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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

WEDNESDAY, MARCH 16, 2022 
4:00 P.M. 

 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, 2875 Sabre Street, Suite 500 

 
Members Present 
Damian Seitz, Chair; Dick Poole, Vice Chair  
Steve McNaughton, Mary Ann Schmidt, Jim Vachon 
 
Members Absent 
Brian Facemire, Hayden DuBay 
 
City Council Liaison (Absent) 
Barbara Henley 
 
City Staff Present 
Elizabeth Nowak, Mark Reed, Hoa Dao 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Willie Cooper, (#21-15 MOD & #21-21 MOD) 
Eddie Bourdon, Barry ross, Donnie Cross, Ginny Cross, Scott Stamm (#22-03) 
Eddie Bourdon, Roma Firestone, Greg Reinhart, Gerrie West, Gene Estes (#22-04) 
 
Members of Public 
Ira Carroll Starling 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by the chair, Damian Seitz. 

Mr. Seitz welcomed the Board members and applicants. He asked Elizabeth Nowak about the 
new Historical Review Board member. Ms. Nowak said that there was a new Board member Mr. 
Hayden DuBay but that he was out of town this week addressing a family emergency. Mr.Seitz 
said that this was more of an internal introduction, then, and that the Board looked forward to 
meeting Mr. DuBay at a future meeting. 

Mr. Seitz asked the members to review the minutes from the January 19, 2022 meeting. There 
was no discussion. The minutes were approved with a vote of 5 to 0. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-15 Modification – City of Virginia Beach – 
Request to alter previously approved ramp on east elevation; Building 2, 2405 Courthouse Drive, 
GPIN 1494814958 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 
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Prior to discussion and action on the item, Mr. Seitz stated that as he had a conflict of interest on 
this item and the second item on the agenda (#21-21 Modification, Building 11), he was recusing 
himself from both cases and passed the gavel to Dick Poole to chair the agenda items. Mr. Seitz 
read the following statement into the meeting minutes: 

 
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 Building 2, 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. 

Mr. Poole called the agenda item. Ms. Nowak presented the case. 

Ms. Nowak explained the request before the HRB was to modify a previously approved ramp 
design on the east elevation of Building 2 in the Courthouse Historic and Cultural District. She 
said that the HRB had reviewed an application for exterior renovations of Building 2 in 2020 and 
a modification to that approval in 2021. She said that during site plan review, the Development 
Services Center requested changes to the ramp design to mitigate some negative impacts on 
stormwater. She said that the configuration of the ramp would be slightly altered and a black, 
metal railing would be added to the ramp wall. No changes would be made to the basement 
entrance and the same materials as previously approved would be used to construct the ramp. 
She said that this side of Building 2 faces into the courtyard space that is now created by 
Building 1, the new City Hall, and Building 2. She said that the alterations to the ramp design 
were the only parts of the scope of work to be modified. She closed by saying she could answer 
any further questions and that Willie Cooper with Clark Nexsen was also present to answer any 
questions.  

Mr. Cooper said that purpose of the modification was to address concerns raised during site plan 
review. He said that there is currently an issue with flooding in the existing building that causes 
flooding in the loading dock area on the northside of the building. They were asked to pull the 
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grade up around the building to help mitigate the issue, which is what necessitated the alterations 
to the ramp design. He said that the initial goal of the project had been to minimize the entrance 
and he felt that they have done that. He added that if the ramp does not go here, it will have to go 
somewhere else on the building that will have a bigger impact. 

There was no discussion. 

Mary Ann Schmidt made a motion to approve the request. Jim Vachon seconded the motion.  

Ms. Nowak asked whether the motion was to approve the request per Staff’s recommendations in 
the staff report. Ms. Schmidt said, yes. 

Mr. Poole called for the vote. The motion was approved with a vote of 4 in favor, 0 against, and 
1 abstention. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #21-21 Modification – City of Virginia Beach – 
Request to install sliding security gate in loading area on east elevation; Building 11, 2509 
Princess Anne Road, GPIN 1494826658 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak presented the case. She began by saying that the HRB had reviewed and approved 
exterior renovations at Building 11 in 2021 and this request was to modify that scope of work to 
add the installation of a sliding gate in the loading area. She said that the gate had been 
inadvertently left out of the previous request. Ms. Nowak said that the modification of the design 
would affect the east elevation of Building 11 where the loading dock is located. She said that 
work on this side of the building had included the reconstruction of an existing wall to 
accommodate a wider turn radius. The new gate would be located across the opening of the 
service area at the end of the driveway. It would slide open and closed and would be black metal. 
She added that it is the same style and design of gate that is being used for Building 2’s loading 
dock area and is consistent with the type and location of security gates found throughout the 
Municipal Center. She said that Mr. Cooper from Clark Nexsen was available to answer any 
questions. 

Mr. Poole asked if anyone had any questions or thoughts. There was no discussion.  

Steve McNaughton made a motion to approve the request with the recommendations and 
conditions in the staff report. Ms. Schmidt seconded the motion.  

Mr. Poole called for the vote. The motion was approved with a vote of 4 in favor, 0 against, and 
1 abstention. 

Mr. Poole returned the chair to Mr. Seitz. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-03 – Ashdon Builders, LLC – Request to 
demolish four buildings and develop a seven-lot residential development; 2487-2489 North 
Landing Road, GPIN 1494804893 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 
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Ms. Nowak presented the case. She said that the request before the Board was for approval of 
demolition of the existing four structures on the property and a general approval of the layout, 
proposed building models, and material palette for the new construction.  

Ms. Nowak began by describing current conditions on the site. She said that there are four 
structures currently on the property: a one-and-one-half-story Colonial Revival house, a semi-
converted barn, a metal shed, and a concrete block garage. There are also slabs of concrete on the 
site that may have been a foundation to a building at one time, but that its original use was 
indeterminate.  

Ms. Nowak said that conditions of the structures varied but ranged from fair to poor condition. 
She described that the Colonial Revival house has several additions, including several rear 
additions that have greatly expanded the footprint of the building. She noted that at a site visit, 
she had observed spalling of the brick foundation, broken gutters, water infiltration, and other 
deterioration. She said that similar conditions were noted on the other structures and that it was 
Staff’s opinion that a great deal of work would be required to repair the buildings. She said that 
from the research and site observations Staff had done, the existing buildings were not 
architecturally significant in the Courthouse District. She said that while they did help to inform 
the general pattern of development in the area, they were not significant examples. 

Ms. Nowak then described the proposed layout of the site, which would include construction of a 
new cul de sac street, seven houses, an outdoor play area, and a pond to assist with stormwater 
management. She said that there are wetlands on the site that affect the buildable area of the lots. 
Ms. Nowak said that she included a graphic that showed the proposed layout alongside a recently 
approved plan for a new veterinary clinic on an adjacent parcel as these projects will have a big 
visual impact on this section on the North Landing Road corridor. Many of the existing trees will 
be removed during construction and while new landscaping will be installed, it will take time for 
new plants to mature.  

Ms. Nowak shared renderings of the proposed models of houses alongside photographs of the 
models as constructed in a nearby residential area. She described the proposed materials that the 
applicant had provided Staff, including physical samples that were present at the meeting for the 
Board’s review. She shared some of Staff’s comments that had been shared in the staff report 
and with the applicant regarding the proposed materials, including which of the brick samples 
were most appropriate and which blend of stone color would be most successful. She said that 
she could answer any questions and that the applicant and their representative were present to 
answer questions. 

Eddie Bourdon spoke on behalf of the applicant. He thanked Staff for the presentation and stated 
that the applicant was okay with what Staff had recommended. He clarified the second bullet 
point in the staff report on page two to note that the applicant would build no more than three of 
any one proposed model and no two houses of the same model would be constructed side-by-
side. Mr. Seitz said he did not see that in the recommended conditions. Ms. Nowak said it was 
not mentioned in the conditions but in the background information. 

Mr. Seitz opened the floor to discussion from the Board.  
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Mr. Seitz questioned the appropriateness of the proposed stone. He said that while there was 
some precast stone in the Courthouse District, there was no field stone and that the way the 
sample material stacked seemed out of character. Mr. McNaughton agreed with Mr. Seitz’s 
comments about the appropriateness of the stone. Mr. McNaughton asked for clarification about 
which blends Staff had recommended. Ms. Nowak said that she felt the two blends with the least 
amount of contrast would be most appropriate. She added that Staff had shared remarks with the 
applicant that a smoother finish stone that was more of a modern finish might be more successful 
in this area to differentiate the construction. 

Mr. McNaughton said that he was not a fan of the proposed copper color for the metal roof 
elements. He said that he was okay with the duller colors (the charcoal gray, dark bronze, and 
mansard brown); he said that he felt that as the copper penny color is not true copper (it is a paint 
on aluminum), it will not age appropriately, and he would remove it from the palette. He said he 
had similar concerns about the proposed matte black color and that he was sharing that for debate 
and discussion among the board. 

Returning to the comments on the proposed stone, Mr. Poole suggested just leaving the veneer as 
brick.  

Mr. McNaughton, upon looking at the samples on the table, said that he agreed with the four 
color blends of the brick samples that Staff had recommended and that he would lean towards the 
redder blends. 

Barry Cross said that they do not use the copper penny roofing in large areas and that people love 
it; it is one of the top sellers. 

Mr. McNaughton said that he has seen it installed. It never changes and it will still be bright. He 
said he did not have an issue with aluminum as the base material, just the copper penny color. 

Mr. Seitz said that the HRB was being asked to approve a general approach and that individual 
plans for houses would come back for review. He said that he had concerns about stone veneer 
being proposed immediately across from the Courthouse area. 

Mr. Barry Cross asked about restricting the use of stone from the corner lot or if stone was only 
used on the lots furthest back from North Landing Road. Mr. Donnie Cross added that the 
proposed Model A was the model designed specifically for the corner lot and its proximity to the 
Municipal Complex. Ms. Nowak clarified that Model A would front onto the new street and not 
North Landing; Mr. Donnie Cross affirmed this.  

Mr. Bourdon said that the applicant will also need to conditionally rezone the property for this 
development and that as a condition the applicant would return to the HRB to approve each 
individual house. He said that receiving feedback on the proposed material palette was incredibly 
helpful but that the applicant would prefer to be able to select from this palette and just 
communicate to prospective buyers that there is no certainty for those materials that the HRB 
expressed concern about. 
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Mr. Seitz said that he was okay with the offered Model A but that he still felt strongly that stone 
is out of character with the district. Mr. McNaughton agreed and said he felt it was an arbitrary 
material. Mr. Seitz said to the applicant that he would hate for the applicant to sell one thing that 
the HRB would not support in the future.  

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to approve the application the conditions and recommendations 
in the staff report with a revision to the proposed condition two to exclude the submitted stone 
samples. Mr. Poole seconded the motion.  

Mr. Seitz said he was sorry to harp on the offered stone submittals but that a flagstone 
appearance like that proposed was inappropriate; he said that he might be open to a cast or 
precast stone in limited areas and that there might be an opportunity for a stone, but he would not 
be apt to approve something that looked like fieldstone. 

Mr. Cross asked when the plans for the houses would have to be resubmitted. Mr. Seitz said that 
as recommended the applicant would submit separate applications for specific palettes and 
designs. 

Mr. Vachon asked if the members had discussed the shutters. 

Ms. Ginny Cross said that the materials are laid out here and she had thought the conversation 
was designed to eliminate options. She asked why they would need to come back. Mr. Bourdon 
said that if you wanted different combinations, you would return. 

Mr. Seitz said that he was in agreement with staff that shutters should be proportional to an 
operable shutter and that he would go as far as to say that it was preferable that the shutters were 
operable. 

Mr. McNaughton said that he agreed that operable shutters would look better than faux shutters, 
though proportionate shutters was important. 

Mr. Seitz summarized that it sounded like the strong preference of the group was to have 
proportionate shutters. 

Mr. Vachon asked if they had discussed roofing. Mr. McNaughton said that while he disliked the 
proposed copper and matte black samples, he did not feel strongly enough to amend the motion. 

Mr. McNaughton asked staff about the proposed siding. Ms. Nowak said that the applicant was 
proposing a faux wood grain fiber cement siding. She said that in the evaluation section of the 
staff report, she had included comments that smooth finished siding would be more appropriate. 
Mr. Seitz and Mr. McNaughton agreed with Staff’s comments. Mr. McNaughton amended his 
motion to support smooth siding. Mr. Poole seconded.  

Mr. Donnie Cross said that they had selected the faux wood grain finish as it had been used in 
the Highcourt development and that they felt the faux wood grain responded to the idea of not 
creating a false sense of history. Mr. Barry Cross added that smooth finished siding shows 
imperfections in certain lighting conditions. Ms. Ginny Cross said that buyers tend not to like 
that. 
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Mr. McNaughton said that he understands the developer’s perspective. He asked for thoughts 
from the Board. Mr. Seitz was indifferent. Mr. McNaughton said that now he was more of Mr. 
Seitz’s opinion and withdrew his amendment to the motion. Mr. McNaughton asked Ms. Nowak 
if the motion made any sense.  

Ms. Nowak read the motion as moved by Mr. McNaughton and seconded by Mr. Poole: A 
motion to approve the request to demolish the existing house, garage, shed, converted barn, and 
miscellaneous concrete and approval of a general Certificate of Appropriateness for the proposed 
layout, general house styles, and provided material palette for the development of a new seven-
lot residential development with the conditions as listed in the staff report with a revision to 
Condition 2 to state “This Certificate of Appropriateness only approves the demolition of the 
existing structures; the general layout of the development; and the proposed material palette with 
the exception of the provided stone samples. Individual houses shall be submitted for review and 
approval by the Historical Review Board prior to construction to allow buyers to consider 
custom options for individual models and to confirm final material selection should materials 
included in this submitted palette no longer be available.”  

No further discussion was had. Mr. Seitz called for the vote. The motion was approved with a 
vote of 5 to 0.  

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-04 – Trustees and Leadership Board of 
Nimmo United Methodist Church/Gerrie West, Dills Architect – Request to construct a 
Welcome Center Addition on the west elevation of Nimmo Church; 2040 Nimmo Church Lane, 
GPIN 2414054907 – Historic Nimmo Church Historic and Cultural District 

Mark Reed presented the case, beginning with an overview of the request. The applicant wishes 
to construct an approximate 1,000 square-foot Welcome Church at the front of the church in 
front of the church steeple and steeple tower. He said that one additional thing to note with this 
construction is that it would require the removal of some existing trees before showing and 
describing the proposed site plan for the proposed new construction. He reminded the Historical 
Review Board that the group had reviewed and approved three additions to the Historic Nimmo 
Church in September 2021. A Welcome Center in the same location as the one presently 
proposed had also been included in the September 2021 application and the Historical Review 
Board denied that portion of the application.  

Mr. Reed showed existing and proposed floor plans to describe the proposed change the 
Welcome Center will have to the church building. He said that there had been a site visit earlier 
this month to the church at which several Historical Review Board Members and Gerrie West, 
architect with Dills Architects, had attended. He said that during the site visit, it had been shared 
with attendees that two historic stained glass windows would be removed as part of the 
alteration. He went on to say that since that site visit, Gerrie West had informed him that some 
interior plans had been changed in order to retain both those windows.  
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Mr. Reed walked through previous designs of the Welcome Center that the Historical Review 
Board had seen: one from 2019, one from 2020, and one from 2021. He clarified that the designs 
shared with the Historical Review Board in 2019 and 2020 had been shared during site visits 
with the Historical Review Board and Staff to solicit preliminary feedback on the proposal. The 
design proposed in 2021, which had also included a covered walkway, was the only design aside 
from the present request that the Historical Review Board had taken formal action on.  

Mr. Reed said that the materials proposed with the current application are very similar to what 
has been approved for the other recently approved additions to the church, including aluminum-
clad wood windows, polyurethane columns, black metal railings, and brick.  

Mr. Reed said that Staff consistently advised the applicant and the Historical Review Board that 
the Welcome Center should not be located in front of the steeple tower. At the site visit in March 
2022, Mr. Poole and Staff asked for information about what alternatives had been investigated by 
the applicant. Mr. Reed reported that the applicant’s architect, Ms. West, had said that options 
were looked at on the south elevation but that those options did not work. Mr. Reed said that 
Staff still thinks there are other options available. He said that the tower and steeple are 
character-defining features. They were constructed in the 1890s and have been encroached on by 
previous alterations. The proposed design of the Welcome Center would complete encapsulation 
of the tower and would be detrimental to the historic character of the church.   

Mr. Reed closed by adding that the proposed design is too Federal in style, which clashes with 
the Victorian style of the church. He said that should there be any positive recommendation of 
this project, Staff would recommend conditions that the historic stained glass windows would not 
be affected. He said that it was still unclear to Staff how the Welcome Center would attach to the 
front of the building, acknowledging that Staff did not have complete construction drawings to 
review. He said that Staff was recommending denial of the request primarily due to the proposed 
location of the Welcome Center. 

Mr. Reed said that Mr. Bourdon and Ms. West were both in attendance representing the 
applicant. He invited them to share any additional information and to answer questions the 
Historical Review Board may have. 

Mr. Bourdon thanked Mr. Reed and said that in addition to himself and Ms. West, also in 
attendance were Mr. Estes, Mr. Reinhart, and Ms. Firestone representing the Trustees of Nimmo 
United Methodist Church. He then shared remarks on behalf of the applicant. 

Mr. Bourdon said that the Church was founded in1791 on one acre of land and that the church is 
now located on between several roads. He said that Princess Anne County established its first 
zoning ordinance in 1954, 163 years after the church had been established. He said that in the 67 
years since zoning had been established for this area, two significant additions had been 
constructed, the most recent being in 1990 or 1989. He said that at that point the church had 
made an application to the City of Virginia Beach related to its non-conforming status in order to 
expand with new additions to the building and that City Council had approved those 
modifications.  
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Mr. Bourdon said that in April 2020, the church filed another expansion of a non-conforming 
status. In the time since then, the property adjacent to the west of the church was approved to 
develop a Royal Farms Gas Station and that that site is now zoned B-2. He said this occurred 
while the church was going through this [review] process. He said that the church is also in the 
process of acquiring the excess Princess Anne Road right-of-way and that the church currently 
owns the property on the south of the old right-of-way. He said that ultimately, the total church 
property will be close to 12 acres of property (Note: Staff estimates that the area of existing 
parcels owned by Nimmo United Methodist Church and the proposed street closure is 
approximately 9.25 acres.) 

Mr. Bourdon said that the church is not a museum and that it is made up of the members and the 
members approved what is proposed today. He said that 70% of the church membership 
approved the design. He said that the existing access to the sanctuary doors on either of the 
sanctuary have no cover and that members enter and walk down narrow hallways to the front of 
the sanctuary. He said that an accessibility ramp on the northside of the building is cumbersome 
and lacks openness and space. He said that the proposal is to, while maintaining the walls and 
windows, make sure the church continues as a place of its members and communities. He said 
that this very, very beautiful, very small narrow passageway is somewhat outdated from a 
functional standpoint. 

Mr. Bourdon said that he does not understand the notion that it is unclear how the Welcome 
Center helps the current circumstance [circulation issues]. He said that the proposal would have 
five entrances into the space which are more opportunities to enter and leave the sanctuary and 
into a more inviting space. He said it helps from a handicapped access and what is proposed may 
not be perfect based on what Staff has evaluated, but it has not been perfect for 32 years. He said 
the proposed design is extremely tasteful, high-quality, functional, and necessary. He said the 
church has looked at alternatives and that what the membership has approved hasn’t been done 
in a reckless or hurried manner.  

Mr. Bourdon said that the view of the steeple is extremely limited to begin with and that it can’t 
been seen from General Booth [Boulevard]. He said that other than being on site, the only other 
location that the steeple would be seen from is the Royal Farms and its gas pumps. He said that 
the church is not a museum and a church in 2022 must be able to meet and serve the needs of its 
members and community. He repeated that the proposal they have brought forward was not done 
lightly or without consideration. He added that the steeple tower has rotted wood and is not in 
very good shape, that it needs to be redone or reinforced and that that need is becoming greater 
as each week passes. He requested that the Historical Review Board recommend approval of the 
COA, but that in general a recommendation was needed so that the matter can move forward to 
its conclusion. He said that Gerrie West is here to answer any technical questions. 

Mr. Seitz asked Ms. West if she had any additional comments.  

Ms. West said that Eddie has said it all, but that she would emphasize how much the Welcome 
Center would ease the crowding of people coming in and out of the sanctuary. She said that with 
this proposal, the new wall will be porous enough to let people out of the sanctuary. She said that 
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the existing ramp at the church does not meet ADA standards as it is too steep and that there are 
few opportunities to correct that within the historic church. She said that by incorporating that 
into the Welcome Center, it solves a whole lot of accessibility issues and improves ease of 
gathering after events and between services. She said that the other thing that is happening is that 
as there is no shelter for the entrances on the steeple side of the church, members use the various 
entrances at the rear of the building to avoid bottle necks by the steeple. She said that this 
presents a serious security risk to have various ways for people to get in. She said that the 
Welcome Center would have controlled secure access and other doors would be secured with a 
key. 

Mr. Reed said that before discussion began, that Ms. Schmidt had a comment for the minutes.  

Ms. Schmidt that that while she is a member of the Nimmo United Methodist Church and read 
the following statement into the meeting minutes: 

I am a member of Nimmo Church, which is the applicant for the subject property.  
The City Attorney’s Office advised me that I do not have a conflict under the 
State and Local Government Conflict of Interests Act with respect to this vote, but 
I would nevertheless like to voluntarily disclose I am a member of the church. 

Ira Carroll Starling, a member of the public and a member of Nimmo United Methodist Church, 
requested to share a question with the Board. He said that he had been a member of the church 
for 27 years and wonders if the Historical Review Board knows something about the number of 
people who come to the church and how that might inform the Historical Review Board’s 
opinion on the location of the Welcome Center. 

Mr. Seitz said that the intent of the Historical Review Board has nothing to do with tourism or 
viewership of resources; the Board’s intent and the intent of the drafted Design Guidelines is to 
protect the City’s historic assets, that it is about preserving the history of Virginia Beach. He said 
that a resource could be completely unviewed in the middle of the woods and the Board would 
have the same concerns. 

Mr. Bourdon interjected to confirm that the Design Guidelines that Mr. Seitz reference have not 
yet been adopted. Ms. Nowak confirmed that yes, they had not yet been adopted by City Council. 
Mr. Seitz agreed, adding that they had been unanimously recommend by the Planning 
Commission for adoption. 

Mr. Starling remarked that he understood there to be a tension between the church as a landmark 
versus as a destination. 

Ms. Schmidt said that she disagreed with the philosophy of the Welcome Center. She also said 
that she disputes the repeated comment made about 70% of the church approving of the design 
and that she is not the only member to dispute that claim. She said that when the idea had first 
been proposed, the idea had been presented conceptually and no mention had been made about 
locating it in the front of the church. She said that she had recently visited the Haygood 
Methodist Church, a church that was reconstructed in the 1970s or 1980s as the historic building. 
She said that they have a Welcome Center, but that it is located at the rear of the building and 
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asked why that could not be done at Nimmo Church. She said that she did not feel that other 
options for a Welcome Center at the rear or side of the church have been adequately explored. 
She added she is not the only one of the church membership that feels this way. 

Mr. Poole said that this comes back to the last time a Welcome Center was requested; the 
objection is to the location. He said if there was one place on this building that we [the Historical 
Review Board] would not want to see an addition, the applicant picked it. He added that he sees 
very little flexibility of seeing other options having been explored. 

Ms. Schmidt said to Mr. Poole, didn’t you ask that last time? Mr. Poole said he had and that Mr. 
Reed had also asked and that we still have not seen any alternatives. 

Mr. Seitz said he would like to take the opportunity to respond to some of the points made in Mr. 
Bourdon’s presentation. He said that it is not required for the Historical Review Board to take 
into account what the Board may have approved previously. He said that it was their purview to 
review and consider impacts in the districts from this point forward. He added that it is also not 
the purview of the Historical Review Board to zone or review zoning, just that if a use was to be 
approved, what could we do to improve the design to conform to the requirements of the historic 
area. He said that the point is where we are now and what we are trying to deal with and that they 
have no authority outside those bounds. He said that no one has an issue with a Welcome Center 
or for the church to maintain a modern operation. He said the ask is very simple: don’t place it in 
front of the only contributing asset that is uncovered. He said it would be very difficult to 
approve anything that covers the steeple tower with the charge and intent of the board. 

Ms. Schmidt said that the approval for the adjacent property has nothing to do with this request. 
She also stressed that the Historical Review Board did not like that proposal either.  

Mr. McNaughton agreed with Ms. Schmidt’s comment and said that the land on the separate lot 
is not germane. He also said that it seems like there is community misconception that the 
Historical Review Board supported that project; he said they did not. 

Mr. Reed said that the Planning Commission is the body that recommends uses. 

Mr. McNaughton said that most of us, if not all of us, said no to the use and that the Board had 
written a letter to City Council indicating that they did not approve of the use as proposed, but 
that it is irrelevant to today’s application. He said that it may be a flawed comparison, but if there 
was a similar project that requested a Welcome Center addition in front of Old Donation Church 
or the Thoroughgood House, he could not imagine that the Historical Review Board would 
approve that either. Mr. Seitz agreed. 

Ms. Schmidt stated that she understood there was also opposition to the 1990s era addition to the 
front of Nimmo Church.  

Mr. Vachon asked how many times the request for a Welcome Center had come before the 
Historical Review Board. Mr. Reed said this is the second formal request. He clarified that a 
conceptual presentation and a site visit had occurred in 2019 and 2020, but that an application 
was not submitted until 2021; that was the application which was denied.  
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Mr. Vachon asked what would happen if the Board denied this application. Mr. Reed said that 
the applicant can appeal to City Council and that they would have 30 days to submit the appeal 
to the Planning Director who would arrange for the item to be set on a City Council agenda. 

Mr. Bourdon remarked that as there is a pending land use application, the appeal can accompany 
that action to City Council with the Historical Review Board’s negative recommendation.  

Ms. Schmidt said that either way it goes to City Council. 

Mr. Reed said yes, City Council is the appellate body and that Council could vote to uphold or 
overrule the Historical Review Board. 

Mr. Seitz asked if there were any additional thoughts. 

Mr. Poole made a motion to deny the application in accordance with Staff’s recommendation. 
Mr. McNaughton seconded the motion. There was no additional discussion. The motion to deny 
the application passed with a vote of 5 to 0. 
 

Staff Update 
Mr. Reed updated the Historical Review Board on the current status of the Design Guidelines. 
He said that City Council will be receiving a copy of the guidelines to review this month and that 
he expected it to be scheduled for action after the budget cycle, likely sometime in May or June. 

Mr. Reed also shared that two Preliminary Information Forms were being reviewed by the State 
Review Board on Thursday, March 17, 2022: one for Chesapeake Beach and one for Newsome 
Cemetery. He said that this is the first step in the designation process for the National Register of 
Historic Places. He explained a little of each resource’s significance and said that he shared this 
information as the Virginia Department of Historic Resources would want to receive comments 
from the Historical Review Board on the nominations when that time came. 
 

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

The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 
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