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CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING MINUTES 
 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 18, 2022 
4:00 P.M. 

 
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT, 2875 Sabre Street, Suite 500 

 
Members Present 
Damian Seitz, Chair  
Hayden DuBay, Steve McNaughton, Mary Ann Schmidt, Jim Vachon 
 
Members Absent 
Dick Poole, Vice Chair; Lynn Hightower 
 
City Council Liaison  
Barbara Henley 
 
City Staff Present 
Mark Reed, Elizabeth Nowak 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Les Watson (#20-06) 
Kristi Rines, Aaron Webb (#22-05) 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:02 p.m. by the chair, Damian Seitz. 

Mr. Seitz invited the Board’s newest member to introduce himself. Hayden DuBay introduced 
himself and shared a brief introduction to his interest in historic preservation. Present members 
also introduced themselves to Mr. DuBay. 

Mr. Seitz then asked the members to review the minutes from the March 16, 2022 meeting. Mary 
Ann Schmidt noted that there was a spelling error in the name of Mr. Carroll Starling. Steve 
McNaughton made a motion to approve the minutes with the spelling correction. The motion 
was seconded by Jim Vachon. The minutes were approved with a vote of 4 to 0, with Mr. DuBay 
abstaining as he was not present at the previous meeting. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #20-06 Second Modification – Dr. Brian Watson 
– Request to modify previously approved elevations for new construction; 2497 North Landing 
Road, GPIN 14948110720000 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Elizabeth Nowak presented the case. She reviewed the case history for this project, including a 
recent modification to plans approved in December 2021 for the new veterinary clinic. She noted 
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that the proposed changes came from the need for additional space for a fire suppression system 
and material availability due to supply chain delays.  

The height of the building will be increased by two feet to accommodate needed interstitial space 
and a fire rise room will be added to the southwest corner of the building. Ms. Nowak noted that 
the fire riser room will not remove any previously approved window opening and will be 
accommodated entirely within the previously approved footprint of the porch and building. To 
offset the additional wall space created by the increased height, the applicant has increased the 
width of frieze boards and window trim.  

Ms. Nowak said that the applicant is also requesting a change to the previously approved 
windows. While the same product would be used—aluminum clad Andersen Series windows 
with true simulated divided lights—the applicant is requesting to use standard configurations as 
opposed to the previously approved custom configurations. Shutters throughout the building 
have also been omitted. Ms. Nowak said that the only suggested alteration that Staff had for the 
modifications was to center the side windows in the atrium bay. She said Staff was 
recommending approval. 

Ms. Nowak invited Les Watson, the applicant’s representative, to provide any additional 
comments and to answer questions. Mr. Watson said that the interior fire suppression and 
ventilation systems had been recommended by the architect who specializes in veterinary clinics. 
He also noted that all the Staff recommended conditions were acceptable to the applicant. 

Mr. McNaughton said that he was happy to see that the true divided lights were still available. 

Ms. Schmidt asked if Dr. Watson was a specialty vet. Mr. Watson said, no, but that he did have a 
large practice and does many surgeries. 

Mr. Vachon commented that the design was very similar to the adjacent Princess Anne Shoppes.  

Mr. Seitz asked if the previously approved fencing was still part of the application. Ms. Nowak 
said yes it was, it was just not shown in the provided elevations as it had previously. Mr. Seitz 
confirmed with Mr. Watson that the previously recommendation of wood or a composite 
material—not vinyl—would be used for the fencing. Mr. Watson affirmed this and said they will 
be providing that information to Staff once that was available. 

Mr. McNaughton asked if anyone had an opinion on the color of the fire riser room door. He said 
he would prefer either all white or all grey [referring to both the door and trim]. Mr. Seitz said 
that he had a preference for all white. 

Mr. Vachon made a motion to approve the application based on Staff’s recommendation with an 
additional note that the fire riser room door be painted the same color white as used on other 
exterior elements of the building. Mr. McNaughton seconded the motion. There was no 
additional discussion.  The motion was approved by a vote of 5 to 0. 
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Preliminary Review of Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-05 – City of Virginia 
Beach – Preliminary review of a request to permanently retain a temporary recycle center 
addition; 2533 West Neck Road, GPIN 14946271010000 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural 
District 

Ms. Nowak presented the case, beginning with a review of the site’s history. She said that this 
attendant booth at the recycle center on West Neck Road on the edge of the Municipal Center 
had first been proposed in late 2019 and that the temporary structure had been temporarily 
approved for 18 months. Due to impacts from COVID-19, the structure was not installed until 
November 2020; at that time, the Department of Public Works sought an extension to their 
approval so that the 18 month approval would begin from the date of installation rather than the 
original approval. A condition of the approval for the extension was to provide a status update to 
the Historical Review Board in May 2022. Ms. Nowak said that as part of the status update, the 
Departments of Public Works and Waste Management are requesting a preliminary review of a 
request to retain the booth permanently. She said that the applicant and Staff were looking for 
feedback from the Historical Review Board. She then invited Aaron Webb from the Department 
of Public Works and Kristi Rines from Waste Management to add additional comments. 

Mr. Webb noted that the attendant booth sits back behind a tree line as well as fencing and is 
only visible from a few vantages from West Neck Road. 

Ms. Rines explained that the site had previously been used for trash collection but that due to 
issues with illegal dumping and other concerns, the site had been changed to providing recycle 
compactors and to be manned by an attendant. She said that the pilot program has been 
incredibly successful, including an immense reduction in illegal dumping, an increase in tonnage 
collected from the site, and positive reviews and use by residents. She added that the City of 
Chesapeake is looking at this site as a model for how they might deploy convenience recycling in 
their locale.  

Mr. Webb said that the site location was selected as an add-on feature to the rear entrance for 
Building Maintenance. Ms. Rines added that the booth and site are typically manned by 
employees on light duty. 

Ms. Schmidt says she sees the clear need for the booth. 

Mr. McNaughton and Mr. Seitz asked what Staff’s current opinion was. Ms. Nowak said that 
Staff researched past requests for temporary structures in the Courthouse District. She noted that 
other temporary structures in the district had been approved only temporarily and then removed 
at their point of expiration or had been denied. She said that the booth clearly has provided an 
improvement to the operations of the site but was concerned about the precedent this might set. 
While the booth is well-screened, the Historical Review Board has previously stated that 
alterations should be considered for their compatibility with the historic character of a district 
regardless of their visibility. Additionally, she noted that the structure is a temporary building by 
design and that Staff had questions about what would happen when the building reached the end 
of its functional life. The booth also differs from the established material and color character 
established in the Municipal Center. She said that Staff and the applicant were looking for 
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direction from the Historical Review Board on opinions regarding permanent retention of the 
structure and, if retention was acceptable, what mitigation measures might the Board want to see. 
She said that this would be the first temporary structure that would be approved to be installed 
permanently.  

Mr. Webb noted that the initial installation had been thoughtful about visual impact. The 
entrance to the booth is turned away from the driveway and that an ADA-accessible composite 
wood ramp was located at the rear. He noted that for 48 square feet of the booth, the costs 
associated with the improvement were about $480 per square foot. This was estimated as a 
combination of the purchase price, installation price, ADA ramp improvement, and in bringing 
power to the site. 

Mr. DuBay commented that the site appears to have had great improvement. Ms. Rines and Mr. 
Webb provided more comments regarding the conditions of the site before and after converting it 
to a recycle center with an attendant. 

Mark Reed asked Mr. Webb and Ms. Rines if they had had discussed additional landscaping 
screening in this area with Frank Fentress. Mr. Webb said that Mr. Fentress had explained it 
would be very difficult to add additional softscape landscaping given the size of the area 
available for planting and concerns about visibility. Ms. Rines said that relocating the booth 
would negatively impact the visibility for attendants to see customers and for camera views of 
the booth. 

Mr. Vachon asked if the Port-A-Jon was a permanent structure as well. Ms. Rines noted that 
there was no plumbing on the site and that they plan to move the portable toilet closer to the 
Building Maintenance side of the area. Mr. Vachon noted that green units are available. Mr. 
Seitz asked if these are even considered a structure. Mr. Webb and Ms. Rines confirmed that it is 
for employee use only and that residents have not attempted to use it. 

Mr. Seitz said that while the current conditions are much improved, he is concerned about the 
precedent this request could set and is more inclined towards extending the temporary approval. 
Mr. DuBay asked how long would you extend it? Mr. McNaughton suggested an additional 18 
months. Mr. DuBay asked if members really wanted to see this request again in 18 months. 

Mr. Seitz said that it seems that there is a need for such a structure here and that it should be 
something permanent. Mr. McNaughton agreed, adding that it would be silly to use brick or 
anything ornate for a utilitarian structure like this. He added that while the Historical Review 
Board is not bound by precedence, he was concerned with consistency in review and approval as 
it plays into public trust. He stated he was also leaning towards an extension but wondered if 18 
months was enough time. 

Mr. DuBay said that an extension would give time for the applicant to develop a plan and for the 
Historical Review Board to consider criteria for similar structures in this district. 

Ms. Nowak asked Mr. Webb and Ms. Rines if there was any plan for the recycling program that 
improvement or replacement of this structure. Mr. Webb said not really and that how they would 
operate now would be maintenance over time. He suggested improvements over time, such as 
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adding cladding and similar treatments. Mr. Seitz said that his concern is that the existing 
structure is temporary and that improvements over time Mr. Webb described would not be 
advisable. Ms. Rines said that there were no plans from City Council at this time to increase the 
budget for their program. Mr. Reed said that a Capital Improvement Program request could be 
submitted.  

Mr. Seitz commented that this recycle center drop off was started as a pilot program and asked 
what the plan is for the program moving forward. Ms. Rines said that it is going very well and 
seems likely to continue and that they would like to get the maximum life out of the existing 
structure. She asked if it could be approved to remain until there was too much wear and tear on 
the building. Mr. Seitz said that wear and tear can be very subjective and that he would prefer an 
extension of approval to see what continues with the program. He added that it seems that the 
program and site deserve a permanent structure. Mr. DuBay agreed with Mr. Seitz, adding that 
there may be an opportunity to establish a standard design for attendant booths as plans for 
implementing these locations is developed. Mr. McNaughton drew a comparison to standard bus 
shelter designs. 

Mr. Webb shared final comments regarding concerns about associated costs with the site and that 
he hoped to continue to be able to provide this amenity to residents. 

Mr. Seitz noted that as this is a preliminary review, no formal action was needed. Mr. Vachon 
made a final comment about obtaining a green Port-A-Jon. Ms. Nowak summarized the 
conversation that would inform Staff’s and the applicant’s next steps in preparing a formal 
application for the Historical Review Board. 

 

Staff Update 

Ms. Nowak provided a brief update on the status of the Historic Nimmo Church appeal of the 
denial of their application for a Welcome Center addition. She noted that the appeal was 
accompanying two other applications for the site: a street closure application for a portion of 
Princess Anne Road and a Modification of Conditions related to additions to the church. She said 
that the tentative date for these applications to be heard by Planning Commission will be July. 
The applicant is planning to bring forward their appeal to City Council once Planning 
Commission has acted on their other applications. 

Mr. Reed gave an overview of the National Register nomination for L&J Gardens and shared 
that the nomination is scheduled to be heard by the State Review Board at its upcoming June 
meeting. As a Certified Local Government, the Historical Review Board is given an opportunity 
to review and comment on National Register nominations. He asked if the Board would want to 
provide a letter of support for the nomination. Ms. Schmidt made a motion for the Historical 
Review Board to write a letter of support for the nomination. Mr. McNaughton seconded the 
motion. The motion was approved with a vote of 5 to 0.  

Mr. Reed also gave a brief update about the Pleasant Ridge School and the Preliminary 
Information Form process. 



6 
 

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

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to adjourn. The meeting was adjourned at 5:30 p.m.    
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