:10, as previously conditioned.  

3. No vegetation in the open-air atrium shall be visible from the exterior ground- or 
street-level.  

4. Once construction is complete, photographs of the building elevations and site 
improvements (e.g., parking lot) shall be submitted to City of Virginia Beach HRB Staff.  

5. Contact with the HRB Staff shall be done prior to construction or installation of any 
revision to the design, location, configuration, or materials presented with this approval.  
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Mr. McNaughton asked that condition one be modified to read “with a wood or composite 
privacy fence.” 

Mr. Vachon seconded the motion. The motion to approve per the conditions in the staff report 
with an amendment to condition one was approved by a vote of 5 to 0. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-22 – Esma Terzic – Request for two wall-
mounted signs; 3157 Virginia Beach Boulevard, Suites 104 and 105, GPIN 1497057220 – 
Francis Land House Historic and Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak presented the case. She said that the applicant wishes to replace the sign face on two 
existing wall-mounted box signs on a commercial building in the Francis Land House Historic 
and Cultural District. She said that the box signs are existing and are compatible with other signs 
in the commercial center. She said that Ines Terzic was available to answer any questions. 

Mr. Poole asked whether the signs were internally illuminated. Ms. Nowak said yes. Mr. Reed 
said that the draft design guidelines allow for existing signs to be retained. He said that they 
initially did not take into account that there were existing internally-illuminated box signs in the 
district. 

Mr. McNaughton asked which sign would be affected. Mr. Poole asked whether both signs 
would have the same face. Ms. Nowak said that the applicant will be occupying two suites and 
both signs shown in the photo in the presentation would be replaced with the proposed sign face. 
Mr. Reed added that the applicant is in the process of moving from an existing location to the 
new site in this building that was previously used as a restaurant. 

Mr. Vachon said that the signs currently exist and asked to confirm that there had been a similar 
recent request for another tenant on this property. Mr. Reed said yes to both questions. 

Mr. Poole asked if there was a motion. Mr. Vachon moved to approve the application. Mr. 
Canada seconded the motion. The motion to approve was approved by a vote of 5 to 0. 

 

Nomination of Officers 
Mr. McNaughton made a motion to nominate the existing chair (Damian Seitz) and vice chair 
(Dick Poole) for the officer slate. 

 

Old Business/New Business 
There was no old business.  There was no new business. 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 4:50 p.m.    
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