
 

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

meeting on Tuesday, June 21st, 2022 at the Smithfield Center.  The meeting was called to order at 

6:35 p.m.  

Members present: 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman  

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair 

Judith Lally 

Russell Hill  

Members absent:  

Gary Hess  

Laura Brown 

Justin Hornback 

Staff present: 

William H. Riddick, III – Town Attorney 

Tammie Clary – Community Development & Planning Director 

Joseph Reish – Code Enforcement Technician  

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant  

Press: none 

Citizens: 6 

 

Chairman Gwaltney welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

 

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

  Tammie Clary, Community Development and Planning Director, reported that there were 

no new updates and reminded the members that there would be a review of the Historic Property 

Overlay Map and Inventory. 

 

Public Comments: 

There were no public comments.   

 

Board Member Comments:  

 Vice Chair Hillegass reported to the other Board members that the Planning Commission 

had forwarded the updated Comprehensive Plan and the Planned Mixed Use Development 

(PMUD) zoning designation to the Town Council for consideration. She confirmed with Mrs. 

Clary that both items would be on the next Town Council agenda as a public hearing, and directed 

the members where they could find them for review.    

 

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

Methodist Church C/O Larry Evans, applicant 

Mrs. Clary reported that at the Tuesday, May 17th, 2022 BHAR meeting, the Board 

unanimously voted to table their decision on the window replacements for the Family Activity 

Center addition of the Trinity United Methodist Church to allow for additional information from 
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the manufacturer in regard to the approvals that were granted to various structures in Colonial 

Williamsburg. The windows are true vinyl windows featuring a vinyl brick mould that gives the 

impression of a wooden crown moulding finish.  

Mrs. Clary reviewed that the applicant was 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 (CVP). 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). She reported that the applicants have stated that 

the color of the windows will remain the same because the window company has the ability 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.  

Michael Davenport of 103 Todd Court in Yorktown reported that he is one of the owners 

at Custom Vinyl Products and that he has been a building contractor for 48 years. He added that 

his partner had started the company after working with the gentleman who supplied glass to Canon 

Copiers looking for something different to do. Mr. Davenport stated that the company had 

developed a window that was built around an architecturally correct product, and asked the Board 

if he may show them an example.  

Mr. Davenport brought forward an example window for the Board to review. He described 

the design and manufacturing of the window and frame. He gave the Board a history of the 

Company and a brief overview of the education history of the owners.  

Chairman Gwaltney inquired if the Company made windows with the option of having the 

gridding on the outside of the glass.  

Mr. Davenport pointed out that the example brought in had the dividing grids in between 

the glass, but they did offer one product with gridding on the outside. He added that it is used very 

little as it is more expensive, adds a small architectural element, and is harder to clean.    

Dan Elmore, Pastor at Trinity Methodist Church, reported that the existing gridding is 

inside the windows.  

Mr. Davenport explained the philosophy of the Company to continually increase the quality 

level of the products they offered, and gave information of the specifications of the window to 

withstand high speed winds.  

Vice Chair Hillegass asked if the work that Custom Vinyl Products had completed in 

Williamsburg was for Foundation properties or regular residential.  

Mr. Davenport stated that they had not done actual Foundation property work; however, 

the work they had completed was held to the same guidelines as is standard in Williamsburg. He 

gave examples of the types of windows that their company had replaced, and outlined that one of 
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the positive aspects was that their windows could be built to the exact specification and size 

needed.  

Mr. Hill asked if the entire frame was removed when taking out the old windows and if 

there were no nail flanges on the new windows.  

Mr. Davenport confirmed this and stated that this was the reasoning behind the 

“Restoration Series” name. He added that it set them apart from other contractors as they would 

not cover up any potential structural issues. 

Mr. Hill confirmed that this meant that the company would re-trim the inside of the window 

as well.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that he did not think that the Board was calling into question 

the quality of the product or the company’s performance. He continued that the issue the Board 

had was allowing vinyl to be placed in a Landmark building in the Historic District.   

Mr. Davenport gave examples of different advances in technology that had seemed 

negative when introduced but had made life easier. He stated that the window frame may not be 

made out of wood, but it does keep the overall appearance of the house and is made of a product 

that will never deteriorate.  

Mr. Gwaltney acknowledged that the Board had been addressing and exploring advances 

in building materials. He added that the Board was open to reviewing different materials and 

reviewed applications on a case-by-case basis. He asked the Town Attorney for his opinion. 

The Town Attorney reviewed the guidelines and stated that he did not see language specific 

to vinyl, adding that the products available when it was written were not of good quality. He 

advised the Board to look at the example vinyl window displayed and see if it was of a quality 

they could live with. He summarized that the Board had a policy based on observation of materials 

available over the years and advised them to review and update as necessary. The Town Attorney 

stated that if the Board felt that the vinyl material presented was acceptable to them, they could 

differentiate from the cheaper quality vinyl windows. 

Vice Chair Hillegass reminded the Board that the replacement windows would be going 

into a modern addition on the church.  

Chairman Gwaltney added that the church sits on several parcels of land and was actually 

several structures pieced together. He inquired to the applicant present if there were plans to 

replace the windows in the original building with these windows.  

Larry Evans of 414 Watson Drive in Smithfield stated that they were no plans of additional 

replacement. 

Chairman Gwaltney reviewed that at the moment the Board was looking at approval of 

replacement windows in a variety of additions to the church. He added that the property was large 

and had evolved over the years unlike the majority of the historic homes in the area that just had 

one built-on date. 

Mr. Evans stated that the Academy Building at the Church was considered a Landmark 

building as well and had vinyl windows in it. He questioned if anyone had found fault with these 

windows.  

Mrs. Lally pointed out that if something got past the Board’s notice, it did not mean that it 

was right or acceptable.  
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Mr. Hill inquired if the wood divider that was present in the arch windows between the 

arch-shaped top and rectangle bottom would be the same in the new windows as they are pictured 

in the existing windows.  

Mr. Davenport stated that it would be put in one piece. 

Mr. Hill stated that this was going to drastically change the appearance of the outside of 

the building.  

Mr. Davenport reported that if there was a divider between the two there would be more of 

a chance of it developing a leak. 

 Chairman Gwaltney asked what the alternative structure would be if the divider was taken 

out between the two windows.  

 Mr. Davenport approached to see which picture the Board was referencing. He clarified 

that he would need to confirm with the manager that measured those windows because they looked 

to have a depth that would need to still be divided into two.  

 Mr. Hill pointed out that the existing frames had traditional window stools. He confirmed 

with Mr. Davenport that they did not offer the traditional stool, but only a standard square look. 

Mr. Hill recapped that the existing windows utilize brick mould, which is not standard in the 

Historic District, they utilize grids between glass (GBG) currently, and the frame would be in the 

same green color as it exists currently.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that it would not be painted, that it would just be the color of 

the vinyl.  

 Mr. Davenport reported that no company has color vinyl and that it was all painted by a 

company called Custom Vinyl Painting. He stated that all brands went through this company to 

get their vinyl painted, including in the black color that is so popular for homes currently.  

   Mr. Hill confirmed that there was no field painting, and when the windows were installed 

that they would be in the green color.  

 Mrs. Lally inquired if the paint was guaranteed not to chalk.  

 Mr. Davenport confirmed this and described the paint as having an extremely smooth 

surface. 

 Mr. Hill confirmed the process that Custom Vinyl Products extruded the windows, put in 

the glass, sent the windows to the painters, who then painted the windows in their finished state. 

He questioned how the gridding on the inside of the window was painted to match the frame in 

this case.  

 Mr. Davenport stated that he did not have an answer to that question.  

 Mr. Hill stated that the Board would need to know the answer to this question and the 

gridding needed to be green, not white.  

 Mr. Evans stated that the existing grids were not green and were a beige color and snap in 

from the inside of the window.  

 Mr. Davenport stated that if the grid was beige, and they wanted it to remain that way, it 

would not be a problem as they have grids in that color.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the pictures that the Board were provided with and from 

observations made by the Board members in the community were that the grids were green facing 

outward.  
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 Mr. Evans amended his original statement and stated that the existing grids were painted 

beige on the inside and green facing outwards with the ability to be snapped-in.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the new windows would not have this ability and making 

the point that they would only have the ability to be one color which might complicate matters. 

 Mr. Hill made a motion to approve the application as presented with the requirement of the 

grids measuring 1”, being GBG, and must match the same color as the exterior framing. He 

reiterated that if the grids are not the same color they will not be accepted.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion.  

 Chairman Gwaltney asked Mr. Hill if he would amend the motion to include that this is a 

Landmark property, but the approval is applicable only to the newer addition on the property.  

 Mr. Hill stated that though he is against the use of vinyl windows, he understood that the 

Board needed to adapt to changing techniques and materials.  

 Chairman Gwaltney explained that he wanted the inclusion of approval on the modern 

addition in the event that this application was used as an example for other Landmark property 

renovations.  

 Mr. Hill stated that the Board would need to make a note of who the manufacturer of the 

window was and the style that was approved. 

 Chairman Gwaltney reviewed that there was a motion and a second to accept as presented 

with the qualifying criteria.  

 The Town Attorney reiterated the request that the record reflects the approval is for a 

specific type of window, made by a specific manufacturer, and will only be installed on a portion 

of the church that is a newer addition. 

 Mr. Hill asked the applicants to please not install the windows unless the grilles are the 

correct color.   

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

opposed. The motion passed. 

 Chairman Gwaltney encouraged the applicants to please contact the Board or Mrs. Clary 

if there was any issue that should arise regarding the grid color or otherwise. He addressed the 

issue that when the application was first presented that the project was already underway. He 

reported to the representatives from Trinity Methodist Church that he did not know if the Board 

approved the windows that were put in the Academy building, and the case may be that they were 

installed without approval. He related that this was almost the case with this project as well, and 

encouraged the applicants to adhere to the proper process in the future.  

 

Assorted Exterior Changes – 231 Cary Street – Non-Contributing – Joseph Reish, applicant 

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

the detached single-family dwelling, many as extensions from the Tuesday, September 17th, 2019 

BHAR meeting.  

1) Replace the existing green three (3) tab asphalt shingles with IKO Architectural 

Cambridge Shingles in a brown color known as Weatherwood.  

2) Install an eight foot (8’) by sixteen foot (16’) garden shed in the rear yard. The proposed 

shed will be covered with Weatherwood IKO Architectural Cambridge Shingles 
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(matching the proposed shingle replacement for the single-family dwelling). The shed 

will feature T1-11 siding, accessed by double wooden doors and the entirety of the shed 

will feature wooden trim. The access door, siding, and trim will be painted white to 

match the color of the primary structure. There will be no windows installed in the shed.  

3) Demolish the existing exterior masonry chimney prior to the replacement of an existing 

green three (3) tab asphalt shingle roof with a brown architectural asphalt shingle roof.  

4) Demolish the existing 288 square foot front porch of the residence.  

5) Rebuild a sixteen foot (16’) wide by six foot (6’) deep front porch with a five-over-

twelve (5/12) gable-style roof which will match the existing pitch of the roof on the 

primary structure. The new porch will feature four (4) six-inch (6”) by six-inch (6”) 

posts wrapped in white Royal PVC trim to support the new roof addition. The floor of 

the porch will be a concrete slab. The new gable roof will feature Hardie-Plank siding 

painted in white to match the exterior finish of the house. The eaves of the porch will be 

finished with a white Hardie Plank vented soffit while the ceiling of the porch will 

feature a stained tongue and groove ceiling in a dark brown color known as Dark 

Walnut. The porch will also feature a new set of steps for access. The steps will be 

constructed out of red brick and left in their natural color. The concrete floor will be left 

in its natural color. The exposed cinder block foundation of the porch will be parged in 

white.  

She reported that Town staff recommend approval from a zoning standpoint and defer to 

the BHAR for architectural discretion. 

Joseph Reish of 231 Cary Street in Smithfield stated that he did not have much to add to 

the staff report given, and it was essentially just his completion of projects presented to the Board 

previously. He lamented having to see the architectural feature of the porch removed; however, 

stated that its removal would allow vehicle access to the back of the property, keeping his truck 

out of the front yard. He reported that the placement of the shed would hide the truck as well from 

any proposed development behind his property. He expressed appreciation for the Board’s 

consideration.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked that the record show that a resident of Cary Street was 

concerned about the possible development going in behind the property. 

Vice Chair Hillegass made a motion to approve the application as presented.  

Mrs. Lally seconded the motion. Mr. Hill abstained from the vote. 

Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote, three members were in favor, with one 

abstaining. The motion passed. 

 

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

Mrs. Clary reported that at its Tuesday, July 20th, 2021 meeting, the applicant received 

conditional approval from BHAR to erect a set of stairs and three (3) landings/catwalks, along 

with railings on the rear of the house that will provide access to an existing second story rear porch. 

She reported that the original approval specified that the stairs, landings/catwalks, and railings 

would all be constructed from treated lumber painted a light grey color to match the existing trim, 

along with matching the color of the current porch. She added that the approval of the proposed 
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railings and balusters was required to match the style of the existing railings and balusters. Mrs. 

Clary reported that the application today was before the Board as an amendment to the prior 

approval as the applicant has erected the staircase with vertical spindles. 

Mrs. Clary reported that Town staff defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion and 

recommend for continuity reasons, the proposed railings match the current railings located on the 

rear and second story porch. 

 Paula Cole of 334 Grace Street in Smithfield was present to address the amendment to the 

original application. She thanked the Board for allowing her to come and review the original 

application. She acknowledged that there was a question surrounding the construction of the 

staircase using vertical spindles. She added that she needed access to the second floor, and while 

researching into cost of the spindles that matched the style of the existing railing it would be $100 

per each of the estimated 140 spindles. Mrs. Cole noted that the handrail was placed higher than 

expected after the inspection was completed and that the stairs could not really be seen from the 

front of the house.  

 Chairman Gwaltney pointed out that there was a side street where much of the visuals have 

come from. He stated that the original application that had been agreed upon was for one thing, 

and something else had been constructed.  He reported that a decision would be made by the Board 

to either accept what had been completed, or Mrs. Cole would agree to do what the Board asked.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass reiterated that the property owners did exactly what the Board had 

asked them not to do. She asked for an explanation as she did not understand where the confusion 

had been. 

 Mrs. Cole stated that the cost to put ornate spindles on both sides of the staircase was 

unbelievable.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass asked why she didn’t come back to the Board with another 

application.  

 Mrs. Cole stated she needed the access, and she had found someone who had been able to 

construct it at a lower price.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass asked if Mrs. Cole thought it would be much more expensive to have 

to take down what was built and put something else in its place.  

 Mrs. Cole stated that she was before the Board now to ask for the stairs that were 

constructed to be approved.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that this request put the Board in a hard place as what had been 

constructed was exactly what they did not want built. 

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she was not inclined to approve the proposed amendment 

at all.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that he had interpreted the situation as Mrs. Cole stating that 

she needed to get the stairs constructed quickly in order to move a tenant in or a like situation. He 

added that if this was the case then it sounded like this was a temporary solution to meet code until 

the permanent spindles could be installed so there was always a railing present. He stated that if 

there was a plan to change them, that was something the Board could consider. He continued that 

it would be hard for the Board to consider the construction if she had just wanted them completed 

quickly and felt she did not need to consider the original approval.  
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 Mrs. Cole reiterated that the cost of changing the spindles would be very high.  

 Chairman Gwaltney asked if she had considered this when she agreed to match the spindles 

the first time she met with the Board.  

 Mrs. Cole acknowledged that she knew it would be a lot.  

 Chairman Gwaltney reported that this was difficult for the Board to ignore when Mrs. 

Cole’s stance seemed to be that it cost too much and it had to be done. 

 Vice Chair Hillegass inquired if the stairs were for a rental situation. 

 Mrs. Cole reported that it was possible or for her own personal use. She stated that it would 

be for short-term rentals and not long-term.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she was not as sympathetic about the cost if it had been 

constructed for a rental as there would be income earned. She added that if the situation had been 

that the stairs were constructed for someone to be able to move in, that there would be income 

derived, and that the stairs would be updated to what had been approved in 12-24 months then she 

was more inclined to agree to approve. 

 Mrs. Lally stated that she was in agreement with Vice Chair Hillegass’ statement. She 

reported that she had been approached by people who have seen the construction and has had to 

explain that the BHAR did not approve the structure built. She added that she did not like that 

applicants are given approval by the Board for a project, then do whatever they want, and then ask 

the Board to amend their approval. She related that there are projects she would like to complete 

on her own home that she has not completed due to the price, but she has not brought it to the 

Board for approval until she can afford it.   

 Chairman Gwaltney informed Mrs. Cole that all the people sitting up with the Board, with 

the exception of Mrs. Clary, have all been through the process of presenting projects to the BHAR 

for approval and have had to spend more money to complete them the in a way that conforms with 

the way the Board wanted it done. He added that the Board empathized with cost issues and tried 

to work with homeowners for solutions. Chairman Gwaltney stated that it is discouraging when 

the Board members do what they are supposed to for the benefit of the Town, and the property-

owner does whatever they want regardless. He reported that this was why Mrs. Cole was receiving 

minimal support from the Board this evening. He stated that the Board wanted to work through 

the issue, but it was difficult for them to dismiss the application process because of time and cost.  

 Mrs. Cole reported that the stairs turned out to be much more than she anticipated and were 

very sturdy. She stated that they have been inspected and the stair railings have an addition that 

match part of the railings on the porch. She added that if she could re-submit an application then 

that is what she would do. She invited the Board members to come look at the stairs first-hand.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that they had seen the stairs and that the Board was not 

questioning the stability of the construction as that was the County’s job. He added that the 

BHAR’s job was to ensure that the stairs look appropriate to the house and the community while 

matching or blending with the architecture that already exists on the home. He reviewed that Mrs. 

Cole’s home was a “Landmark” property within their classification system which meant that it 

would be under more scrutiny as to what changes could be made. Chairman Gwaltney recapped 

that the Board had gone through the process of approval, then what was built does not match what 
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was approved or what Mrs. Cole agreed to, and drew enough attention from the community that 

pictures had been sent to Board members inquiring if the stairs had been approved by the BHAR.  

 Mrs. Cole asked if someone had really sent pictures of the stairs.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that they had, and reiterated that the stairs are quite visible. He 

acknowledged again that they were not visible from the front of the house but from the back corner. 

He stated that the style of the steps makes them look like they were made for a Nags Head beach 

house.  

 Mrs. Cole stated that the stairs are currently a natural wood color because she has been 

waiting for the wood to season before she paints it. She added that she was told that the wood 

needed to season for at least a year, and that once they were painted they should blend in much 

better. 

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the picture provided showed the stark difference between 

the Victorian railing and the beach-style railing next to each other. He reiterated his assertion that 

it was not appropriate or architecturally correct. He stated that the Board was willing to work with 

Mrs. Cole, and surmised an alternative spindle can be inserted in place of the vertical spindle and 

is affordable. 

 Mrs. Lally stated that she understood the height of the handrail was to code standard, and 

pointed out that any alternative spindle would have to be to the appropriate proportion to meet that 

same code.  

 Chairman Gwaltney speculated based on the picture provided that the landing and porch 

were of very different heights and that there was a 10 inch step down to the original porch.  

 Mrs. Cole reported that the elevation difference was due to placement of the windows and 

the design having the stairs come between the windows so as not to block them.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that this creates an even bigger issue with trying to blend the 

stairs in with the architecture of the home. He asked Mrs. Cole if she had spoken with the contractor 

regarding alternative options or was she waiting to see how the Board ruled.  

 Mrs. Cole stated that she was hoping that the stairs would be approved as they are. She 

added that she felt that even if they could be seen from the side they would really have to purposely 

look to see them. 

 Vice Chair Hillegass reported that the stairs could be seen from Grace Street.  

 Mrs. Lally made a motion to not approve the amendment.  

 The Town Attorney suggested that the Board could give Mrs. Cole 60 days to consult with 

an architect or qualified person and return to them with suggestions on how to make the 

construction more appropriate allowing her not to have to remove the entire structure.  

 Chairman Gwaltney inquired if the more expensive pickets on the second-floor porch were 

on the front porch as well. 

 Mrs. Cole reported that there were no pickets or railing on the front porch of the home.  

 Chairman Gwaltney inquired if the Victorian style pickets were on any other area of the 

house.  

 Mrs. Cole reported that the same style could be found on the larger porch on the first floor. 

She added that the railing had an extra top and bottom section added during a porch rebuild so that 

it would meet the height requirements.  
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 Mrs. Lally referenced her earlier motion, reporting that it had died as it had not received 

any seconds. She made an additional motion to give the applicant 60 days to come up with a 

different idea that would be acceptable to the Board and architecturally consistent with the 

building.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion.  

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

opposed. The motion passed. 

Mrs. Cole expressed that she wanted to see if there was a way to electronically show the 

Board what the stairs would look like once painted the light gray color to match the trim of the 

house.  

Chairman Gwaltney and Vice Chair Hillegass both stated they did not think it would work. 

He acknowledged Mrs. Cole’s frustration at the process, and reiterated the outcome of the first 

application.  

The Town Attorney stated that the reasoning that the cost was too high and it needed to be 

finished in a hurry were not acceptable excuses for not completing the project as it was permitted.  

Mrs. Cole stated that the stairs completed were done at a much lower price than she 

expected.   

 Chairman Gwaltney reiterated that Mrs. Cole had 60 days, or sooner, to research and 

encouraged her to reach out to Mrs. Clary with any questions.  

 Mrs. Cole stated that she would do research, adding that she would have to possibly go 

with a differently designed spindle as the vertical ones in now were much longer.   

 

HPO Map Amendment and Inventory Update – Various Locations – Town of Smithfield, 

applicant 

Mrs. Clary reported that at its Tuesday, April 19th, 2022 meeting, the Board approved the 

demolition of the single-family detached dwelling located at 200 Riverview Avenue (TPIN: 21A-

03-D012). The property (TPIN: 21A-03-D012) and the adjacent property (TPIN: 21A-03-D011) 

were previously classified as “Contributing” properties. Town staff are proposing to reclassify 

these two (2) properties as “Non-Contributing.” She gave the reminder that Lot 11 Riverview 

Avenue (TPIN: 21A-03-D011) was originally classified as “Contributing” because the eaves of 

the single-family dwelling for 200 Riverview Avenue (TPIN: 21A-03-D012) 

overhung/encroached into Lot 11 on Riverview Avenue (TPIN: 21A-03-D011).  

Mrs. Clary continued that its Tuesday, May 17th, 2022 meeting the Board discussed the 

reclassification of several other properties located within the HPO. These properties include the 

Smithfield Center and the Smithfield Theatre, as contributing properties, as their associated 

buildings contribute to the historic character of the Town (SZO 3.M Section D.3). Additionally, at 

its Tuesday, May 17th, 2022 meeting the Board discussed the reclassification of the former site of 

the Pierceville property (TPIN: 21A-04-000I17, 502 Grace St.) and two additional parcels (listed 

under the same TPIN) on either side of the main Pierceville property (TPIN 21A-04-000I) from a 

“Landmark” property to a “Non-Contributing” property as the property has no architectural merit. 

As defined in SZO Article 3.M Section D.4.e, as a “Landmark” property.  
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Mrs. Clary reported that this inventory and map amendment seeks to achieve the 

reclassification of multiple properties in the HPO:  

1) The following properties would be reclassified from Contributing to Non-Contributing: 

• 200 Riverview Avenue (TPIN: 21A-03-D012)  

• TPIN 21A-03-D011  

2) The following properties would be reclassified from Non-Contributing to Contributing: 

• Smithfield Center (220 North Church Street; TPIN 21A-01-067A)  

• Smithfield Theatre (210 North Church Street; TPIN 21A-01-067A1)  

3) The following properties would be reclassified from Landmark to Non-Contributing:  

• TPIN 21A-04-0000I17 (502 Grace St)  

o The main Pierceville property, which is situated between the Route 10 Bypass, 

Main Street and Grace Street.  

• TPIN 21A-04-000I which falls under two (2) separate parcels:  

o The triangle-like property located to the west of the Route 10 Bypass, and north 

of Pole Road,  

o And a 0.95 acre parcel fronting Cary Street, near the YMCA.  

The HPO map was updated to include the following corrections, previously approved:  

• The entire Smithfield Foods Campus (111 Commerce Street, 112 Commerce 

Street, and 200 Commerce Street), which includes TPIN’s:  

o 21A-01-000 o 21A-01-048 o 21A-01-053  

o 21A-01-046 o 21A-01-049 o 21A-01-054  

o 21A-01-047 o 21A-01-052 o 21A-01-055  

• The classification of 240 N Church Street, as TPIN 21A-01-067B, as a vacant 

non-contributing lot.  

She reported that an updated version of the HPO district map and property inventory have 

been attached to this staff report for the convenience of the BHAR. Pursuant to SZO Article 3.M 

Section D.6 the requested amendments will need to be reviewed by BHAR with a recommendation 

to Town Council for their review and final decision. Town staff recommends a favorable 

recommendation to Town Council for approval as submitted. 

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she felt it was straightforward, and made a motion to pass 

onto Town Council with a favorable recommendation.  

Mrs. Lally seconded the motion.  

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

opposed. The motion passed. 

Dan Elmore of 326 South Church Street in Smithfield asked if he could address the Board 

with a question.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked if it was in reference to the address updates.  

Mr. Elmore reported that he is the present Clergy at Trinity Methodist Church and stated 

that he had a question regarding the church’s address in the inventory. He continued that the 

resigning Church Trustee had turned over information to him that had indicated that the church 

address had been left off of the Landmark section of the HPO.  




