
The Smithfield Board of Historic and Architectural Review (BHAR) held its regular 

meeting on Tuesday, May 17th, 2022 at the Smithfield Center.  The meeting was called to order at 

6:33 p.m.  

Members present: 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman  

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair 

Gary Hess  

Judith Lally 

Laura Brown 

Russell Hill  

Justin Hornback 

Members absent: None 

Staff present: 

William H. Riddick, III – Town Attorney 

Tammie Clary – Community Development & Planning Director 

Mark Kluck – Planner 

T. Carter Williams – Mayor  

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant  

Press: none 

Citizens: 10 

 

Chairman Gwaltney welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

 

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

  Tammie Clary, Community Development & Planning Director, introduced Mark Kluck to 

the members of the Board as a new Planner in her department and would be taking over as the 

designated staff member for the BHAR. 

 She reminded the Board members that there would be a Board of Zoning Appeals (BZA) 

meeting directly after the BHAR meeting, and that tonight’s meeting would need to be continued 

if everything on the agenda had not been accomplished prior to 7:30 pm. 

 

Upcoming Meetings and Activities: 

Tuesday, May 17th, 7:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 

Monday, May 23rd, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings    

Tuesday, June 7th, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 

Tuesday, June 14th, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting  

Tuesday, June 21st, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting  

Tuesday, June 21st, 7:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting  

 

Public Comments: 

 Bill Harris of 329 Grace Street in Smithfield reported that he has been very involved with 

Historic Preservation in the Town and he would like to speak in support of the application for the 
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multiple proposed changes at 337 Grace Street. He added that he and neighbors on the street had 

seen the plans and were very excited about the renovations. Mr. Harris added that the 

Montgomery’s were exceptional neighbors and that this would be a positive step for the 

neighborhood.  

 

Board Member Comments:  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated unless there were any short comments that the Board members 

would like to make at this time the Board Members Comments section would be moved to the end 

of the agenda as he felt the comments may take longer and did not want to delay the BZA meeting. 

He encouraged anyone present who would like to stay for the duration to hear any Board discussion 

to do so. 

 

Window Replacement and Material Change – 201 Cedar Street – Landmark – Trinity United 

Methodist Church C/O Larry Evans, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to replace a total of thirty-seven 

(37) wooden windows in various locations on the Family Activity Center addition of the Trinity 

United Methodist Church due to rotting windowsills and to get rid of any plexiglass windowpanes 

that were previously installed, with Restoration Series Vinyl Replacement Windows manufactured 

by Custom Vinyl Products (a company from Newport News that completes restoration jobs in 

Historic Williamsburg). There will be five (5) three over four (3/4) windows and five (5) half 

round windows replaced on the southwest side (the parking lot side) of the church’s addition. The 

new windows will feature the same grid patterns as the existing windows. There will be six (6) 

two over four (2/4) windows, eight (8) three over four (3/4) windows, eleven (11) half-round 

windows, and two (2) circular windows replaced on the northwest side of the church (the side 

facing Cedar Street). The new windows will feature the same grid patterns as the existing windows. 

The applicants have stated that the color of the windows will remain the same because the window 

company has the capability to color match the windowsills with the light green color of the 

windows currently installed in the Family Activity Center addition of the Church. Town staff 

recommend approval from a zoning standpoint and defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion. 

Robert Barlow of 7348 Purvis Lane in Smithfield, a Trustee for Trinity United Methodist 

Church, was present to speak regarding the application. He reported that the Church had been 

dealing with the issue of rotten windows and sills for a while. He added that through their research 

they had found a company based out of Newport News that works with Historic Williamsburg, 

and is the only company approved to complete work inside of King’s Mill and has completed 

restoration work in historic properties in Portsmouth and Norfolk. He continued that this company 

manufactures the vinyl windows themselves and they do not use recycled vinyl, which makes them 

better quality than what can be ordered from Lowe’s. He stated that they can achieve the color 

match by injecting the dye into the vinyl themselves. Mr. Barlow reported that he had brought an 

example window, but added that this was not the exact version that they were going with.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that the property was designated as a landmark property, but 

the window replacement would be on a section that is a newer addition built much later. 
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Mr. Barlow confirmed this and added that it was added in the 1980’s. He stated that the 

wooden windows that were put in were the most cost effective for the Church at the time.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked the Board members to keep in mind that though the entire 

property is considered “Landmark,” work would only be done on the newest portion. 

Mr. Hill reconfirmed with Mr. Barlow that they were true vinyl windows, with no 

composite material used. 

Mr. Hornback asked if there had been any consideration of using aluminum-cladded, wood, 

or composite windows.  

Mr. Barlow stated that they had looked at them, but through their research the Church felt 

this was the best option. He discussed how the windows were made and reiterated that the windows 

were used in Historic Williamsburg.  

Mr. Hill asked to examine the example window Mr. Barlow had brought.  

Mr. Barlow pointed out that what the Church had ordered was completely different then 

the example brought, but it was all the company had for him to bring.  

 Chairman Gwaltney summarized that for the Board’s purposes the window was an example 

of the material only.  

 Mr. Hill confirmed that the window grids would all be external and color matched. 

 Mr. Hess stated that a downside of using vinyl is that it tends to fade with time and asked 

if this had been addressed with the manufacturer.  

 Mr. Barlow stated that the windows came with a lifetime warrantee and the Church was 

looking to make sure the changes were long-term. 

 The Town Attorney summarized that there was a conflict between what is currently written 

in the guidelines and the information that Mr. Barlow gave regarding this company having 

completed work in Colonial Williamsburg. He suggested that the Company provide more 

information or a contact to speak with in Colonial Williamsburg to provide additional guidance. 

He posited that as materials evolve the Board needed to evolve as well.  

Vice Chair Hillegass reported that the Board had investigated new materials before and 

acknowledged that Colonial Williamsburg was the optimal example of historic restoration. 

Mr. Hill inquired if the external grids on the example window were the only grids that the 

company provided. Mr. Barlow confirmed that this was all that was provided.  

Mrs. Lally asked how long the company had been in operation. She explained that she had 

previous experience with a window company that provided a warranty and then the company went 

under, rendering the warranty moot. 

Chairman Gwaltney inquired if the Church had a timeline that needed to be met. 

Mr. Barlow stated that the Church would like to get started as soon as possible.  

Mr. Hornback stated speculated that with the materials presented it sounded as if the 

contract had already been signed. He asked if the company had started making the windows. 

Mr. Barlow confirmed that they had.  

Vice Chair Hillegass asked if the extent of the damage to the windows was with water 

coming into the building.  

Mr. Barlow confirmed that there was water entering the building and that the Church had 

done what they could to repair it. He introduced Larry Evans, the Church’s sexton.  
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Mr. Evans stated that there was water rot along the bottoms of the windows, reporting that 

a ball point pen could be stuck completely through at several points. He reiterated that the Church 

had attempted to stay within budget by getting that type of window when the addition was built.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked if there was an expected delivery date given on the windows.  

Mr. Barlow stated that currently the possible delivery date was in July. He added that it 

was his understanding that frames had already been finished but the delay is the glass.  

Chairman Gwaltney addressed the Board members stating normally if they would like to 

get additional information they would table an issue like this, do additional research, and ask the 

applicant to return to the next month’s meeting.  

Mr. Hornback stated that he wanted to summarize the challenge, relating that in the 

guidelines for the Historic District, especially with landmark properties, it states to replace 

materials with like materials. He added that there was precedent and guidelines for using aluminum 

covered wood and composite, but there is explicit language excluding vinyl.  

Chairman Gwaltney reviewed that in the last year the Board had expressed the need to 

review new products and update the guidelines. He expressed great interest in speaking with 

representatives of Colonial Williamsburg to find out what product they used, and why they like it, 

to help offer some insight. He summarized that the Board was not necessarily against the proposed 

windows, but they needed more information. He added that the windows having already been 

ordered, greatly complicates the matter.  

Vice Chair Hillegass suggested that there are ways to address the issue without waiting an 

entire month, giving the examples of workshopping the issue, going for a site visit to Colonial 

Williamsburg to see the product in person, or requesting a representative in Williamsburg send 

photographs of the different products they have used.   

The Town Attorney endorsed this idea due the urgency involved. He recommended that 

Mr. Barlow contact this company and request that they contact Mrs. Clary with additional 

information, who would then disseminate the information as necessary. He suggested the 

formation of a subcommittee to investigate further, adding that two members would suffice.  

Mr. Hess suggested that the Board members could vote online as well, once more 

information was received. He added that he would like to hear more from Colonial Williamsburg 

versus hearing from the window company.  

The Town Attorney reiterated that the window company should be able to give referral 

information on who could be contacted at Colonial Williamsburg.  

Mr. Hess outlined the importance of the issue, imparting that this could be setting 

precedence if approved. He related that the Board had denied vinyl windows and if approval was 

going to be given for their use in a landmark property, he would like to have abundant information 

as to why.  

Vice Chair Hillegass reminded the members that the work was to be done in a newer 

addition.  

Mr. Hill pointed out to Mr. Barlow that it was hard to tell the public the difference between 

the example he brought in for review and a Lowe’s vinyl window. He reported that he agreed with 

the Town Attorney that as Colonial Williamsburg accepted them, then it should be examined 

closer. 
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The Town Attorney confirmed with Mr. Barlow that the current windows are not gridded 

at all. He summarized that the contact information needed to be given to Mrs. Clary, so that she 

may pass it on to the Board members and an informed decision could be made.  

Mr. Hess expressed that he would like to help the Church, but if the Board was going to 

make a decision that was contrary to what is written in the guidelines then he would like to have 

all the information recorded as to why that decision was made.  

The Town Attorney agreed and stated that the additional information would have to show 

that the product was somehow different than what is considered to be a normal vinyl window.  

Chairman Gwaltney projected the outcome could be that the Board would allow only this 

product for future vinyl window usage. 

Mr. Hill discussed his experience prior to becoming a Board member proposing use of the 

Wood-wright window.  

Chairman Gwaltney recapped the plan of Mr. Barlow contacting the window company, 

asking them to please contact Mrs. Clary who would then gather additional information, then 

possibly reaching out to Williamsburg to get their review of the product, compile this information 

together in lieu of a committee, and the Board would review/vote electronically on the matter. He 

suggested tabling the item. 

Vice Chair Hillegass made the motion to table the issue until additional information is 

received from the manufacturer in regard to approval from Colonial Williamsburg. Mr. Hornback 

seconded the motion. 

Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none 

opposed. The motion passed. 

Chairman Gwaltney encouraged Mr. Barlow to forward the company contact information 

so that the investigative process could be started. 

Mr. Barlow explained that he would no longer be a member of the Church’s Board, but 

would assist in any way he could. He confirmed that Mrs. Clary had primary company information 

provided. 

 

Assorted Exterior Changes – 337 Grace Street – Non-Contributing – Daniel Montgomery, 

applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval for assorted exterior changes to 

the detached single-family residence.  

1) Replace exterior windows with Anderson Wood-wright Double Hung full-frame series 

400 composite windows which would be black in color and feature no grid pattern. The 

existing windows are made of wood with a three-over-four (3/4) grid pattern. The applicant 

has stated the existing windows are rotted and need to be replaced. All of the trim around 

the windows will be LP SmartSide Expert Finish Hardie Board painted in a white color 

known as “Snowscape”.  

2) Replace all existing siding with LP SmartSide Expert Finish Hardie Board Siding in a 

dark gray color known as “Cavern Steel” color. The existing siding on the house is made 

out of aluminum which is rusting.  
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3) Replace the existing asphalt roof with a black metal roof manufactured by Lifetime 

Building Supply, LLC. The metal roof would be similar in style to the one on the detached 

single-family dwelling located at 207 James Street.  

4) Replace the existing metal front door and rotten wooden frame with a wooden front 

door. The new stained wooden front door will feature two (2) glass windows at the top of 

the door. The frame of the door will be constructed of the same composite material as the 

proposed windows and will be black in color.  

5) Install an approximately ten foot (10’) by twelve foot (12’) patio to the left of the front 

porch that would extend to the left edge of the front of the house using textured Flagstone 

Pavers in a dark grey color.  

6) Erect an A-Frame roof extension over the front porch which would be attached to the 

current roof with two (2) wooden six inch by six inch (6” x 6”) columns on the front side. 

The roof extension will feature the same metal roof material that is proposed for the rest of 

the house. The columns will be painted white to match the trim of the house. The metal 

roof would be extended to this new proposed roof as well. 

She continued that Town Staff recommend approval from a zoning standpoint and defer to 

the BHAR for architectural discretion. 

Dan Montgomery of 337 Grace Street in Smithfield was present to discuss the application. 

He reported the work that he had done to clear overgrown vegetation and gave an overview of the 

work that would be done due to rotting exteriors in the front of the house.  

Chairman Gwaltney made the observation that the house was a newer build done in the 

Colonial style gone into disrepair. He continued that the applicant sought to make several changes 

that mirrored styles of the houses around the property that would give it an early 20th century 

bungalow style. He suggested that when they are looking at the proposed changes that they 

consider the finished product versus the Board’s usual style of trying to keep the original style of 

the house.   

Mr. Montgomery added to this reporting that the house was built in 1984, and the major 

change to the house would be the addition of the gable over the front door.  

Chairman Gwaltney pointed out that the change to a standing seam metal roof was also a 

major change. 

There was general discussion on whether there were Colonial period houses with standing 

seam metal roofs in the Historic Downtown area and when that style of roof began being used.  

Mr. Hornback inquired if the plan for the gable’s supports included the more modern look 

that was characterized in the pictures provided.  

Mr. Montgomery confirmed that the gable would match the siding and look of the house.  

Mr. Hornback asked the Board if there were any areas of concern that would necessitate 

their breaking the components out one-by-one for consideration. 

Chairman Gwaltney asked the Board members if the components should be considered on 

their own or as a whole group. 

The general consensus of the Board members was appreciation of the abundance of 

information provided for all the proposed changes, adherence to the Historic District guidelines, 

and that it could be considered as one group.  
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Vice Chair Hillegass made the motion to approve the application as presented.  

Mr. Hill asked for confirmation that it would be a 1” seam on the metal roof and that it 

would not be the commercial seam height of 1.5” or 2”. 

Mr. Hornback seconded the motion. 

Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none 

opposed. The motion passed. 

 

 

Exterior Change – 202 Cary Street – Contributing – Nelson Moody, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to replace the current rotting 

wooden stairs on the rear of the house with either Trex Select Earth Tones or Trex Enhance Basics 

both styles are a brown color known as “Saddle.” The applicant is also proposing to add an attached 

awning to the rear of the house to cover the proposed stairs. The awning will be constructed in a 

similar style to the photo submitted using wood with black asphalt shingles that would match the 

shingles on the house. An approximately ten foot (10’) by six foot (6’), 60 square foot area under 

and around the proposed stairs will be covered in red brick which will be purchased from Lowes 

and closely resemble the existing brick foundation. 

Town Staff recommend approval from a zoning standpoint and defer to the BHAR for 

architectural discretion. 

Nelson Moody of 105 Chrisfield Circle in Smithfield was present to speak about the 

application. He explained that he is the owner with his son is currently residing in the home and 

they would like to fix the rotting stairs. He added that the addition of the awning and the brick 

would look better than what was currently in place.  

Mr. Hess reconfirmed with Mr. Moody that he would be using Trex products.  

Mr. Hill made the motion to approve the application as presented. Mrs. Lally seconded the 

motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none 

opposed. The motion passed. 

Chairman Gwaltney expressed appreciation of Mr. Moody for being mindful of following 

Historic District guidelines for even a minor update.  

 

New Construction – Lot 3 Clay Street – Non-Contributing – Willkris Service C/O William 

Campbell, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to construct a new single-family 

detached dwelling on the property. The house will be covered with Addison Heights Dutchlap 

five-inch (5”) vinyl siding in a white color known as White Birch. Additionally, Novikshake RS8 

shake siding will be used in the two front gables and on the rear second story portion of the house 

which will have a wood grain pattern look it. The color of the shake siding will be Warm 

Sandalwood. The eaves of the house will be finished with white vinyl vented soffits. The corner 

boards will be white vinyl boards while the frieze boards and the rakes will be wrapped with white 

aluminum trim metal. The lower and upper roofs of the house will be covered with thirty (30) year 

GAF Timberline High Definition Charcoal shingles. The covered porch will feature four (4) six-

inch by six-inch (6” x 6”) posts wrapped with white MiraTEC composite trim boards. All the 
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windows on the house will be Atrium Series 450 Double Hung windows featuring a solid white 

exterior brick mould. The larger rectangle windows will feature a two-over-one (2/1) grid pattern 

with the exception of the awning window which will be a square window with a one-by-one grid 

pattern. The house will rest on a concrete block foundation, which will be clad with white stucco. 

The house will be accessed by a Therma-Tru Smooth Star six-panel fiberglass door. The rear door 

will be a Therma-Tru Smooth Star three-quarter (3/4) fifteen (15) lite door. The front and rear 

doors will be painted to match the shake siding (Warm Sandlewood). To divert stormwater away 

from the stucco foundation, the applicant has proposed white aluminum gutters for the entirety of 

the house. The proposed single-family detached dwelling will be similar to the house recently built 

at 211 Wainwright Drive (pictures are provided below for reference). There will be minor 

differences from the house located on 211 Wainwright Drive, such as the front door being a 

different color and the elevated back porch will not be present on the proposed house for Lot 3 on 

Clay Street. 

 Town Staff defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion; however, the applicant must 

submit an approved site plan and all required applications to Town staff for a new single-family 

dwelling before construction can begin. 

 William Campbell of 213 Keswick Place in Smithfield was present to speak about the 

application. He reported that his company builds houses in the Smithfield area and the house at 

211 Wainwright Drive was a house that they had recently completed. He continued that after 

speaking with the Board last year about the property and the evaluation of Clay Street in general 

his company had decided to proceed with a vinyl look for the proposed home. He explained that 

from his research the majority of the homes on Clay Street were made with vinyl products. 

 Chairman Gwaltney acknowledged that the existing houses on both sides of the property 

have vinyl siding, and there are several different siding styles throughout this area. He also gave 

the reminder that this property was classified as Non-Contributing. He reported that his only 

problem with the house was the design choice to have an overhang of the second floor at the back 

of the house, but added that he understood this was not a reason to not move forward with 

consideration.   

 Mr. Campbell explained that the lot was challenging to work with in accommodating the 

building of a three-bedroom house with the setbacks allowed in the Town. He added that the 

overhang was a solution for them to achieve having bedrooms of a decent size while staying in 

budget-range.  

 Chairman Gwaltney made the recommendation to add a wood bracket to enhance the 

design. 

 Mr. Hornback stated that the design maximized the lot.  

 Mr. Campbell explained that his company had taken many problematic lots around 

Smithfield and were able to build structures on them that have made many people happy. He 

discussed the custom designed interior floor plan details with the Town Attorney and Board 

members. 

 Mr. Hill stated that he understood Mr. Campbell’s reasoning for using vinyl but added that 

there was not a house that had been built in the last 10 years that had used vinyl. He explained that 

the recent builds and renovations in this area had all used Hardie Plank siding, adding that the 
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Board has not approved vinyl. He stated he worked on 4 homes that all had Hardie Plank siding. 

He asked Mr. Campbell if he was using vinyl siding due to cost. 

 Mr. Campbell stated that cost was a factor, especially in this market as there is 35-40% 

price increase in homes. He added he had not wanted to have to bring this aspect into the discussion 

as the application should not be approved based on cost. He projected that building a home like 

this, adding Hardie Plank or LP Smart Siding, completing the decorating, and then painting it 

would add $10,000-12,000. He stated that would take a home in the mid-200,000’s and increase it 

to where it cannot be afforded. Mr. Campbell recalled a house that the BHAR had approved 3 

years ago where he didn’t even consider vinyl because the cost of alternatives was much cheaper, 

and the home he was building was surrounded by homes that had Hardie Plank siding. He 

explained that he chose vinyl in this case because it seemed to fit the scenario.  

 Mr. Hill asked Mr. Campbell if he would be willing to use Hardie Plank. 

 Mr. Campbell stated that his intent at the meeting was to gain approval. He added that he 

was willing to be flexible with what the Town would want him to do and reiterated that he felt that 

vinyl was the correct choice for this project.  

 Chairman Gwaltney asked for confirmation from the other Board members if there was 

another new build happening near this area, and that what is currently a dead-end street will soon 

not be a dead-end street.  

 Mr. Hill pointed out the BHAR had gone through much effort to move away from the use 

of vinyl, giving the example of the last few houses that had been presented with vinyl had been 

denied and the applicants had gone with Hardie Plank or another alternative.   

 Mr. Hornback made a motion to approve the application as presented.  

 Mr. Hess stated that he felt the issue needed further discussion. He also stated that the 

Board had been working very to not approve vinyl since he had been appointed to the BHAR, and 

the members needed to think about the precedent that was being set for the future. He added that 

if there was a product that was better than vinyl, then the Board needed to pursue its use. Mr. Hess 

stated that if the Board is not careful, then Smithfield could lose its historical significance which 

would have far-reaching economic impacts.  

The Town Attorney pointed out that there had been no second to the motion on the floor.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked if there was any Board member who would like to second the 

motion. Seeing and hearing none, the motion failed.  

 Mr. Hill made the motion to approve the motion as presented with the condition that the 

applicant uses LP Smart Siding, Hardie Board, or composite siding in place of the proposed vinyl 

siding, and the use of a composite or solid PVC trim material and soffit board.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion. 

 Mr. Campbell reiterated that the supports in the front of the house were six-inch by six-

inch (6” x 6”) posts and confirmed that they would be wrapped in a composite. 

 Mr. Hill inquired if since the siding type would be changing, would the color then change 

as well.  

 Mr. Campbell reported that the color would not change, adding that the siding and doors 

that he would use would not be pre-dyed as he found the finish on the house was more clean when 

painted last after touch-ups were done.  
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 Chairman Gwaltney reviewed the motion and the second, and called for a collective vote. 

All members present voted aye, with none opposed. The motion passed.  

 

Amendment of Prior Approval – 334 Grace Street – Landmark – Paula Cole, applicant. 

 Vice Chair Hillegass made a motion that the agenda item be tabled until the applicant was 

able to appear before the board.  Mr. Hornback seconded the motion. 

 Chairman Gwaltney collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none opposed. 

The motion passed. 

 

Approval of the Tuesday, April 19th, 2022 Summary Meeting Minutes: 

The Town Attorney recommended approval of the minutes as presented. 

Vice Chair Hillegass made a motion to approve the minutes. Mrs. Lally seconded the 

motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote, all members were in favor, with none 

opposed. The motion passed. 

 

The meeting was recessed at 7:34 pm to accommodate the Board of Zoning Appeals meeting. 

 

The meeting was called back to order at 7:52 pm. 

 

Board Member Comments:  

 Chairman Gwaltney recalled a question by a member of the public regarding the accuracy 

of the Inventory List of the Historic Property Overlay (HPO). He outlined that there were 

properties currently in the Historic District that are listed as landmark, contributing, or non-

contributing that have changed significantly since the last time that the Inventory List had been 

updated that possibly changed their classification.  He continued that the gentleman that had 

brought up the issue was referencing a particular piece of property, Pierceville, that had the 

structures removed. Chairman Gwaltney stated that he was not necessarily addressing just that 

property, but it certainly fell under those same circumstances. He added the example of the agenda 

item discussed in this meeting that involved a non-contributing property, that once the structure is 

built would possibly then meet the criteria to be classified as contributing. He continued that this 

could come up regularly as there were many vacant lots that could be built on.  

 The Town Attorney gave information about the definitions that would denote landmark 

classification in the Smithfield Zoning Ordinance. He reported that the language specifically 

addressed the structures defining whether a property was landmark, and there was no provision for 

classifying property without structures.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass discussed the proposed Comprehensive Plan, and the work that the 

Planning Commission had completed. She reported that part of the property in question was in the 

Historic District. She stated that it was the Commission’s, and the public’s, hope that the BHAR 

would be able to provide an additional layer of quality control in the Historic District.  

 The Town Attorney confirmed this and pointed out that there was still no application 

pertaining to the property. He acknowledged that it would be difficult to comment on something 

that the Board had never seen, but theoretically the members knew there was potential for 
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development. He pointed out that regardless of proposed changes, the Historic Preservation 

Overlay does not go away, and any project would have to comply with the Historic District 

guidelines. 

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the discussion being had was to prepare for the eventuality 

that these issues would be before the BHAR and he wanted to be able to have answers to questions. 

He stated that there had been questions about changing the boundaries of the Historic District, and 

inquired if the BHAR had any bearing on such a decision. 

 The Town Attorney reported that any such issue would only be discussed or decided by 

the Town Council. He added that it had been made public that in the case of any development on 

the old Pierceville property the developer stated that they would comply with the Historic District 

guidelines.  

 There was general discussion regarding soil being able to be defined as landmark property, 

as the ordinance currently only addresses structures and not physical soil. 

 Chairman Gwaltney confirmed that any updates that the BHAR wanted to make in the 

definitions that are currently in the Town Ordinances would have to be put on the agenda, approved 

for recommendation, and then sent to Town Council. 

 Mr. Hess stated that any structure that was built in the Historic Preservation Overlay would 

be assessed by the Board on its own merit. 

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that at this point the property does not meet the qualifications 

to be a landmark property with no structures on it. 

 The Town Attorney referenced this issue occurring in regard to another property on 

Riverview Avenue. 

 Mrs. Clary stated that there had been a contributing property on Riverview that had a 

structure in great disrepair torn down to make room for a new construction that then would make 

the property non-contributing.  

 Mrs. Lally inquired how the property in question was any different now to all the other 

vacant lots that are currently in the Historic District. 

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that he did not think it was any different other than the fact that 

it was still listed as landmark. 

 Mrs. Lally stated that it was her hope that this particular developer would go above and 

beyond to adhere to the Historic Preservation Overlay. Chairman Gwaltney agreed, adding that he 

felt that this developer would listen to what people want more than a developer that was not 

familiar with the area. 

 Mrs. Lally stated that she was thankful for the overlay still being in place and that it should 

stay. 

The Town Attorney reiterated that there could be no change to the Historic District or the 

overlay, and such a change would require many steps including public hearings. 

Mrs. Clary reported that during the last update of the HPO item 6 was included, which 

allowed for updating of the inventory list to account for vacant properties with non-contributing 

status to be brought before the Board for review and then bring to Town Council for consideration. 




