
The Smithfield Board of Historic and Architectural Review held its regular meeting on 

Tuesday, September 21st, 2021 at the Smithfield Center.  The meeting was called to order at 6:30 

p.m.  

Members present: 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman  

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair 

Gary Hess  

Justin Hornback  

Judith Lally 

Laura Brown 

Members absent: 

Russell Hill  

Staff present: 

William H. Riddick, III – Town Attorney 

Tammie Clary – Community Development & Planning Director 

Press: None 

Citizens: 4 

Chairman Gwaltney welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

Tammie Clary reported that Summit Design & Engineering Services, PLLC, the Town 

consultants for the 2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan update, have developed a website to assist in 

providing transparency in the comprehensive planning process.  The website is accessible via the 

following link: https://smithfieldvacomprehensiveplan.com/.  A draft existing conditions report 

and a draft summary report of the recent citizen survey are accessible via the link. Finally, our 

consultants have also posted a draft Vision, Goals, Objectives and Strategies for feedback.  Mrs. 

Clary reminded everyone that the 2nd working session for the Comprehensive Plan review will be 

on September 29th, 2021 at 6:30 p.m. 

Upcoming Meetings and Activities: 

Monday, September 27th, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings 

Tuesday, September 28th, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings 

Wednesday, September 29th, 6:30PM – 2nd Comp Plan Update Working Session 

Tuesday, October 5th, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 

Tuesday, October 12th, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting 

Tuesday, October 19th, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting 

Public Comments: 

 There were no public comments.  

Board Member Comments:  

 There were no Board member comments.  

Accessory Structure (Garage) – 345 South Church Street – Landmark – Ocean Waves 

Revocable Trust c/o Janet E. Dunlop, applicant: 

Tammie Clary reported that the applicant was seeking approval to replace the existing  
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seven foot by seven foot brown garage door with a Virginia Door Clopay Coachman overhead 

door, which would be eight feet by seven feet. The garage door would be painted white and feature 

black straps and handles. Town staff recommended approval as submitted and defer to the BHAR 

for architectural discretion.  

 The applicant was available for questions from the Board. 

 Mr. Hess asked what material the door was made of.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the door was insulated steel and composite overlay.  

It is not vinyl.  

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

Hillegass seconded. With no further discussion, Chairman Gwaltney called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Lally voted aye, Mr. Hess voted aye, 

Mr. Hornback voted aye, Mrs. Brown voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and Chairman 

Gwaltney voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. The motion passed.  

The applicant asked if she would receive a letter of approval from the Town.  

Mrs. Clary explained that she would receive a Board action letter with further instructions.  

Assorted Exterior Changes, Fence, and Windows (after-the-fact) – 330 Main Street – 

Landmark – Maureen Brines, applicant: 

 Tammie Clary reported that the applicant was seeking approval to install a six foot wooden 

dog-eared privacy fence. The fence would connect to the sides of the house and continue to the 

rear of the house, connecting to the current six foot privacy fence along the rear of the property. 

The applicant was also seeking approval for a new aluminum white storm door with clear glass 

which would replace the existing teal aluminum storm door, and white aluminum gutters with 

downspouts. The applicant was also seeking after-the-fact approval for the installation of Harvey 

Majesty wooden two-over-two double hung windows with aluminum cladding. Previous approval 

from the BHAR at the October 20th, 2020 meeting was for “Harvey Majesty wooden one-over-one 

double hung sash windows of a like color.” Town staff recommended approval as submitted 

provided the fence was either stained or painted white, and defer to the BHAR for architectural 

discretion.  

 The applicant, Maureen Brines, of 330 Main Street was available for questions from the 

Board. She explained that she had to rebuild the house and it took a year and $400,000.00 to do it. 

Mr. Settle had helped her with her original application. Mrs. Brines explained that she had told 

him that she would replace the windows with the exact same windows that were on the house. The 

original application stated one-over-one instead of two-over-two and no one caught that. She stated 

that the Town of Smithfield threatened to take her to court if she did not come and ask for re-

approval for two-over-two windows.  

 Mr. Hornback stated that there was also a material change.  

 Ms. Brines stated that there was not. John Settle had provided all of the documentation to 

the Board members. The windows in the home are Majesty windows that were provided and are 

solid wood windows.  

 Mr. Hess asked if the windows have always been two-over-two and if she was implying 

that it was an administrative error.  

 Ms. Brines stated that was correct.  
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 Chairman Gwaltney asked if the approval from last year was for wooden windows clad in 

aluminum.  

 The Community Development & Planning Director, Tammie Clary, stated that the October 

2020 approval was for one-over-one Harvey Majesty double hung wooden windows.  

 Ms. Brines stated that the windows are solid wood windows with aluminum cladding. In 

October 2020 she gave John Settle all of the documentation which was provided to the Board at 

that time. She explained that she spent $30,000.00 on the windows because they are solid wood.  

 Chairman Gwaltney said that the 2020 approval, according to the minutes, did not say that 

the windows were aluminum clad windows.  

 Ms. Brines stated that was incorrect. She submitted all of the paperwork to John Settle. She 

said that Chairman Gwaltney had come to her home after the windows were installed in early 2021. 

She has been threatened with being taken to court because the windows had aluminum cladding. 

She did not understand what Ms. Clary was talking about so she went back to the supply company 

and had the paperwork resubmitted to her which was also approved by the Board. She had asked 

for Mr. Settle to call and talk to Mrs. Clary about what he had submitted. All of the brochures and 

literature were provided to Mr. Settle. 

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that there are aluminum clad wooden windows installed in the 

house which are before the BHAR for approval as after-the-fact. He said that regardless of what 

happened last October the current application before the Board is for what has been installed in 

the house.  

 Mrs. Lally stated that the BHAR has approved aluminum clad windows previously.  

 Chairman Gwaltney suggested that the Board address the issue of the windows which have 

already been installed. They are the same manufacturer that was approved in 2020. 

 Mrs. Clary stated that the only thing missing was the aluminum cladding. 

Chairman Gwaltney stated that the design was slightly different also but, in his opinion, 

either design would be appropriate for the house. He suggested dividing the application into four  

parts as follows:  

Motion for After-the-Fact Approval of Windows at 330 Main Street:  

Mrs. Lally made a motion to approve the modified application for the wooden windows 

with aluminum cladding. Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion. With no further discussion, 

Chairman Gwaltney called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Lally voted aye, Mr. Hess voted aye, 

Mr. Hornback voted aye, Mrs. Brown voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and Chairman 

Gwaltney voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. The motion passed.  

Motion for Gutters at 330 Main Street: 

Mr. Hornback stated that he did not think gutters were required to have BHAR approval.  

Mrs. Clary stated that it was her understanding that all improvements that are visible from 

the right-of-way needed BHAR approval.  

The Town Attorney alleged that there used to be a precedent for the installation of half 

round gutters in which case BHAR approval was not needed. It was a long standing rule as dictated 

by the Board. Half round gutters are an older traditional style and no one objects to them and, if 

deviated from, then three would be an issue. The style is an issue more than the material.  
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Chairman Gwaltney asked the applicant if she would consider using half round gutters and 

round downspouts for the house.  

Ms. Brines stated that she cannot afford them. She explained that they would be hidden 

and not very noticeable since they will be white against white trim. She asked if she needed 

approval for the gutters or not.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that if half round gutters were to be installed then they would 

not need to come before the BHAR since they would be appropriate for the house.  

Ms. Brines stated that the house originally had the gutters flowing through the house. The 

beams were large and eaten down much smaller all the way to the third story. The house was in 

such disrepair that it probably should have been torn down since it was severely neglected. The 

gutters that were in the home are now obsolete and not functional now. Ms. Brines explained that 

she rebuilt the home so it will last another 100 years.  

The Town Attorney asked where the gutters would be located which might have a bearing 

on how the Board feels about the gutters.  

Mr. Hornback asked if the gutters would be on the upper roof and the front porch roof.  

Ms. Brines stated that gutters would not be on the front porch; only on the third story roof.   

Mr. Hess asked if the white gutters would be on the white trim in all cases.  

Ms. Brines stated that they would except there would be no gutters on the front porch.  

The Town Attorney stated that the guidelines do not address gutters.  

Mr. Hess stated that anything that is decided would set a precedent of some sort. He has 

not studied the gutters up and down Main Street. He felt that with the gutters the same color as the 

trim that they would blend and would be as good as it would get in today’s environment. Not 

having gutters would be much worse due to potential water damage to the house. He was inclined 

to support the request.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked if Ms. Brines had priced the gutters for the home.  

Ms. Brines stated that she had not priced them.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked Ms. Brines to consider pricing both types to see if they were 

more or less or the same.  

Mr. Hess stated that the round gutters would be more appropriate for the period of the 

home.  

Mr. Hornback recommended that Ms. Brines have the contractor look at the very complex 

roof line which included a lot of channel points. The contractor might recommend a larger diameter 

downspout which would be conducive to round which he has found to be an issue with Victorian 

style homes.  

Mrs. Lally stated that it would be important to account for the amount of runoff. Even with 

oversize gutters, there can be an incredible amount of water due to the pitch of the roof. She 

suggested that the property owner have the contractor take that into consideration.  

Mr. Hornback asked if the gutter vote could be segregated.  

Ms. Brines stated that the Town did not have a precedent for that.  

The Town Attorney stated that gutters have been coming before the Board for a long time 

and was resolved a long time ago. The gutters Ms. Brines proposed are an OG style which is a 

modern design not typically found on older homes. He explained that in order to keep people from 
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having to make an application and attend a meeting for gutters that the BHAR adopted a policy 

that half-round gutters were acceptable in every instance. Homes that are not historical or 

contributing would be given more deference in respect to the choice of gutters. He felt that OG 

type of gutter was a more inappropriate type of gutter. Mr. Riddick stated that it is not fair to say 

there is no precedent because there is precedent. He explained that Ms. Brines is asking to deviate 

from what has been generally accepted without any evidence that round gutters would cost more. 

Ms. Brines implied that she could not afford the round gutters but had not priced them yet.  

Ms. Brines stated that she never said she could not afford them. She explained that she did 

not want to put any more money into the house than she already had. She stated that there are 

aluminum windows, vinyl siding, and vinyl gutters right next door to her home.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that the adjacent property was not a landmark structure which 

is the difference.  

Chairman Gwaltney explained that it creates a difference for everything the BHAR 

considers for each property. There are three classifications of every home in the historic district 

which are landmark, contributing, and non-contributing. The landmark properties are viewed 

closely as far as changes. Landmark homes are the homes that people want to look at and want to 

see what a historic property looks like.  

Mrs. Lally explained that her home had vinyl siding on it when she purchased it. When she 

remodeled, she upgraded the siding since she did not want vinyl siding, which then changed the 

classification. She explained that the reason homes around Ms. Brines’ home have less historical 

coverings was because they were put on before the BHAR was ever even thought of.  

Mr. Hess suggested that they table the gutter decision and give Ms. Brines the opportunity 

to explore her options for gutters. She could then come back to the BHAR to discuss it further.  

Ms. Brines agreed to price the different types of gutters.  

Vice Chair Hillegass made a motion to table the decision on the gutters until the owner 

priced the options. Mrs. Lally seconded the motion. With no further discussion, Chairman 

Gwaltney called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Lally voted aye, Mr. Hess voted aye, 

Mr. Hornback voted aye, Mrs. Brown voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and Chairman 

Gwaltney voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. The motion passed.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that the BHAR would prefer the half round gutters. He asked 

the owner to price everything and let them know.  

Fence at 330 Main Street: 

Ms. Brines stated that she would like a dog-eared wooden privacy fence in the backyard. 

She explained that John Settle told her last year that she did not need approval for the fence. When 

Ms. Clary contacted her and said she had to have approval for the fence.  

Mrs. Clary stated that the applicant is connecting the fence to the side of the house and it 

is visible from the public right-of-way.  

Mr. Hess asked if the owner had an objection to staining or painting the fence.  

Mrs. Brines stated that she would not paint the fence since it is treated wood. She did not 

object to staining it after it cures for a year. She explained that she has walked through Smithfield 

and has seen unpainted/unstained rotten privacy fences.  
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Chairman Gwaltney explained that the BHAR request that fences be stained or painted so 

that they do not rot. The BHAR started requiring it about four years ago because there were too 

many fences that were not painted and they all look weathered and poor. The stain or paint protects 

the wood. The BHAR asks property owners to do one or the other.  

Ms. Brines stated that she typically uses Weather Protect on fences and decks.  

Mrs. Lally explained that she used a white stain on her fence and she was pleased since it 

looks painted but is actually stain.  

Ms. Brines stated that she would not paint the fence at all.  

Mrs. Lally reiterated that it was white stain; not paint.  

Mrs. Brown asked if there would be gates along the fence that would look different than 

the regular fence.  

Ms. Brines stated that there would not be any gates that look different.  

Vice Chair Hillegass asked if anyone had a problem with a dog-eared fence on a landmark 

structure. 

Mr. Hornback stated there was already precedent there. 

Mrs. Lally asked if the finished side would be required to face the outside.  

Ms. Brines stated that the finished side would face out.  

Mr. Hornback made a motion to approve the fence with the condition that it be stained or 

painted white, with the finished side facing outward. Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion. 

With no further discussion, Chairman Gwaltney called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Lally voted aye, Mr. Hess voted aye, 

Mr. Hornback voted aye, Mrs. Brown voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and Chairman 

Gwaltney voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. The motion passed.  

Storm Door for 330 Main Street: 

Ms. Brines stated that her reason for replacing the storm door is because the original 

aluminum storm door was not suitable. She had not planned to put anything there due to the beauty 

of the original door, but she has been getting a lot of air loss around the door. The original gothic 

windows were rebuilt and originally worked; but they had to sealed due to air penetration. The 

storm door that she was proposing contains full glass so that the original door can be seen.  

Mr. Hornback thanked Ms. Brines for restoring the home. Many Board members 

understand what it takes to restore a historical home. Mr. Hornback asked Ms. Brines if she had 

considered weather stripping to help with the air penetration issue. 

Ms. Brines indicated that had not worked. 

Vice Chair Hillegass made a motion to approve the storm door as presented and Mr. Hess 

seconded. With no further discussion, Chairman Gwaltney called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Lally voted aye, Mr. Hess voted aye, 

Mr. Hornback voted aye, Mrs. Brown voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and Chairman 

Gwaltney voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. The motion passed.  

Accessory Structure (Fence) – 205 Washington Street – Non-Contributing – Anne English, 

applicant:  

 Tammie Clary reported that the applicant was seeking approval for the installation of a 

brown stained wooden dog-eared picket privacy fence. The portions of the fence that will run off 
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the rear corner of the primary structure and the left side of the property will be six feet tall, with 

the flush side facing out. The portion of the fence that will join this run of fencing at the rear of 

the backyard will be three feet tall and will feature a farm fence backed with galvanized welded 

wire. The gate on the right side of the primary structure will be four feet and features an “x” 

decorative design. All fencing will be stained. Town staff recommended approval as submitted 

form a zoning standpoint and deferred to the BHAR for architectural discretion.  

 The applicant, Anne English, resides at 205 Washington Street and was available for 

questions from the Board members.  

 Chairman Gwaltney interpreted that the fence was needed for privacy since the hedge was 

there. He questioned why there was a different type of fence in the back.  

 Ms. English stated that the hedge does not belong to her. She explained that her yard was 

rather small and the land behind her lot which is owned by someone else looks like part of her 

yard. She stated that it is a lovely piece of property and she pays to have it mowed which is why 

she would like to be able to see it with the lower farm style fence in the back. She would like to be 

able to see through it and over it. She would like a privacy fence on the side that needs privacy but 

she does not need a privacy fence in the back. She felt it would also box in her small yard and not 

look very pretty.  

 Chairman Gwaltney asked about the wire on the fence.  

 Ms. English explained that the wire would be to keep her dog from getting out just like a 

typical farm fence.  

 Chairman Gwaltney questioned that type of fencing in the historic district in the middle of 

a town.  

 Ms. English stated that her home is not a landmark but she is in the historic district. She 

intends to put landscaping in front of the fence that would not be taller than the fence. The area is 

only about 30’ wide.  

 Mr. Hornback stated that the challenge is the ungalvanized steel wire. He explained that it 

exists in the historic district but the BHAR has been trying not to add wire in order to preserve the 

historic nature of the area. It is why wooden picket fences are preferred. Wire has been allowed 

but it is coated black so it looks more finished in the historic district.  

 Mrs. Brown asked how visible the back fence was from the road.  

 Ms. English said that it would not be seen. The privacy fence obscures any view of the rear 

fence.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that the whole backyard can be seen from Clay Street. He asked 

the Board members how they felt about the style of the fence.  

 The Town Attorney reminded the Board that the property was in a non-contributing area 

which should be one of the considerations.  

 Chairman Gwaltney stated that there seems to be consensus that the style of the fence is 

okay with the BHAR but the wire is an issue.  

 Mrs. Lally suggested that green or black wire would blend better and be less noticeable 

than the galvanized wire.  

 Ms. English stated that she would be fine with coated black or green wire. She also would 

be fine with adding another cross rail so her dog could not get through the fence instead of wire. 




