
Draft Meeting Minutes Historical Review Board – August 17, 2022 1 
 

 CITY OF VIRGINIA BEACH 
HISTORICAL REVIEW BOARD 
DRAFT MEETING MINUTES 

 
WEDNESDAY, AUGUST 17, 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, Bernice Pope, Mary Ann Schmidt, Jim Vachon 
 
Members Absent 
Hayden DuBay 
 
City Council Liaison Present 
Barbara Henley 
 
City Staff Present 
Madison Harris, Michaela McKinney, Sadie McNaughton, Elizabeth Nowak, Mark Reed 
 
Applicants/Applicant Representatives Attending 
Dave Alcorn, COA #22-07 
Megan Fitzsimmons, COA #22-08 
 
The meeting was called to order at 4:00 p.m. by the chair, Damian Seitz. 

Mr. Seitz welcomed the newest member of the Historical Review Board—Bernice Pope—and 
asked her to briefly introduce herself. Ms. Pope said she was a member of the Historic 
Preservation Commission from 2008 to 2019 and served as chair for four years. She lives in the 
Cavalier Shores neighborhood, which is listed as a historic district in the National Register of 
Historic Places.  Her home was constructed in 1927 and is listed in the Virginia Beach Historical 
Register.  Ms. Pope said she is president of the Cavalier Shores Civic League.  She noted that she 
is a realtor and has her own business. 

Following the introduction of Ms. Pope, Mr. Seitz asked the members to review the minutes 
from the June 15, 2022 meeting. Steve McNaughton asked if he and Dick Poole could vote on 
the minutes as they were absent at the previous meeting. Elizabeth Nowak clarified for the 
members that if they were not present at a meeting they could not vote on the minutes as they 
would be unable to affirm the record. Jim Vachon made a motion to approve the minutes as 
presented. The motion was seconded by Lynn Hightower. The minutes were approved 3 to 0, 
with Steve McNaughton, Dick Poole, Bernice Pope, and Mary Ann Schmidt abstaining as they 
were not present at the June 15, 2022 meeting. 
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Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-07 – City of Virginia Beach – Request to 
install security fencing at the Judicial Center, Building 10 – 2501 James Madison Boulevard, 
Suite 7A – GPIN 1494720969 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak presented the application and gave a summary of details provided in the staff report. 
She said this is a request from the City of Virginia Beach’s Public Works Department to install 
security fencing around three parking areas at the Building 10 Judicial Center in the Courthouse 
district. She noted that these are small parking lots used by judges and other court staff and there 
are significant security issues that the fencing will address. 

Ms. Nowak noted that the parking areas, noted as Zones 1, 2, and 3 on the map in the Staff 
report, currently have brick walls around them of varying heights that range from 4 feet to 8 feet. 
The shorter walls do not block sight lines into the parking areas and are readily scalable. The 
taller walls, although better at reducing visibility into the parking areas, are scalable. 

Ms. Nowak said the proposed fencing is a steel palisade fence with a black powder coat finish.  
She noted that it is similar to the security fence that was approved for installation around the 
west parking area as part of the renovations for Building 2 that will provide security for police 
staff and vehicles in that location.  Ms. Nowak said the primary difference in the proposed 
fencing for Building 10 is the use of opaque steel panels behind the pickets to block visibility 
into the parking lots.  The fencing would be installed in front of the existing brick walls. 
Mechanical gates will match the fence design and materials and will utilize a secure card reader 
system to limit access to each of these lots. 

Ms. Nowak said that Staff is recommending approval subject to the conditions noted in the Staff 
report. She said that Dave Alcorn of the Public Works Department is in attendance representing 
this application and is here to answer the questions that the Board may have.  Ms. Nowak then 
invited Mr. Alcorn to provide any additional comments on the proposal. 

Mr. Alcorn added some additional details and clarification. He said that the attached posts will 
be set in concrete with non-tamper proof screws and that the new fence will be installed abutting 
the existing brick walls with no void space. He described the opaque screen as a black 18-gauge 
steel plate that cannot be tampered with nor seen through and noted that access into the parking 
lots will be by a sliding gate fence triggered by a card reader. Lastly, Mr. Alcorn shared that he 
had met with the chief judges and that they, and others, agreed that this would improve security. 

Ms. Pope asked what kind of landscaping options are available to soften the fence. Mr. Alcorn 
said that trees and bushes can create hiding spots and assist someone trying to climb over the 
fence. He said that low-lying plantings may be possible but that he would need to discuss with 
the Sheriff’s Department and Landscape Services about which options could be feasible.  

Mr. Poole expressed concerns about the blankness of the design. He said there was no 
articulation of the fence and no sense of scale. Mr. Seitz and Mr. McNaughton agreed with these 
concerns. Mr. Alcorn said that this fence is the same fence style approved at Building 2. Mr. 
Poole and Mr. McNaughton both noted that there was no opaque screening for the fence at 
Building 2 and, as proposed, this design drastically changes the articulation of the fencing. 
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Ms. Pope asked how busy the parking areas are. Mr. Alcorn said that it fluctuated, but there are 
frequently times when the lots are very busy. He repeated that the major issue here is security 
and that the design of the fence can make it so it is not climbable. She and Mr. Seitz both 
commented that they were acutely aware of the importance of providing proper safety and 
security at these locations and that they wanted to ensure that the proposed design was the best 
option possible. 

Mr. Poole asked what other designs and materials were considered and if regularly spaced brick 
piers had been among them. Mr. Alcorn said that the proposal was driven by the type and 
availability of materials and that brick piers could be scalable. 

Councilperson Henley commented that this proposal was requested by the judges and that 
construction had not been included in the CIP this year, but that City Council had voted on 
Tuesday to forward money to it as they felt it needed to be addressed quickly. 

Mr. Hightower said that he had been in charge of security at the courthouse prior to retiring in 
2012, that there had been incidents in these parking lots then, and that it was known in 2010 and 
2011 that some additional security measures would be needed for these lots. 

Mr. Seitz asked to return to the planting requirements. He said he understood not wanting 
something climbable like trees, but he asked to know more about what was possible. Ms. Pope 
asked if a fast-growing, creeping vine could be planted. Mr. Alcorn said he would have to 
consult with Landscape Services (Frank Fentress), the Sheriff’s Department, and the fence 
manufacturer to see what would work. He asked for any recommendations on plant material 
from the Historical Review Board. 

Mr. McNaughton asked whether the interior screening was mesh. Mr. Alcorn said it would be 
solid 18-gauge steel. Ms. Pope asked what the interior of the parking lot would look like. Mr. 
Alcorn said that the existing brick walls would be seen against the new fence but that there 
would be almost no visibility into the lots from the outside. 

Mr. Vachon asked whether the liner could be a different color. Mr. McNaughton said that that 
could help articulate the pickets more. Mr. Seitz said that could help with the blankness, but it 
may be tricky to select a background color. Comments were shared about wanting to see a 
sample to get a better understanding of the articulation. 

Mr. Poole asked if it would be possible to extend the height of the existing brick walls and to add 
a topper that would prevent scaling. Mr. Alcorn said the existing walls might need to be removed 
to do that, but that removing the existing cap and building upwards might be doable. There was 
some discussion about the structural stability of the footers for the existing walls. Mr. 
McNaughton said that a brick wall would look better than the proposed black steel fence. Ms. 
Schmidt asked if part of the issue with raising the brick wall was because the current walls are of 
varying heights. Mr. Alcorn said that while yes, there is variation in the existing wall height, the 
product proposed was described as more secure than a brick wall. 

Concerns were stated by Mr. Poole, Mr. Seitz, and Ms. Pope that the solution—as presented—
was unlike anything else in the Courthouse Historic and Cultural District and that a better 
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understanding of the proposal was needed. Apprehension was also expressed that an approval of 
the proposal as-is may set an adverse precedent in the district for fences and walls. Mr. Seitz 
reiterated that the Board was keenly aware of the necessity and importance of the request and 
that the Board wanted to ensure that this proposal was the best permanent solution. He added that 
clearer or different documentation might better show what the design would actually look like. 
He noted that the provided renderings were difficult to read. Ms. Pope asked if a temporary fence 
could be approved while the design for a permanent solution was refined.  

Mr. Alcorn said that Moseley Architects, who also worked on Buildings 1 and 2, have extensive 
experience with security measures and that they had made a strong case for this product. Mr. 
Poole asked if the research and comparative studies conducted by Moseley Architects could be 
provided for review. 

Ms. Nowak said that she was hearing that the Board members were interested in understanding 
more information about alternative proposals (i.e., what had been researched) and what 
landscaping might be possible to soften the installation. Mr. Seitz confirmed and said that it 
sounded as though that information would be necessary for the members’ review.  

Mr. Poole made a motion to defer the application to the September 2022 Historical Review 
Board meeting to receive additional information regarding alternative solutions. Mr. 
McNaughton seconded the motion. Ms. Pope asked whether the motion included landscaping. 
There was some brief discussion that the motion was intended to bring forth more information 
about comparative designs and other design elements. Mr. Vachon asked whether a material 
sample could be provided. The motion was not amended and there was no additional discussion. 
The motion to defer the application to the September meeting was approved with a vote of 6 to 1, 
with Mr. Hightower opposed. 

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-08 – Harris Teeter, LLC – Request to 
demolish existing SunTrust Bank building and construct new fuel station with related new 
signage; 2500 Nimmo Parkway – GPIN 1494632180 – Courthouse Historic and Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak presented the application and gave a summary of the proposal. The applicant plans 
to demolish the existing SunTrust Bank building at 2500 Nimmo Parkway, which is located on 
an outparcel of the Courthouse Marketplace Shopping Center. Following demolition, the site will 
be redeveloped with a new Harris Teeter Fuel Station.  

Ms. Nowak noted that there will be a monument sign with fuel prices installed near Nimmo 
Parkway. It will be externally illuminated. There should be no disturbance to existing 
landscaping and the existing street lighting will remain. Ms. Nowak noted that although the 
submitted drawings show identifying signage on four sides of the fuel station canopy, the sign 
will only appear on two sides. 

Ms. Nowak said that Staff is recommending approval subject to the conditions noted in the Staff 
report. She said that Megan Fitzsimmons of Kimley-Horn is in attendance representing this 
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application and is here to answer the questions that you may have.  Ms. Nowak then invited Ms. 
Fitzsimmons to provide any additional comments. 

Ms. Fitzsimmons provided some additional details for the application. She added that company-
wide Harris Teeter is looking to offer fuel service as part of its business operations. The 
proposed kiosk will be walk-up with no interior access aside from the restrooms. She also 
clarified that only two canopy signs are proposed with this application. She said that this is a 
prototype used frequently by Harris Teeter, but certain details were adjusted for the Courthouse 
Historic and Cultural District including the brick to match the shopping center and the proposed 
CMU block base. 

Ms. Schmidt asked if this would be similar to the Harris Teeter fuel station on Sandbridge and 
Princess Anne Roads. Ms. Fitzsimmons said it would. 

Mr. Poole asked how the canopy signs would be lit. Ms. Fitzsimmons said she was not sure if 
they would be up lit or down lit, but that the sign consultant did have an exterior lighting 
solution. Ms. Nowak said that the Waffle House building across the interior drive from the 
proposed site has goose neck down lighting on their sign. Mr. Poole stated a preference for up-
lighting for the signs. 

Mr. Vachon asked if a similar proposal for the 7-Eleven had recently come before the Historical 
Review Board. Mr. Reed said that it had not. The only similar one was for a Royal Farms. 

Mr. McNaughton made a motion to approve the application with the conditions in the staff report 
and that the canopy signs be up lit. Mr. Poole seconded the motion. Ms. Fitzsimmons asked 
whether it would be possible to give a choice for the type of illumination of the signs with the 
approval. Mr. McNaughton amended his motion to approve the application with the conditions in 
the staff report with a preference that any lighting of the canopy signs be up lit. Mr. Poole 
seconded the motion. There was no additional discussion. The motion was approved with a vote 
of 7 to 0.  

 

Certificate of Appropriateness Application #22-09 – Village Shoppes Associates, LLC – 
Request to replace existing freestanding sign with a new freestanding directory sign; 3157 
Virginia Beach Boulevard – GPIN 1497057220 – Francis Land House Historic and 
Cultural District 

Ms. Nowak noted that application #22-09 for a new sign in the Francis Land House district has 
been deferred at the request of the applicant.  They have not submitted the required Disclosure 
Statement. 

 

Staff Update 
Ms. Nowak and Mr. Reed gave brief updates on two National Register nominations that will be 
heard at the upcoming September State Review Board meeting. Ms. Nowak said that 
nominations for the Cutty Sark and the Blue Marlin are being nominated under the Multiple 
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Property Documentation Form that was prepared in 2020 for the mid-twentieth century hotels 
and motels in Virginia Beach. Mr. Reed provided a brief summary of the history of the two 
buildings. Ms. Nowak and Mr. Reed asked if the Historical Review Board would be interested in 
writing a letter of support for the nominations. There were no objections from the Board. Mr. 
Reed said he would coordinate with Mr. Seitz on preparing a letter. 

 

Ms. Nowak and Mr. Reed previewed several National Register nomination projects that are in 
progress, including the Newsome Farm Cemetery and the Pleasant Ridge School.  

 

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

 

Mr. Poole made a motion to adjourn.  Mr. McNaughton seconded the motion. The motion was 
approved with a vote of 7 to 0. The meeting was adjourned at 5:07 p.m.    
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