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to find any. Elevator shafts and doorways are to be retained in order to be in 
compliance with SHPO.  
 
Chair Dowell asked about the elevator shaft being removed and the systems for 
the freight elevator? Ms. McInerney responded that there are four elevators in the 
building and they are re-using two of them. They will be used for transportation of 
tenants. For the other two, the cabs will be removed and the doors will be retained, 
so that the appearance of the lobby will be maintained and sections of the floors 
that are in the public way. The cabs will be removed and then they will use those 
existing shafts for services to get through the building. This ensures they do not 
have to penetrate the floor elsewhere.  
 
Ms. Pittman asked if there was to be a guardrail in the plaza? Ms. McInerney 
stated that there would. 
 
Ms. McInerney returned to the question about the elevators, stating that the 
elevator lobbies and the doors will be retained, it is just the cabs and the cars that 
will not be used in two of them. They are planning to remove the cars in order to 
use them for services. If that was a concern, they could just leave the cars on the 
first floor and make them unusable, while still using the shafts. 
 
Ms. Pittman asked if the applicants had checked to see if the reduction in the 
number of elevators would still enable the building to meet building code 
requirements? Ms. McInerney stated that they had checked and there would be a 
sufficient number of elevators.  
 
Mr. Nix asked about the plain glass windows identified in the application on the 
back wall? Ms. McInerney stated that the rear of the building has wire-glass 
windows. The windows will be retained and the glass will be replaced with clear 
glass. At the large penthouse at the top, they are going to have windows and 
doorways at that height, but that would not be visible within the right-of-way and 
was also approved by SHPO and NPS. 
 
Mr. Nix asked what windows would be installed in the pyramid? Ms. McInerney 
stated that the existing windows in the pyramid are going to stay and the windows 
that are in the transom location are also to stay. On the plaza level, they are 
currently paneled over, but what is on the other side of those panels is storefront. 
That storefront will be replaced in kind because what is there is broken. They will 
be taking the panels off and putting new storefront there. The storefront on the 
main level is all to be retained and the glass that is broken will be replaced. 
 
Mr. Nix asked about the pavers in the plaza? Ms. McInerney stated that they would 
replace or repair as necessary. Further investigation on site revealed that there 
are really none that are broken, so they will retain as much as possible. They are 
almost two inches thick, so they just need a little love and cleaning. There will 
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probably be some areas that they have to pull them out, but they will be retained. 
If there are any that are broken, they will be replaced in kind. 
 
Chair Dowell asked how it was determined that the existing planters were not 
historic? Ms. McInerney stated that she did not find any concrete planters. She 
was not part of the original application for landmark designation that identified the 
concrete planters, but in their investigations they did not find any concrete 
planters.  
 
Chair Dowell asked if original floors had been found on the interior? Ms. 
McInerney stated that on the first floor she found a modern floor. In one area she 
found that terrazzo was under that. There is also a bathroom that is clearly new 
construction, and the tile follows the shape of those bathrooms. Adjacent to that, 
she found a little strip of terrazzo, so it is their intention to delicately check to see 
if it is all terrazzo underneath, because that would be a preferred floor finish. On 
the upper floors, all she has found is concrete. 
 
Chair Dowell asked for clarification that the applicants planned to remove the 
existing tile on the first floor, which was a specific feature identified in the landmark 
designation? Ms. McInerney stated that was correct that they planned to remove 
the existing modern finish. Chair Dowell asked if that was supported by SHPO? 
Ms. McInerney stated that it was.  
 
Ms. Pittman stated that what is revealed during construction needs to be reflected 
in the file somewhere. Ms. McInerney asked if it would be beneficial to submit the 
comment letters they received from NPS and SHPO? Ms. Pittman stated that the 
file should reflect what was actually found in the building.  
 
Chair Dowell mentioned that the Commission requests photos of interior elements 
for clarity and future reference. Ms. McInerney stated that they can provide all of 
the documentation for the project with respect to NPS and SHPO, including any 
future amendments.  
 
Ms. Pittman asked if the applicants had to wait for approval to remove the 
deteriorated wood from the building? Ms. McInerney responded that the mold is 
only on the eighth floor. All of that drywall would come out, but the wood paneling 
is listed to be retained here. Ms. Pittman asked if the eighth floor is part of the 
ventilation system in the building? Ms. McInerney stated that all ventilation will be 
brand new and all mold in the building will be remediated. Mr. Nix added that a 
professional team would be able to remove the mold without issue. 
 
Mr. Millsaps pointed out that the existence of mold on the wood paneling may be 
a circumstance that would render the paneling unsalvageable, even though it is a 
designated feature.  
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Mr. Nix said he felt that the items that were specifically designated would have to 
be looked at tonight when the motion is made. Part of the reason for documenting 
any changes to these features is so that ten years from now, if somebody comes 
back, they will see what has been designated on this property and how it may 
have been changed, so that there would be no question.  
 
Ms. Pittman asked if the motion should be made from the evidence presented at 
the meeting only? Mr. Tew stated that it would be based on the evidence 
presented and how that applies to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation.  
 
Chair Dowell pointed out that in the application, the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation are noted again and again. The application states 
that “historic finishes and character-defining features will be retained, restored, 
and/or replaced in-kind where they are damaged beyond repair.” Chair Dowell 
noted that this aligns with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation. Looking at the specific elements, designated planters will be 
removed, but they are not historic concrete planters. New skylights being 
proposed on the perimeter of the sunken plaza, which is a designated feature. 
The 60” tall glass railing for safety is something they have seen on other cases 
for safety reasons. Mr. Millsaps pointed out that the railing does not obscure the 
property itself, based on its use of clear glass. Mr. Nix added that it blends 
perfectly with the architecture. The application states that “the walls of the non-
historic pyramidal addition will be minimally modified at the sunken plaza level in 
order to increase connectivity to the basement.” The pyramid was excluded from 
the landmark designation, so the applicants are not proposing any changes to a 
designated feature in that case.  
 
Chair Dowell stated that the water fountain, however, is a designated interior 
element. He said the Commission had already discussed the wood paneling on 
the eighth floor, which is an in-kind replacement. There is also the newly 
discovered potential historic element of the terrazzo flooring. Chair Dowell added 
that, in general, the application seemed to align up with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
 
Mr. Millsaps asked if there is a water fountain in the lobby? Ms. McInerney stated 
that there is not. Mr. Millsaps asked for confirmation that the water fountains are 
only upstairs? Ms. McInerney confirmed that the water fountains are located on 
the upper floors, but one floor is missing them. 
 
Ms. Pittman moved that, based on the staff report, testimony, and evidence 
presented at this hearing, the Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission 
make the following Findings of Fact:  
 
1. The designated concrete planters that are proposed to be removed are not 

actually concrete and therefore not historic. 
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2. Mail slots are to be retained but sealed. 
3. Wood paneling on the eighth floor may have to be removed due to its 

deteriorated state.  
4. The tile floor finish on the first floor and basement lobbies, which was 

designated, appears to be non-historic and may have the original flooring 
material underneath (terrazzo), to be clarified in the documentation submitted 
to staff.  

5. Water fountains are to be removed on the upper floors. 
6. Two of the four elevator cabs are to be removed, but the shafts will remain. 
7. If any additional historic features are located, documentation of those 

elements will be submitted to staff and approved by SHPO and NPS.  
8. The staff report is incorporated into the Findings of Fact by reference.  
9. The property is a great example of Brutalist architecture. 
10. The proposed work as described in the application complies with the Secretary 

of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 
 
Based upon the foregoing Findings of Fact, Ms. Pittman moved that the Guilford 
County Historic Preservation Commission approve Certificate of Appropriateness 
Case #25-10-HPC-00008 for One Plaza Center / Showplace West, located at 101 
S Main St, High Point, NC 27260, being Guilford County Tax Parcel #171404.  
 
Mr. Nix pointed out that the application says that “the freight elevator will be 
removed and the shaft will be removed.” He asked for clarification on whether the 
shaft was proposed to be removed? Ms. McInerney stated that the freight elevator 
was a fifth elevator that had not yet been discussed at this meeting. It is a two-
stop elevator that was proposed to be removed in its entirety. Mr. Nix asked for 
confirmation that the freight elevator was separate from the four elevators that 
had already been discussed? Ms. McInerney confirmed that it was separate and 
was not part of the lobby or the main circulation within the building. It had been 
used to transport trash for the restaurant in the building.  
 
In order to have the motion correct on the elevators, the motion was amended by 
Ms. Pittman to note that the two-stop freight elevator was to be removed. The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Millsaps. The Commission voted unanimously in 
favor of the motion. (Ayes: Dowell, Gallien, Millsaps, Pittman, Horth, Hadden, Nix. 
Nays: None.) 
 
Mr. Tew stated that at the next meeting the Commission will review and vote on 
an order, which is a written form of the decision. 

 
Legislative Hearing(s): 

 
A. LANDMARK DESIGNATION CASE #25-10-HPC-00007: 2005 YANCEYVILLE 

ST, GREENSBORO, NC 27405 (MILL HOUSE AT REVOLUTION MILL) 
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Mr. Hardin pointed out that the Guilford County Unified Development Ordinance 
may require a Certificate of Appropriateness for any features that will impact the 
historic character of the landmark. Mr. Tew clarified that the Ordinance provides 
for requiring a Certificate of Appropriateness for a proposed change that will affect 
the historic or visual character of the landmark, even if the proposed change is 
not directly to a designated feature. 
 
Acting Chair Nix asked whether the applicants would consent to designation of 
the entire 1.93-acre property? Mr. Angino said that the 1.93 acres in the 
application is correct and the only things that would change on the site would be 
the parking lots, dumpster enclosure, and deck. The rest of it would be open 
grass.  
 
There being no other speakers, Mr. Horth moved to close the Public Hearing. The 
motion was seconded by Mr. Millsaps. The Commission voted unanimously in 
favor of the motion. (Ayes: Lee, Gallien, Millsaps, Pittman, Horth, Hadden, Nix. 
Nays: None.) 
 
Mr. Millsaps moved that the Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission 
recommend approval of Landmark Designation Case #25-10-HPC-00007 for the 
subject property, identified as Minneola Manufacturing Mill, located at 106 #13 
Railroad Avenue, Gibsonville, NC 27249, being Guilford County Tax Parcel 
#230323, comprising 1.93 acres and owned by Three Story Tower, LLC. Minneola 
Manufacturing Mill is worthy of Guilford County landmark designation for the 
following reasons: it is foundational to Gibsonville history; it is of architectural 
significance for having approximately 440,000 square feet across 18 acres and 
the collection of commercial buildings located here; the property features rare and 
well-preserved examples of fire-resistant textile mill architecture; the Minneola 
Manufacturing Mill cloth warehouse remains a rare surviving free-standing 
warehouse building that is acknowledged for being the largest intact cloth 
warehouse in the Piedmont region; it was listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places; it was a major employer and the mill shaped housing infrastructure and 
civic life in Gibsonville; it was also the site of significant labor movements. The 
recommended designation includes the entire lot and the exterior of the cloth 
storage warehouse building. The motion was seconded by Ms. Hadden. The 
Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. (Ayes: Lee, Gallien, 
Millsaps, Pittman, Horth, Hadden, Nix. Nays: None.) 
 
Mr. Horth moved that Mr. Dowell be reinstated as Chair. The motion was seconded 
by Ms. Pittman. The Commission voted unanimously in favor of the motion. (Ayes: 
Lee, Gallien, Millsaps, Pittman, Horth, Hadden, Nix. Nays: None.) 

 
VII. Other Business  

 
A. Election of 2026 Officers  
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Avery Tew

From: stephen mcclain <mcclain_stephen@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 4, 2025 9:31 AM

To: Avery Tew

Subject: RE: COA F.M. SMITH HOME FILE

Categories: Historic Preservation

*WARNING* This email originated outside Guilford County's email system. 
*WARNING* 

Do not click or open unrecognized links and attachments.When in doubt, click on the 
Phish Alert Report 

Good morning Avery, It was nice speaking with you this past Friday 10/31/25.  

I appreciate you taking time to clear up simple discrepancies over the phone.  

I can assure you as we talked about the Maintenance Building measurements will be 35' x55'.  

Some other measurements in details may be listed as 36'x56' as in the Zoning Ordinance letter that may 

be referring to the building concrete pad size itself.  

When referencing the building dimensions themselves in the elevation of building plans and materials, it 

clearly states a 35'Lx55'Wx12'H structure.  

Also in the Hand scaled drawing on Grid paper the dimensions are 35'x55' as well.  

I hope this message finds you well and if you have any further questions, please feel free to email 

originated call me anytime.  Thank you sincerely,  

                                                  Stephen M. McClain  

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

 

On Thu, Oct 30, 2025 at 15:14, Avery Tew 
<ctew@guilfordcountync.gov> wrote: 

Good afternoon, 

  

Following up on my previous email. After deliberating with my supervisors, we still need a couple 
items: 

  

1. Please make sure the site plan shows all elements that are being proposed as part of 
Certificate of Appropriateness application. 

2. The drawings are not consistent about the dimensions of the proposed building. Please review 
all items you have submitted and make sure they all agree on dimensions. 

  

Please do not hesitate to reach out if you have any questions. 









SPECIFICATION QTY

55X35' (Roof 36') Vertical Roof 1

12' Height (Double Legs) 1

140 MPH + 50 PSF Certified 1

3/12' Roof Pitch 1

10x10 ft Garage Door (Roll-Up) on Front Wall (High Gloss White) 1

10x10 ft Garage Door (Roll-Up) on Front Wall (High Gloss White) 1

36x80 inch Walk-in Door (Standard 9 lite white LH out swing) on Front Wall 1

Permit Required : Customer To Verify

NOTE

On all Galvanized Buildings we need 20% to process the order, 30% before the building leaves the manufacturing plant,
and the remaining 50% balance MUST BE PAID upon installation. Our lead time is 3/6 weeks (Weather permitting). Color
of your choice. This Promo price only valid until APR 15, 2025; it is not valid with any other promotion or discount. The
customer must provide a Telescopic Lull Lift 6/7K and a scissor lift for installation Early Spring sale !!!

PRICE DETAILS

SUB TOTAL $0.00

Sales Tax (7%) $0.00

Additional Charges $0.00

GRAND TOTAL $0.00

PAY NOW
Downpayment $0.00

BALANCE DUE $0.00

BUILDING SPECIFICATION

Ready for Installation?

Jobsite Level?

Permit Required?

Inside City Limit?

Electricity Available?

Installation Surface? Concrete

Building Dimension: 55’W x 35’L x 12’H

Roof Style: Vertical

Gauge: 14 Gauge

Wind/Snow Rating: 140 MPH + 50 PSF Certified

Distance on Center: 5 Feet

Lion Buildings

101 S. Elm St Suite 64
Greensboro, North Carolina 27401

support@lionbuildings.com

(888) 237-2991

SALES - Andres Loretto

101 S. Elm St Suite 64
Greensboro, North Carolina 27401

lion24@lionbuildings.com

Quote: QTE-189046 Total: $0.00

CUSTOMER - Stephen Mc Clain

Billing Address
Gibsonville, North Carolina 27249

Shipping Address
Gibsonville, North Carolina 27249

mcclain_stephen@yahoo.com

(336) 558-1475

Early spring sale !!! - 55 x 35 x 12

Roof Color: Black

Trim Color: White

Sides/Ends Color: Royal Blue

Door Color: High Gloss White

Wainscot Color: NA

Date: 04/07/2025
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BUILDING VIEW

Date: 04/07/2025
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BUILDING VIEW

Date: 04/07/2025



BACK

BUILDING VIEW

Date: 04/07/2025



LEFT

BUILDING VIEW
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LEGENDS

 Garage Door   Garage Door Frameout   Walk in Door   Walk in Door Frameout   Windows   Windows Frameout   Open Wall

 Close Wall   Distance   Storage Length (Utility)   Cupola

Back 55'

Front 55'

Left 35'

Right 35'

55' Wide * 35' Long *12' Tall

8'
C1

10'*10'
8'

C3
36"*80"

8'
C1

10'*10'
8'

Full Width 55'

Full Width 55'

2D DRAWING-1
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Date: 04/07/2025
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HPC Motion Template – Certificate of Appropriateness 
rev. 5/23/25 
I move that, based upon the staff report, testimony and 
evidence presented at this hearing, the Guilford County 
Historic Preservation Commission make the following 
findings of fact [list relevant findings of facts]: 

1.  
2.  
3.  
. . . 

Based upon the foregoing findings of fact, I further move 
that the Guilford County Historic Preservation Commission 
[approve/deny] Certificate of Appropriateness Case #25-
10-HPC-00010, a request for a Certificate of 
Appropriateness to Construct new 35 ft. x 55 ft. sheet 
metal building with 12 ft. eave height and approx. 19 
ft. ridge height in southwest corner of property; 
building will have two 10 ft. x 10 ft. roll-up doors and 
one 36 in. x 80 in. 9-lite walk-in door on front (north) 
elevation. And to construct new approx. 687 sq. ft. 
driveway addition connecting to existing driveway 
southwest of home; new driveway addition will 
consist of gravel to match existing driveway on the 
subject property, identified as Francis Marion Smith 
House, located at 204 RAILROAD AVE GIBSONVILLE, 
NC 27249, being Guilford County Tax Parcel #102338.  
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