
 

 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 

       
TO:   Jeremy Camp, Clarke County  
 
FROM:   Paige Pollard and Katie Paulson, CPG 

 
SUBJECT:  Historic Overlay District Ordinance Recommendations  

   
DATE:  October 30, 2025 

 
 
Commonwealth Preservation Group (CPG) was hired by Clarke County to prepare design guidelines for its 
Historic (H) Overlay Districts and a memorandum summarizing recommendations for revisions to the 
existing ordinance (Article I – Zoning Ordinance, Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances Code of Clarke 
County Chapter 200). In conjunction with the development of the Clarke County Historic Overlay District 
Design Standards, CPG interviewed stakeholders and property owners to understand both the successes 
and challenges of the existing program. In addition to the stakeholder input, CPG analyzed the compatibility 
of the existing ordinance with state and federal Historic Preservation Standards and for compliance with the 
County’s CLG agreement. Based on this comprehensive analysis, CPG offers the recommendations outlined 
in the pages that follow. Suggested edits to the ordinance language have been included with each 
recommendation where appropriate.  

Applicable sections of the Zoning Ordinance that pertain to the Historic (H) Overlay Districts currently 
appear in several chapters, as outlined below: 

 Section 2 – Administration, 2.2.5, Historic Preservation Commission 

 Section 4 – Zoning Districts, 4.2.4, Historic (H) Overlay District 

 Section 6 – Permits and Review Processes, 6.2.5, Certificate of Appropriateness 

 

 



 
 
 

  2 

 

Recommended Revisions to Article I – Zoning Ordinance, Section 2.2.5, Historic Preservation 
Commission: 

1. Section B.2:  CPG recommends revising language to change “Virginia Historic Landmarks 
Commission” to “Virginia Department of Historic Resources.”  

“Coordinate local historic preservation efforts with those of the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission 
Virginia Department of Historic Resources.” 

2.  Section F. Officers and Terms. CPG recommends adding language to this section regarding the 
role of the Chair and Vice Chair in their capacity as the Executive Committee.  

Recommended Revisions to Article I – Zoning Ordinance, Section 4.2.4, Historic (H) Overlay 
District: 

1. Purpose Statement:  CPG recommends revising language to change “Virginia Historic Landmarks 
Register” to “Virginia Landmarks Register.”  

“To promote local historic preservation efforts and to encourage the nomination of qualified historic 
properties to the National Register of Historic Places and the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register.”  

2. CPG recommends adding flexibility for setbacks on nonconforming lots to allow new construction 
on vacant parcels in the case of demolition within the Historic (H) Overlay District.  

3. CPG recommends adding parameters for new construction within this chapter to ensure that the 
placement, orientation, scale, massing, and setback of new buildings constructed within the Historic 
(H) Overlay District boundaries is compatible with the historic character.  

Recommended Revisions to Article I – Zoning Ordinance, Section 6.2.5, Certificate of 
Appropriateness: 

1. Section A.1, When Required: Update this section to clarify that any work to a building within 
the boundaries of the Historic (H) Overlay District requires a Certificate of Appropriateness. This 
should include both minor and major alterations, with an added definition differentiating between 
the two review categories. As written, this section leaves out several categories of work, including 
alterations to noncontributing buildings. 

“Properties Located in the Historic (H) Overlay District. A certificate of appropriateness 
shall be required for the following activities: 

 Erection of any building, structure, or sign; 
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 The minor or major alteration or restoration of a contributing or noncontributing building 
or structure; 

 Razing, demolishing, or moving any historic landmark, building, or structure.” 

2. Section B.1-3, Review Procedures: CPG recommends updates to this section to clarify the 
role of staff, the HPC Executive Committee, and the full HPC. Add a list of “minor alterations” and 
“major alterations” to further clarify the difference between the two and to more clearly define the 
review responsibilities of the Executive Committee versus the full HPC.  

Section B.1: “Review Procedures – Executive Committee. The Executive Committee of the 
Historic Preservation Commission (HPC), comprised of the Commission’s Chair and the Vice-Chair, 
shall review a certificate of appropriateness application before any of the following activities may 
occur within the boundaries of the H District: 

 Any degree of alteration or restoration of a noncontributing building or structure. 
 Minor alteration or restoration of a contributing building or structure 

o Add a list of minor alterations; Subsection 2 defines minor alterations as those that 
does not require a building permit or does not involve the repair or replacement of 
windows or roofs.  

 The erection of a sign.  
If the Executive Committee finds that the proposed activity is not compatible with the Historic 
District, as described in Subsection 5, the matter shall be referred to the full HPC for 
consideration.” 
CPG recommends relocating the Appeals information included in Subsection 1 to Subsection 8. 

 
Section B.2: “Review Procedures – Historic Preservation Commission (HPC). A major alteration of a 
building or structure shall include any work that requires a building permit, or the repair or replacement 
of windows or roofs. [Relocate Minor Alteration definition, with added examples, to Subsection 1.] A 
minor alteration or a building or structure does not require a building permit or does not involve the 
repair or replacement of window or roofs.”  
 

CPG also recommends that the in-kind replacement of windows and roofs be reduced to Executive 
Committee or Staff/Administrative Review; this will encourage and incentivize meeting the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation by reducing review times for compliance with the Design Standards.  
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3. Section B.5, Criteria for Approval of Certificate of Appropriateness: CPG recommends 
adding language to this section that mentions compliance with the Design Standards so that they are 
codified and enforceable. 

4. Section B.8, Appeal: CPG participated in discussions with staff related to the addition of 
economic hardship language within the Zoning Ordinance. Prior to introducing economic hardship 
language into the Design Standards, there first needs to be a process put in place. These can be 
reviewed through a variance, an appeal, or an application process, to name a few. It is critical for 
Clarke County staff and leadership determine the best method of intake and processing of these 
requests based on their knowledge of the Historic Overlay Districts.  

5. Recommended Additions to Section B: CPG recommends adding the following information 
to Chapter 6, Section B:  

a. Staff Review Expectations (if any): CPG recommends considering Staff or 
Administrative review of limited items, as the Planning Department has capacity, to reduce 
wait times for simple requests. These items could include the following: 

i. In-kind replacement of historic or modern features or finishes 

b. Items That Do Not Require Review: CPG recommends including a list of items that 
do not require a COA. These items currently include routine maintenance, repainting a 
previously painted building, fencing, and landscaping. By providing a clear list for applications 
to reference, this will reduce the number of requests of Staff/Executive Committee/HPC. 

c. Application Expectations: CPG recommends outlining the application requirements in 
the Zoning Ordinance. This is done in Section C for the Historic Access Corridor (HAC) 
Overlay District, and the requirements are similar to those outlined in the Design Standards. 
The following information and materials should be included, at a minimum, along with a 
COA Application, as applicable to the proposed project: 

i. Color photographs of the building, with additional details where changes are 
proposed; 

ii. Architectural elevations, depicting the proposed work and materials associated with 
the project;  

iii. Product samples or cut sheets for any proposed new materials; and  
iv. Approved or proposed site plans. 
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In addition to the recommended revisions to the Zoning Ordinance, the following items were conveyed to 
the consultant team during stakeholder interviews. To provide a full picture of the concerns of the property 
owners and residents of the Historic Overlay Districts, these are being provided for the County to utilize as 
part of other planning projects.  
 

1. Historic Overlay District Boundaries: CPG recommends examining the boundaries of the 
existing Historic Overlay District to ensure they are defensible.  
 
Specific boundary adjustment recommendations are: 
 

o Millwood: 
 30 Tannery Lane: CPG recommends the removal of this property from the 

Historic Overlay District, as this is a former commercial garage on a residential 
parcel outside of the Millwood Commercial Historic District boundaries. This 
property was initially included in Chapter 3 of the Design Standards, but has 
been removed since it is a noncontributing building.  
 

o White Post 
 125, 140, 145, and 169 White Post Road: CPG recommends the removal of 

these properties from the White Post Historic Overlay District. These 
resources, which are on the northern end of the Historic Overlay District, are 
primarily modern and non-contributing to the significance of the Historic 
Overlay District. The only remaining historic building in this stretch of resources 
is 125 White Post Road, and, due to a significant loss of integrity and its 
separation from the rest of the district, likely no longer contributes to the 
significance of the Historic District.   

 127 and 161 Berrys Ferry Road: CPG recommends the removal of these 
properties from the White Post Historic Overlay District. These resources are 
on the western end of the Historic Overlay District and are non-contributing to 
the significance of the Historic Overlay District.  
 

o 860 Bishop Meade Road 
 CPG recommends removing the designation of this property as a Historic 

Overlay District. This property was designated as its own district to ensure 
compliance during a 10-year easement, which has now expired; it has no 
association with either of the existing Historic Overlay Districts.  
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2. Alternative Protections/Regulations for the Areas Surrounding the Historic 
Overlay Districts: The County should explore the expansion of the Historic Overlay or the 
creation of a separate Overlay to create a “buffer” on the perimeter of the historic villages to 
maintain the character surrounding the historic cores of Millwood and White Post. This could 
be done through the current Village Plan project or as a separate effort. Options could include 
a Conservation District that would have less stringent requirements for material use on 
existing buildings, but would regulate demolition and new construction within the buffer area. 
 
The perimeter properties are primarily modern insertions or historic properties that are in 
poor condition and whose rehabilitation is limited by current Zoning or by ownership issues. 
This would allow more flexibility for these properties while maintaining the regulations that 
would protect the entrance into these communities.  

 
3. Local Tax Abatement Program: While the current regulations indicate that a building must 

be within the boundaries of a local district to be eligible for the program, consider admitting 
single properties (perhaps those that are individually listed on the National Register or 
contributing to one of the County’s other NR-listed Historic District) on a voluntary and case-
by-case basis, similar to what was done for 860 Bishop Meade Road. The Design Standards 
would provide guidance for these property owners to ensure that the proposed work is 
compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, and would 
encourage appropriate rehabilitations of the County’s most significant resources.  

 
4. Other Concerns: Community members in both Millwood and White Post voiced concerns 

regarding traffic and speeding through the Historic Districts. Understanding that there have 
been recent attempts at slowing traffic through these areas, it was a consistent concern during 
stakeholder interviews and so CPG felt that this information should be conveyed to County 
leadership.  
 

CPG also recommends utilizing a new evaluation form for COA review that requires the use of the 
Design Standards as the primary criteria for evaluation. This form can be made available to property 
owners and applicants, but its primary purpose is to encourage the members of the HPC to utilize the 
Design Standards when reviewing COA applications. By making direct references to specific Design 
Standards in their evaluations, HPC members create a record of decisions that can be used to establish 
precedents or to document case-by-case deviations from the Design Standards. See the attached 
Checklist for the Evaluation of a Certificate of Appropriateness. 



Checklist for the Evaluation of a Certificate of Appropriateness 
Clarke County, Virginia | Historic Overlay Districts 

 

HPC Action: 
 Approved 
 Approved with Conditions:  
 Denied:  
 Continued: 

Address:  

Historic District:                                                                 Period of Significance:  

Designation: 

 Contributing 
 Noncontributing 

Scope of Work (check all that apply): 

 Modifications to an Existing Building 
 Addition to an Existing Building (Expansion of existing conditioned area) 
 New Construction (New primary or accessory structure) 
 Demolition (Razing of primary or accessory structure in its entirety) 
 Relocation (Relocation of primary or accessory structure from its current location) 
 Sign(s) 
 Site Work 
 Other 

Assessment of Proposal: 

Description of Work Applicable Design Standards  Compliance w/ 
Design Standards? 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 

   Y 
 N 
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