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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 19, 2022 
4:00 P.M. 

 
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 Staff Present 
Mark Reed, Elizabeth Nowak (attended via Webex) 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Ann Marie Reiley-Ray, Willie Cooper, Richard Martinec 
 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by the Chair, Damian Seitz. 

Mr. Seitz called the roll for attendance.  

Election of Officers 
Mr. Seitz introduced the election of officers for 2022. He said that at the December 2021 HRB 
meeting, Steve McNaughton made a motion to approve the slate of officers as presented: the 
slate consisting of the current Chair (Damian Seitz) and Vice Chair (Dick Poole) to be reelected 
to their respective positions. Jim Vachon seconded Mr. McNaughton’s motion. The slate of 
officers was approved by a vote of 6 to 0.   

Mr. Seitz asked the members to review the minutes from the December 15, 2022 meeting. Dick 
Poole made a motion to approve the minutes as presented. The motion was seconded by Steve 
McNaughton. The minutes were approved 6 to 0. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-2 – Francis Land House – Request to retain 
uncovered bead board on the rear porch; 3131 Virginia Beach Boulevard, GPIN 
14971512270000 – Francis Land House Historic and Cultural District 

Mark Reed presented the case. He said that the on-going renovation work at the Francis Land 
House tends to uncover new discoveries but that the one being presented this evening is a good 
one. In repairing the rear 1920s-era porch, bead board was discovered beneath lap board siding. 
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The applicant is requesting to retain the bead board as opposed to reinstalling the lap board. Mr. 
Reed said that the bead board used as cladding on the porch matches the bead board on the 
ceiling and in the soffits. Bead board, he said, was not typically used as exterior cladding, but it 
appears to have been used so in this case. An area of the porch that abuts a 1950s addition that 
has the same lapboard siding as on the porch was also found to have the bead board, indicating 
the bead board predates the 1950s addition. Mr. Reed said that if the bead board may be original 
or at the very least it is an earlier treatment of the porch. He said that Staff is recommending 
approval of the request. 

Mr. Poole asked whether a detail in the Staff Report showed the end grain of the bead board was 
to be covered. Mr. Reed said that yes, that would be so. He added that the end grains were likely 
covered as bead board is not typically a good exterior cladding. 

Mr. Poole said the top sill is flush with the siding to protect the end grain. Mr. McNaughton 
asked for clarification that a 1”x2” board was sitting on top of the end grain. Mr. Reed said yes, 
he thinks it is. Ann Marie Reilly said she had additional photos on her phone.  

Mr. McNaughton asked if the bead board had been rotting or if it was in good shape. Mr. Reed 
said that there had been some damage to the bead board on the west wall and that there was some 
moisture in the deck boards and ceilings. He added that even assuming the bead board was not 
original, it predated the 1950s. He said bead board was commonly used between the 1880s and 
1940s, which would make this application at least 80 years old. The suggestion was that the 
condition of the bead board was in good shape for its age.  

Mr. Reed also noted that in a 1940s historic photo of the rear of the Francis Land House it is 
unclear what cladding was used on the rear porch. He said that Ms. Reilly and her staff are still 
looking for other historical photographs of the Francis Land House and said there might be more 
information regarding the porch in those pictures. 

Mr. Poole asked if there was no weather barrier between the bead board and the lap siding that 
had been installed over it. Mr. Seitz agreed with Mr. Poole and added that protecting the end 
grain would be important. 

Ms. Reilly asked why the end grain needed to be protected. Mr. McNaughton explained that that 
part of wood elements is the most prone to damage and to absorbing moisture. He said that the 
bead board would perform better with a cap. 

Mr. Poole asked if the Knox Box would be reinstalled in the same spot on the porch exterior 
wall. Ms. Reilly said that no, it would not be. A temporary location has been found for the box 
and the plan is to move the permanent box to a free standing pole if possible. Mr. Reed said that 
a freestanding installation would be better. Ms. Reilly said that she had talked with the Fire 
Marshall about not installing the Knox Box on the building and while they typically prefer the 
Knox Box to be installed on the building, they can make exceptions for historical buildings. 

Mr. Seitz asked about the conditions recommended in the Staff Report, specifically the two 
noting when to contact the HRB and HBR Staff about unexpected repairs and altering the scope 
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of work. Mr. Reed said that Elizabeth Nowak will be including these as typical conditions 
moving forward for all Certificates of Appropriateness.  

Mr. Reed asked if the cap for the end grain would need to come back to the HRB. Mr. Poole 
stated that no, he did not think that the cap for the end grain would need to come back for review. 

Mr. Poole made a motion to approve per Staff’s recommendation. Mr. McNaughton seconded. 
There was no additional discussion. The motion was approved by a vote of 6 to 0.  

Before moving to the next agenda item, Mr. Reed provided a brief update on the previously 
approved work to repair the rear porch stairs. He said that when the brick steps were removed, a 
hunk of concrete was found behind the stairs. Additionally, a brick wall was found on the 1950s 
addition behind the steps. He said that the brick wall on the 1950s addition is planned to be 
removed and reframed with traditional wood framing. He added that Staff approves of a match 
for brick on the rear of the building. Upon seeing a photograph, the HRB voiced general support 
for the selected brick. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-20 – Building 1 – 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 louvers in dormer windows; 
update sign plate; and associated site improvements and landscaping; Building 1, 2401 
Courthouse Road, GPIN 14948149580000 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Prior to discussion of the case, Mr. Seitz recused himself from the meeting and had the following 
statement included in the record: 

 Pursuant to the Virginia Conflict of Interests Act, Sections 2.2-3115(F), Code of 
Virginia, I make the following declarations: 

 
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. 
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He indicated he would be abstaining for both remaining applications items, #21-20 and #22-02. 
Mr. Seitz then indicated Mr. Poole would act as Chair for these items. 

 

Ms. Nowak presented the case. She began by explaining this case had initially come before the 
HRB in November 2021 but that the applicant had requested deferrals in order to address some 
zoning set back issues and research more about the existing conditions of Building 1.  

Ms. Nowak said that the request was for exterior alterations to Building 1 that would accompany 
interior renovations as the building transitions from use as City Hall to accommodate new City 
offices. She summarized the scope of work, which includes replacement of some dormer 
windows to louvers, replacement of all windows in the building, alteration of some exterior 
doors, construction of a loading dock on the east elevation, associated masonry repair, update to 
building signage, installation of generator, and general associated site improvements and 
landscaping.  

The request to install louvers in dormer windows was new to the scope of work and had not 
previously been presented. Ms. Nowak said that the applicant had initially planned to install 
roof-mounted intake and venting systems for a new HVAC system. Upon further investigation of 
the existing utility space on the third floor and additional calculations, the applicant found that 
several more roof-mounted units would be required to meet performance parameters. The 
applicant proposes to remove existing windows in dormers in Building 1 and replace them with 
intake/venting louvers to avoid the penetrations of the roof the roof-mounted equipment would 
have. She said Staff is supportive of the change in the scope, especially as no historic windows 
remain in the dormers and this approach allows windows to be reinstalled in the future. She 
added the applicant has agreed to install a false louver in one of the dormers on the east elevation 
to maintain symmetry. She also added that there is precedence in the Municipal Center for 
louvers in dormer windows; she identified Building 2 as a nearby example. 

Ms. Nowak reviewed the changes to the proposed loading dock design. She said that the 
applicant reduced the overall depth and height of the loading dock area to move the wall and area 
out of the side yard setback and to bring the height of the wall into conformance with 
development standards in the Zoning Ordinance. She said that this had been achieved by 
redesigning the space for smaller vehicles than the initial drawings had planned to accommodate. 
She described the proposed plantings that will soften and help screen the loading dock and the 
whole-building generator. She said the applicant is proposing a mixture of ground cover and 
dwarf magnolia trees around the edge of the loading area. 

Ms. Nowak said that aside from these two changes, the remainder of the request is unchanged. 
She said that Staff had initially been unsupportive of the request to replace all windows in 
Building 1, but an analysis provided by the applicant demonstrates that no historic windows will 
be affected; that the existing windows are approaching their mid-life; and it seems logical to 
replace these windows alongside the extensive renovations. She concluded by saying there will 
be an update to the sign plate for the building. 
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Mr. Poole asked whether the proposed solid gate was similar to other rolling gates in the 
Municipal Center. Mr. Reed said that Building 10 and Building 2 had similar gates, but they 
were open in style. Willie Cooper said that at Building 2 where there was an open style gate, you 
cannot look directly into the loading area from where the gate is located. He said that you can see 
directly into the loading area at Building 1 and that was why they were proposing a solid fence.  

Mr. McNaughton said that he agrees with Staff that all three windows on the east elevation 
should be louvered to retain symmetry on that side of the building. 

Mr. Cooper said he would like to address the elephant in the room and that for life and safety 
issues, the building generator would have to be the yellow depicted in the rendering. Mr. 
McNaughton asked whether it could be painted with a brick pattern. Ric Martinec said that it 
could not. Mr. Cooper reiterated that it was a safety guideline they had to meet with the color.  

Mr. Martinec explained that the height of the generator was in part driven by the fact that the 
generator had to be installed above the base flood elevation and that there is a fuel tank that will 
be located under the generator. The combination of these two requirements is what makes the 
generator sit up so tall. Mr. McNaughton asked whether the tank will house diesel. Mr. Martinec 
said yes as natural gas supply can be interrupted and that the City requires diesel be used for 
backup power supplies such as this. 

Mr. Poole asked whether the trees proposed to screen the loading dock wall are deciduous. Mr. 
Reed said no, magnolias are ever green. Mary Ann Schmidt added that this variety is a pretty 
type of magnolia.  

Mr. McNaughton asked what scope of work would be included in the COA. Ms. Nowak 
explained that all the proposed exterior alterations would be included this evening: the wholesale 
replacement of windows, the replacement of some dormer windows with louvers, the 
construction of the loading dock and associated site improvements, and the update to the sign for 
Building 1. 

Mr. McNaughton asked whether the project still needed a variance from the Board of Zoning 
Appeals. Ms. Nowak said that as the applicant had been able to reduce the size of the loading 
area, loading dock wall, and had been able to set back the loading area outside of the required 
side yard setback, no, no variance would be needed with this proposed design. 

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to approve the request according to the nine conditions 
included in the staff report. He then confirmed that this would include the third louver on the east 
elevation. Ms. Nowak said yes, it would. Mr. Vachon seconded the motion. There was no further 
discussion. The motion was passed by a vote of 5 to 0. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-1 – Building 2 – Request to alter window 
openings; 2405 Courthouse Drive, GPIN 14948149580000 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural 
District 
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Ms. Nowak presented the case. She said, similar to Building 1, Building 2 had been undergoing 
interior and exterior renovations to convert the building for use by Internet Technologies and the 
Police Department. She said that the HRB had reviewed and approved a COA for some exterior 
alterations in spring 2020. In early November, HRB Staff became aware that some window 
openings on the northwest corner of Building 2 had been enlarged. When contacted by Staff, the 
applicant explained the openings had been altered to accommodate the installation of equipment 
for the new building and to facilitate interior construction. Ms. Nowak noted that the applicant 
had saved the brick removed from the exterior wall and that they had planned to reuse those 
bricks when the openings were closed. 

Ms. Nowak said that as alteration of openings had not been included in the original scope of 
work, the applicant was now seeking a COA after the fact. She noted that Staff included an 
expiration date for the COA to ensure that the openings were returned to their original size and 
that Staff recommended approval.  

Mr. Poole asked what equipment was coming into the building. Mr. Cooper said that large 
computer racks were being brought into the building. He added that when these racks were to be 
installed, elevators in the building would not be running and that they are too large and heavy to 
be maneuvered through the building’s stairwells.  

Mr. Reed said that Staff had asked the applicant, who is also working on other renovation 
projects in the Municipal Center, whether this type of opening alteration would be required in 
other buildings. The applicant had said that none of the other projects they were working on 
would require this kind of alteration to accommodate work in the buildings. 

Mr. Vachon moved to approve the request per the recommendations in the Staff Report. Lynn 
Hightower seconded the motion. There was no additional discussion. The motion was approved 
by a vote of 5 to 0. 

Following the action by the HRB, Mr. Seitz asked how the computer racks could be taken out of 
the building. Mr. Cooper said that in the future, elevators in the building could be used. He added 
that the project team thought that enlarging the windows was a means and methods issue but that 
they were well aware now that this type of activity would require consultation and possible 
approval by the HRB. 

 
Staff Update 
Ms. Nowak began Staff Updates with a quick review of 2021. She said that at the start of the 
new year, she wanted to tell the Board what was accomplished in the last year. She said that in 
2021, the HRB had reviewed 25 Certificates of Appropriateness and that she understood this to 
be the most the Board has seen. Mr. Reed added that it was a record for the HRB. Ms. Nowak 
then said that in 2021, the group had recorded over 100 volunteer hours in meetings alone. She 
said she wanted to give kudos to the Board members and Staff for all their hard work last year. 

Mr. Reed then provided a brief update on the Design Guidelines. He said that he had presented 
two ordinances at the January 12, 2022 Planning Commission that were related to adopting the 
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Design Guidelines as part of the Zoning Ordinance and the Comprehensive Plan. He said that the 
Planning Commission had voted unanimously to recommend the ordinances to City Council. The 
next steps will be to brief City Council on the Design Guidelines and proposed ordinances and 
then to present the application at a formal session for City Council action. 

Ms. Nowak gave the final Staff Update of the evening. She reminded the Board members that 
their annual financial disclosure statements are due to the City Clerk by February 1, 2022 at 5:00 
PM. Ms. Schmidt said she had brought her forms that evening and had given them to Mr. Reed. 
Ms. Nowak said that if anyone needed another copy of the forms, to let her or Mr. Reed know.  

 

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

 

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. Poole seconded the motion. The meeting was 
adjourned at 4:50 p.m.    
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