
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
310 Institute St, PO Box 246 / Smithfield, VA 23431 / 1-(757)-365-4200 / Fax 1-(757)-357-9933 
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Tuesday, February 1st, 2022 

TO: PLANNING COMMISSION 

FROM: TAMMIE CLARY, COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT & PLANNING 
DIRECTOR 

RE: PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

The Planning Commission will hold its regular meeting on Tuesday, February 8th, 2022 at 6:30 
PM at the Smithfield Center (220 North Church Street, Smithfield, VA 23430). 

Please call 1-(757)-365-4200 or email tclary@smithfieldva.gov with any questions. 

Enclosures 

cc: Town Council 
William H. Riddick, III, Town Attorney 
The Smithfield Times 
The Daily Press 
File 
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SMITHFIELD PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING AGENDA 
 

Tuesday, February 8th, 2022, 6:30 PM 
 

1) Community Development & Planning Director’s Report:  
A zoning permit and Isle of Wight County Demolition Permit have been issued for the demolition of the 
partial structure located at 1400 South Church Street.  
At the January 2022 Planning Commission meeting, Dr. Pope inquired about the distracting lights for two 
retail vape shops located in Smithfield Plaza and Cypress Run Plaza. Both locations have been sent notices 
of violations.  
At the January 2022 Planning Commission meeting, Dr. Pope inquired about clarifications in the Heavy 
Industrial (I-2) zoning district. Town staff wanted to share with the entire Planning Commission specific 
sections of state code provided to Dr. Pope. Drug Paraphernalia is defined in Virginia state code § 18.2-
265.1 and the definition for massage parlors can be found in our Town Code, Section 26-46. Finally, just 
for clarification, the vape shops in Town are classified as retail sales. 
A group photo of the Planning Commission members will be taken at the conclusion of tonight’s meeting. 

 
2) Upcoming Meetings and Activities: 

Tuesday, February 15th, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting 
Tuesday, February 15th, 7:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 
Tuesday, February 22nd, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings 
Tuesday, March 1st, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 
Tuesday, March 8th, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting 
 

3) Public Comments: 
The public is invited to speak to the Planning Commission on any matters, except scheduled 
public hearing(s).  Please use the sign-up sheet.  Comments are limited to five (5) minutes per 
person.  Any required response(s) from the Town will be provided in writing following the 
meeting. 

 
4) Planning Commission Comments: 
 

5) *Public Hearing* Special Sign Exception – Cypress Creek Phase 6 “The Parke” – TPIN: 21E-01-
000H, IDF PENSIGN/ Robinson Development C/O Matt Leverett, applicant. (Staff report, 
application, and assorted attachments enclosed.) 

 
6) Planning Commission Waiver Application – 124 The Firth – Eagle Construction of Virginia, 

LLC. C/O Jamie Spence, applicant. (Staff report, application, and site plan enclosed.) 
 

7) Planning Commission Waiver Application – 621 Saint Andrews – Eagle Construction of 
Virginia, LLC. C/O Jamie Spence, applicant. (Staff report, application, and site plan enclosed.) 

 
8) *Discussion Item* SZO Article 3.J2 Text Amendment – Town of Smithfield, applicant. (Staff 

report and assorted attachments enclosed.) 
 
9) Approval of the Tuesday, December 14th, 2021 meeting minutes (Enclosed.) 

10) Approval of the Tuesday, January 8th, 2022 meeting minutes (Enclosed.) 

11) Adjournment 

12) Group Photo 

 
***ATTENTION*** 

Owing to the pandemic, we are encouraging remote public comment on all land use applications, 
whether or not a public hearing is required.  If you do not feel comfortable with attending a 
meeting in person, please submit your comments in writing to Mrs. Clary, Community 
Development & Planning Director.  Your comments will be conveyed to the appropriate Board or 
Commission.  Mrs. Clary can be reached via email (tclary@smithfieldva.gov) or mail at the address 
below: 

Town of Smithfield Community 
Development & Planning Department 

ATTN Tammie Clary, Director 
PO Box 246 

Smithfield, VA 23431 

NOTICE OF INTENT TO COMPLY WITH THE AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT (ADA)  
Reasonable efforts will be made to provide assistance or special arrangements to qualified individuals with 
disabilities in order to participate in or attend Planning Commission meetings.  ADA compliant hearing devices 
are available for use upon request.  Please call 1-(757)-365-4200 at least twenty-four (24) hours prior to the 
meeting date so that proper arrangements may be made. 

mailto:tclary@smithfieldva.gov


PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT: 

*PUBLIC HEARING* SPECIAL SIGN EXCEPTION APPLICATION

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8th, 2022, 6:30 PM 

Applicant IDF PENSIGN/ Robinson Development 
C/O Matt Leverett 
1028 Executive Boulevard 
Chesapeake, VA 23320 

Owner Cypress Investment Holdings, LLC 
477 Viking Drive  
Suite 405 
Virginia Beach, VA 23452 

Property TPIN:21E-01-000H 
Cypress Creek Phase 6 “The Parke” 
900’ from Cypress Creek Parkways and St. Andrews 

Zoning  Suburban Residential (SR) 

Adjacent Zoning SR  

Project Description The applicant is seeking a Special Sign Exception (SSE), pursuant to Smithfield 
Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Section 10.M, as the sign conflicts with the following 
SZO Section(s): 

10.K.1.b(2): The sign would be the third subdivision entrance sign for the
Cypress Creek subdivision- all subdivisions are limited to no more 
than two subdivision entrance signs, depending on the signs’ 
configurations. 

10.K.1.b(5): The applicants are proposing approximately fifty-seven (57) square
feet of additional architectural elements, which exceed the twenty-
four (24) square feet that may be devoted to architectural elements 
which serve as supports or bases and are not a part of the message 
portion of the sign. 

Recommendation 

The proposed sign will be a monument style sign with block, stone, and tile 
construction featuring “The Parke at Cypress Creek.” The visible dimensions of 
the sign would be 161 inches wide by seventy-one (71”) inches tall, which will 
include a seventeen (17) square foot lettering area. This sign will not be 
internally or externally illuminated. The signs’ placement is proposed to be 
fifteen feet (15’) from St. Andrews.  

In accordance with SZO Article 10.E.6 the applicant has submitted a 
landscaping plan prepared by a qualified Virginia Certified Landscape 
Architect. The landscaping plan includes one (1) Bloodgood London 
Planetree tree, seven (7) Winter Gem Boxwood shrubs, seven (7) Green Gem 
Boxwood shrubs, six (6) Carissa Holly shrubs and ten (10) Hemerocallis ‘Stella 
De Oro’ (Daylily) shrubs, creating a 270 square foot landscaped area. 

Town staff recommend approval under the following conditions: 

(a) Applicant must submit a landscaping bond for $2,028.00 (which is 120% of
the landscaping cost).

(b) This approval applies solely to the sign shown in the submitted plans, and
that any replacement sign, if larger or substantially different from this one,
must be reviewed and decided by the Planning Commission (and the Town
Council, if applicable) through a new SSE application.

Please direct inquiries to Tammie Clary at 1-(757)-365-4200 or tclary@smithfieldva.gov. 

mailto:tclary@smithfieldva.gov


Date of Application__________ Date of Meeting  _________

In accordance with the Smithfield Zoning Ordinance, this application must be completed and all materials 
(Ten (10) copies each of completed application and additional materials) as requested below must be 
submitted to the town at least 21 days before the regularly scheduled PC meeting. If any new 
materials are submitted at the meeting, then the PC may table the application. The PC meets the 
2nd Tuesday of the month (unless otherwise noted) at 6:30 pm in conference rooms A&B at the 
Smithfield Center, 220 North Church Street.

Applicant/Owner: _________________________________________________________________________ 

Address:  _______________________________________________________________________________ 

Phone:_____________________ Email:_____________________________________  

Check all that apply: 

 Special Use Permit

 Site Plan/ Amendment

 Special Sign Exception

 CBPA Exception

 Subdivision Plan/
Preliminary Plat

Proposed Use/ Exception: ____________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Please consult with the Community Development & Planning Department for additional materials required. 

DECLARATION OF CONSENT: 
By signing below, the property owner/applicant/agent consents to entry upon the subject 
property by public officers, employees, and agents of the Town of Smithfield to view the 
site for purposes of processing, evaluating or deciding this application. 

Name: (printed or typed) 

Name: (signature)   
Version: 2021-02-09 

TOWN OF SMITHFIELD 
310 Institute Street, PO Box 246, Smithfield, VA  23431 

Tel: 1-(757)-365-4200 Fax: 1-(757)-357-9933 
www.smithfieldva.gov 

PLANNING COMMISSION (PC) APPLICATION 

 PC Waivers

 Text Amendment

 Map Amendment

 Fee Paid

 Final Plat

PAID 12-15-2021











PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT: 

PLANNING COMMISSION WAIVER APPLICATION 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8th, 2022, 6:30 PM 

Applicant Eagle Construction of VA, LLC 
C/O Jamie Spence 
5131 River Park Drive 
Suffolk, VA 23435 

Owner  Cypress Investment Holdings, LLC 
477 Viking Drive  
Suite 405 
Virginia Beach, VA 23452 

Property 124 The Firth 
TPIN: 21E-01-324 
786’ from Cypress Creek Parkway and The Firth 

Zoning  Suburban Residential (SR), Chesapeake Bay Preservation Overlay (CBO) 

Adjacent Zoning SR, CBO, Environmental Conservation (EC) 

Project Description The applicant is seeking a Planning Commission Waiver pursuant to 
Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Article 11.L for relief from Article 
11.A.4 for a non-conforming site. The applicant has stated that due to site
constraints they are requesting the waiver to encroach into the additional
twenty-five-foot (25’) resource protection area (RPA) buffer that is
designated by SZO Article 2.V.14. Approximately 1,007 square feet of the
structure will be located in the additional RPA buffer area.

Recommendation Strengths: This proposal would allow for the construction of the proposed 
single-family dwelling on this parcel. 

Weakness: The proposal will be located in the Town of Smithfield’s 
designated twenty-five foot (25’) additional RPA buffer for rear yard 
setback requirements.  

Please direct inquiries to Tammie Clary at 1-(757)-365-4200 or tclary@smithfieldva.gov. 

mailto:tclary@smithfieldva.gov


1/27/2022 2/8/2022

Waiver from Article 2.V.14





PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT:  

PLANNING COMMISSION WAIVER APPLICATION 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8th, 2022, 6:30 PM 

Applicant 

Owner 

Property 

Zoning  

Adjacent Zoning 

Eagle Construction of VA, LLC 
C/O Jamie Spence 
5131 River Park Drive 
Suffolk, VA 23435 

Eagle Construction of VA, LLC 
5131 River Park Drive 
Suffolk, VA 23435 

TPIN:21E-02-080
573’ from St Andrews and St Annes

Suburban Residential (SR), Chesapeake Bay Preservation Overlay (CBO) 

SR, CBO  

Project Description The applicant is seeking a Planning Commission Waiver pursuant to Smithfield 
Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Article 11.L for relief from Article 11.A.4 for a non-
conforming site. The applicant has stated that due to site constraints they 
are requesting the waiver to encroach into the additional twenty-five-foot 
(25’) resource protection area (RPA) buffer that is designated by SZO 
Article 2.V.14. Approximately 231 square feet of the structure will be 
located in the additional RPA buffer area. 

Recommendation Strengths: This proposal would allow for the construction of the proposed 
single-family dwelling on this parcel. 

Weakness: The proposal will be located in the Town of Smithfield’s designated 
twenty-five foot (25’) additional RPA buffer for rear yard setback requirements.  

Please direct inquiries to Tammie Clary at 1-(757)-365-4200 or tclary@smithfieldva.gov. 

621 St Andrews

mailto:tclary@smithfieldva.gov


1/27/2022 2/8/2022

X

Waiver from Article 2.V.14





 
 

 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT: ORDINANCE AMENDMENT 
*DISCUSSION ITEM: TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 8TH, 2022* 

SMITHFIELD ZONING ORDINANCE ARTICLE 3.J2: 
Planned Mixed-Use Development (PMUD) 

 
Article 3.J2 was originally the “Planned Corporate Office and Research District” (PCOR). This 
zoning designation was not assigned to any parcel located within Town limits and is not actively 
being pursued as a potential zoning designation. While in the process of updating the 
comprehensive plan, Town staff believe this would be a perfect opportunity to provide a new 
zoning district which would incorporate residential, commercial, and light industrial uses, as one 
planned development.  
 
This item originally appeared on the Planning Commission’s agenda as a Public Hearing item, 
on January 11th, 2022, and was tabled. 
 
Town staff proposed a completely updated Article 3.J2 as a Planned Mixed-Use Development 
(PMUD) District. This new district would incorporate a variety of by-right uses, while still 
maintaining certain proposed uses as Special Use Permits (SUP) only. This zoning designation 
also provides for Planning Commission waivers, giving the Planning Commission ultimate 
flexibility in the development process.  
 
The new Article 3.J2 will feature the similar Net Developable Acre calculations and Open Space 
requirements that are in other zoning districts. Additionally, because of the nature of a PMUD, 
Pre-application conferences will be required. 
 
Because this is complete overhaul of Article 3.J2, a draft is provided instead of a redlined version 
and is included in the pages immediately following this staff report. Also, for convenience and 
clarification on B.18., the by-right uses permitted in HRC and I1 Districts are included for 
reference. 
 
Recommendation: 
 
Town staff recommend a favorable recommendation that the application returns as a public 
hearing for Town Council. 
 
 
 

For inquiries, contact Tammie Clary at 1-(757)-365-4200 or tclary@smithfieldva.gov. 

mailto:tclary@smithfieldva.gov


 Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 

 
 ____________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 HR-C, Highway Retail Commercial District  Article 3.I: 2  

Article 3.I: 
HR-C, Highway Retail Commercial 

(Highway Retail Commercial District) 
 

A. Purpose and Intent: 
 
 The HR-C District is established to provide suitable locations in Smithfield’s heavily traveled 

collector streets and arterial highways for those commercial and business uses which are 
oriented to the automobile and which require access characteristics independent of adjoining 
uses or pedestrian trade.  The application of the HR-C District should be to those areas of the 
Town where individual uses can be grouped into planned concentrations which limit the “strip” 
development effect on newly developing areas as well as on redevelopment areas where retail 
and business uses currently exist.  Adequate transportation and site planning of district uses 
should have the goal of minimizing conflicts with through-traffic movements along the entrance 
Town’s corridors.  It is not intended for this district to be applied to shopping centers. 

 
B. Permitted Uses: 
 

An individual use or structure intended for a single use with 40,000 square feet gross floor area or 
less, incorporating the following uses: 
 
1. Business services and supply establishments. 
2. Gasoline sales establishments (with no vehicular repair services or storage). 
3. Eating establishments, without drive-thru facilities. 
4. Fast-food restaurants, without drive-thru facilities. 
5. Banks and financial Institutions, excluding payday lending and check-cashing 

establishments. 
6. Funeral homes. 
7. Hotels and motels. 
8. Offices, general and professional. 
9. Personal service establishments. 
10. Plant nurseries. 
11. Convenience or quick-service food stores, with or without gasoline sales but no vehicle 

repair. 
12. Repair service establishments (exclusive of automobile and light vehicle service and 

repair), with no outdoor storage. 
13. Retail sales establishments, with screened outdoor sales or display of products limited to 

no greater than 15% of the net developable lot area.  (See Additional Regulations.) 
14. Automobile and light vehicle dealerships and retail sales establishments (with service and 

repair facilities as an ancillary use, with completely enclosed service facilities and 
screened outdoor storage of repair vehicles). 



 Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998 
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 ____________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 HR-C, Highway Retail Commercial District  Article 3.I: 3  

15. Theaters. 
16. Light intensity wholesale trade establishments (with no outdoor sales or display of 

products). 
17. Kennels, commercial. 
18. (Repealed) 
19. Private post office and delivery services. 

 20. Public uses. 
 21. Event facilities (accessory uses). 

22. Medical offices and outpatient care facilities. 
23.  Parking lots (private and public with off-street parking as the principal use). 
24. Private schools. 
25. Veterinary clinics (with no outdoor kennel facilities). 
26. Car washes. 
27. Laundromats. 
28         Dry cleaners. 
29.        Taxicab Service. 

                          (Ord. of 2003-10-07; Ord. of 2005-11-01; Ord. of 2011-04-05; Ord. of 2019-09-03) 
 
C. Uses Permitted by Special Use Permit: 
 

An individual use otherwise permitted hereinabove by-right in the HR-C District, but having 
greater than 40,000 square feet gross floor area, or any of the following uses: 
 
1. Repair service establishments, with screened outdoor storage. 
2. Retail sales establishments, with screened outdoor sales or display of products which 

exceed 15% of the net developable lot area.  (See Additional Regulations.) 
3. Churches and places of worship. 
4. Hospitals. 
5. Parking garages and structures. 
6. Commercial recreation facilities (indoor and outdoor). 
7. Child day centers. 
8. Adult day care centers. 
9. Bus stations. 
10. Public utilities. 
11. Drive-in and movie theaters. 
12. Auction establishments. 
13. Automobile and light vehicle repair establishments (within completely enclosed structures 

with screened outdoor storage). 
14. Vehicle sale, rental and ancillary service establishments, including boats and watercraft. 
15. Service stations. 



Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 

 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 I-1, Light Industrial District  Article 3.K: 2  

I-1 District 
Article 3.K 

(Light Intensity Industrial District) 
 

 
A. Purpose and Intent: 
 
 The I-1, Light Intensity Industrial District is established to provide locations within the Town of 

Smithfield for industries related to research technology, development and training, corporate 
employment offices and light manufacturing and warehousing operating under high environmental 
performance standards.  The district is further established to encourage innovative design of 
office and employment related development.   

 
 From a design standpoint, this district is intended promote the development of light intensity land 

uses in planned business park settings, with an emphasis on low density, well landscaped and 
screened development which would be compatible with all types of adjoining urban land uses, 
including residential, and afford maximum protection to surrounding properties.  No use should be 
permitted which might be harmful to the adjoining land uses and the residential ambience of the 
adjacent neighborhoods.  Outdoor storage and outdoor industrial uses are to be discouraged but 
may be permitted (by special permit and environmental performance review) under unique 
circumstances. 

 
 
B. Permitted Uses: 
 

1. Establishments for scientific research (except biological and chemical), development and 
training. 

2. Corporate offices and other offices which support permitted and special permit uses. 
3. Light manufacturing, fabrication, testing or repair establishments which are incidental to 

the primary use of research, development and training or corporate offices (with no  
outdoor storage, loading, or displays). 

4. Banks and financial institutions without drive-thru facilities, excluding payday lending and 
check-cashing establishments. 

5. Private training facilities and vocational schools. 
6. Light warehousing establishments, without outdoor storage. 
7. Light wholesale trade establishments, without outdoor storage. 
8. Private post offices and delivery service establishments. 
9. Veterinary hospitals with no outdoor kennel facilities. 



Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998 
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 I-1, Light Industrial District  Article 3.K: 3  

10. Service stations with pump islands only and no outdoor storage or automobile repair 
facilities. 

11. Public utilities and facilities (to be constructed by developer for public acceptance). 
  (Ord. of 4-5-2011) 
C. Uses Permitted by Special Use Permit: 
 

1. Establishments for production, processing, assembly, manufacturing, compounding, 
cleaning, servicing, storage, testing and repair of materials, goods or products which 
conform to federal, state and local environmental performance standards as related to (a) 
air pollution, (b) fire and explosion hazards, (c) radiation hazards, (d) electromagnetic 
radiation and interference hazards, (e) liquid and solid wastes hazards, (f) noise 
standards and (g) vibration standards.  

2. Light manufacturing, fabrication, testing or repair establishments (with screened outdoor 
storage limited to 50% of the area of building coverage). 

3. Child day care centers. 
4. Light warehousing establishments, with screened outdoor storage limited to 50% of the 

area of building coverage. 
5. Light wholesale trade and sales establishments, with screened outdoor storage limited to 

50% of the area of building coverage. 
6. Heliports and helipads, ancillary to a district use. 
7. Service stations. 
8. Auto and light vehicle service establishments (with screening for servicing and storage 

areas). 
9. Uses permitted by right and by special use permit in the HR-C District. 
10. Eating establishments, ancillary to I-1 District uses. 
11. Heavy equipment sales and servicing (with screening for servicing and storage areas). 
12. Retail sales in a warehouse or wholesale establishment, wherein at least 60% of the 

gross floor area is devoted to warehouse use. 
13. Establishments for biological and chemical scientific research, development and training. 
14. Contractor’s office, shops and storage yards. 
15. Any use incorporating a drive-thru facility. 
16. Any use requiring outdoor storage, loading, or display 
17. Payday lending establishments, check-cashing establishments and pawn shops. 
18. Waiver of building height. 
19. Waiver of lot size to a minimum 20,000 square feet per lot. 
20. Waiver of district size when in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan. 
21. Waiver of floor area ratio and building coverage. 
22. Communication Towers. 
23. Waiver of Parking and Loading Requirements. 

(Ord. of 9-5-2000, Ord. of 9-2-2008, 4-5-2011) 
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Article 3.J2: 
PMUD, Planned Mixed-Use Development District 
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 PMUD, Planned Mixed-Use Development District  Article 3.J2: 2  

 
Article 3.J2: 

PMUD, Planned Mixed-Use Development District 
(Planned Mixed-Use District) 

 
A. Purpose and Intent: 
 
 The Planned Mixed-Use Development (PMUD) District is established to provide locations within 

the Town for the development of a mixture of compatible residential, commercial and industrial 
uses in a unified fashion to create vibrant communities and neighborhoods. Maximum flexibility is 
encouraged in the planning and implementation stages of such PMUD’s.  Because of the high 
degree of flexibility, such developments are encouraged to proffer a maximum degree of detail as 
to the location, type, size and compatibility of the various activities and uses. 

 
 With the vision of creating highly attractive and well landscaped mixed use settings, at key 

gateway locations within the Town, this district is intended to promote development with an 
emphasis on coordinated infrastructure and architecture.  Development of lots within the district 
shall be architecturally and environmentally compatible with adjoining existing land uses and 
buildings, including residential neighborhoods, and which afford protection to surrounding 
properties.   

 
 Public streets, signage, lighting, pedestrian improvements, site parking and access, landscaping, 

screened service areas, refuse collection, and other urban design features shall be coordinated 
by and between the individual uses within the PMUD District, and shall be controlled by design 
guidelines and standards to be developed with any application under this district.  No use will be 
permitted which might be harmful to the adjoining land uses and the ambience of the adjacent 
neighborhoods and businesses.   

 
B. Permitted Uses: 
 

1.   Single family attached and detached dwellings. 
2.   Multi-family residential dwellings. 
3.   Duplex residential dwellings. 
4.   A mix of residential dwelling types as set forth above. 
5.   Community buildings, swimming pools, and tennis and basketball courts. 
6.   Golf course and golf driving range. 
7. Quasi-public park, playground, athletic field, and related facility. 
8. Child Care Centers and Nursery schools. 
9. Adult Care Centers and Assisted living facilities. 



Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998  ___________________________________________________________________________________    

 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 PMUD, Planned Mixed-Use Development District  Article 3.J2: 3  

10. Libraries, museums, historic sites and shrines. 
11. Pharmacies. 
12. Bed and breakfast lodging and guest houses. 
13. Any use incorporating drive-thru facilities. 
14. Entertainment centers, excluding adult entertainment centers. 
15. Retail Sales. 
16. Brewery, Distillery, and Winery establishments with tasting rooms. 
17. Event facilities (primary & accessory use). 
18. By-right uses permitted in the HRC and I1 Districts, except when a Special Use Permit is 

required by Section C of this Article. 
19. Waiver of Parking and Loading Requirements. 
20. Waiver of floor area ratio regulation. 
21. Waiver of yard requirements. 
22. Waiver of landscape, open space, contiguous open space, and recreational space 

requirements. 
23. Waiver of district size. 
24. Waiver of maximum building height. 

 
C. Uses Permitted by Special Use Permit: 
 

1. Irrigation wells and wells for ground source HVAC systems. 
2. Churches and places of worship. 
3. Private school and colleges. 
4. Private training facilities and vocational schools. 
5. Public schools and colleges. 
6. Civic, fraternal and/or social organization halls. 
7. Outdoor and Commercial Kennels. 
8. Boating, country, and/or hunt clubs. 
9. Commercial swimming pools and tennis and basketball courts 

10.   Accessory apartments within a residential dwelling 
11. Cupolas, spires and steeples for public and semi-public uses. 
12. Storage lots for recreational vehicles. 
13. Agriculture, forestry and horticultural uses (non-commercial). 
14. Payday lending establishments, check-cashing establishments and pawn shops. 
15. Automobile and Light vehicle dealerships and retail sales establishments (with service 

and repair facilities as an ancillary use, with completely enclosed service facilities and 
screened outdoor storage of repair vehicles). 
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D. Maximum Density: 
  
 Regulated by floor area ratio. 
 
E. Lot Size Requirements: 

 
1. Minimum district size:       5 acres 

 
2. Minimum lot area:      Not regulated 

 
3. Minimum lot width:      Not regulated 

 
F. Bulk Regulations: 

 
1. Maximum building height: 60 feet, 
  except where use abuts a residential district, the maximum  
  building height shall be 35 feet. 
 
2. Minimum yard requirements:  
  
 A. Front yard: 25 feet 
  
 B. Side yard: 10 feet 
  
 C. Rear yard: Not regulated; except rear yard shall be at least 10 

feet where adjacent to any residential district. 
 
3. Maximum floor area ratio: 2.0  

 
G. Open Space: 

 
1. An open space plan and landscape design program shall be submitted with applications  
 for any land use governed by this district. 
 
2. Ten (10) percent of the gross acreage of the PMUD District shall be landscaped open 

space, provided that no more than fifty (50) percent of the dedicated open space shall 
consist of land classified as 100 year floodplain, stream valleys, wetlands, slopes greater 
than thirty (30) percent and/or drainage easements. 
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H. Net Developable Area Calculation for PMUD District: 
 
1. Notwithstanding governing lot size, yard regulations, and the density, PMUD uses on any 

lot shall be calculated based on its net developable area, with adjustment factors for 
physical land units as specified in the chart in the following section. 

 
2. The final plat and/or site plan for a project shall graphically depict the location and area 

for the physical land units as outlined herein below.  A calculation of the net developable 
area shall be required for all subdivision and site plan submissions.   

 
 (Refer to illustrative example of net developable area calculation in the appendix of the 

Zoning Ordinance.) 
   
Physical Land Unit Percent Credited Toward Net Acreage  
Slopes less than 10%: 100% 

Slopes from 10% but less than 20%: 75% 

Slopes from 20% but less than 30%: 50% 

Slopes 30% or more: 10% 

Soils with high shrink/swell characteristics, as defined: 75% 

Wetlands, existing water features and streams: 0% 

Stormwater management basins and structures: 0% 

Above-ground 69 KV or greater transmission lines: 0% 
Public right-of-way                                                                                             0% 

Private streets, travelways and combined travelways and parking bays          0% 
 
3. No credit towards net developable area shall be given for planned public rights-of-way, 

private streets, travelways and combined travelways and parking bays within a lot or 
property to be developed or subdivided.  Twenty percent (20%) shall be subtracted from 
the calculated net developable acreage to allow for street rights of way, unless it can be 
demonstrated by survey calculations to the satisfaction of the Planning Commission that 
proposed street rights of way, private streets, travelways and combined travelways and 
parking bays in a subdivision will be less than 20% percent of the calculated net acreage. 

 
4. No PMUD District lot shall be configured such that more than 10% of the prescribed 

minimum lot area is comprised of one or more of the following physical land units:  (a) 
slopes 30% or more, (b) wetlands, (c) 100-year floodplains and (d) water features. 
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I. Additional Regulations:  
 

1. All uses in the PMUD District shall be subject to site plan approval. 
 

2. An environmental impact statement may be required by the Planning Commission or 
Town Council for any permitted or special permit use. 

 
3. Refer to Sign Regulations, Article 10 for signage provisions. 

 
4. Refer to Landscaping and Screening, Article 9, for screening and buffer yard provisions. 
 

5. Refer to the Floodplain Zoning Overlay District, where applicable. 
 
6. Refer to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District, where applicable. 
 
7.  Refer to Article 8, Parking and Loading Requirements, where applicable. 

 
8. All refuse shall be contained in completely enclosed facilities, screened from public view 

by means of fences, wall, or landscaping. 
 
9. Public streets must meet current VDOT standards.  
 
10. Subject to special use permit approval, the outdoor areas of an PMUD use devoted to 

storage, loading, and display of goods shall be limited to a maximum 10% of the lot area 
and as otherwise designated on an approved site plan.  Such outdoor areas shall not be 
counted in the calculation of required open space.  The location and use of outdoor 
storage, loading and display areas shall be limited to the designated area(s) on the 
approved site plan. 

 
11. Where a lot is contiguous to property located in a residential district, all buildings shall 

have a minimum setback of 50 feet from common property lines.  A landscaped buffer 
yard shall be provided, with landscape materials and placement subject to final plan 
approval.  Fencing may be required in such cases with fence material and heights subject 
to final plan approval. The minimum setbacks from common property lines may be 
reduced on a case by case basis by a waiver of the Planning Commission during the site 
plan and / or subdivision approval process.  

 
12. Any subdivision or lot which is proposed to be developed on shrink/swell soils shall 

require a geotechnical report to be submitted with the preliminary plat and plans.  Such 
report shall be prepared by a registered professional engineer and shall address the 
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feasibility of development on the subject soils.  No subdivision plat or site plan shall be 
approved for final recordation until a foundation engineering report has been reviewed by 
the Town.  All recorded plats for lots containing shrink/swell soils shall bear the following 
note:  “This lot contains shrink/swell soils which require special engineering design for 
foundations and structural elements.  No structure will be approved for issuance of a 
building permit until a foundation engineering design prepared by a certified professional 
engineer has been approved for the proposed structure.” 

 
13. Condominiums:  Any proposed condominium development established under the 

Condominium Laws of Virginia shall be subject to the following provisions: 
 
(1) All setbacks, density and other PMUD District provisions shall be met. 
(2) Minimum lot and yard requirements shall be met as if lot lines existed. 

 
14. Required Improvements and Maintenance of Improvements 
 

A. For any development in the PMUD District, all common area improvements 
(including signage, lighting, parks and open space, recreational facilities, private 
travelways, walkways, landscaping, parking areas and other urban design 
elements and facilities) shall be maintained by the developer/owner of the PMUD 
District development until such time as the developer/owner conveys said 
common area to a non-profit property owners association. 

 
B. On-site lighting, signage and mailboxes (as approved by U.S. Postal Service) 

shall be provided by the owner/developer of the PMUD District development.  
These improvements shall be of compatible scale, materials and colors with the 
proposed development and adjacent uses.  The designs for these improvements 
shall be provided with the general development plan and final site plans. 

 
 15. Property Owners’ Association and Covenants 

 
A. Prior to final approval of a subdivision plat or site plan within the PMUD District 

which includes common properties or common property improvements to be 
owned by a property owners association, the Town Attorney shall review and 
approve the applicant’s property owners’ association bylaws, articles of 
incorporation, restrictive covenants and a schedule of common property 
maintenance. 

 
B. Deed restrictions and covenants shall be included with the conveyance of 

common property and common property improvements to include, among other 



Smithfield Zoning Ordinance September 1, 1998  ___________________________________________________________________________________    

 
 ___________________________________________________________________________________  
 PMUD, Planned Mixed-Use Development District  Article 3.J2: 8  

things, that assessments, charges and costs of maintenance of such common 
areas shall constitute a pro-rata share lien upon the individual dwelling lots, such 
lien being inferior only to taxes and recorded trusts.  

 
C. Restrictive covenants shall specify the detailed means by which the non-profit 

entity shall govern and manage itself and maintain building exteriors, 
landscaping, lighting, recreation areas, walkways, pedestrian trails, parking 
areas, snow removal travelways and other common elements of the 
development. 

 
 16. Additional PMUD District Land Development and Site Plan Requirements 

 
A. A Pre-Application Conference is required. An application for a PMUD District 

shall not be deemed “complete” unless and until the Pre-Application Conference 
has been conducted. 
 

B. All uses within the PMUD District shall require a General Development Plan for 
zoning and/or special permit approval.  The General Development Plan shall 
serve as the master land use plan for the specific development proposal.  The 
General Development Plan shall include standards and criteria for streetscape  
infrastructure, landscaping, signage, private facilities and site elements, and 
other urban design features to ensure compatibility of lot development activities. 

 
C. The development of any and all sections or phases within the PMUD District shall 

require site plan approval in conformance with the General Development Plan. 
 
D. A Traffic Impact Assessment may be required for any PMUD District application 

by the Planning and Zoning Administrator.  See Appendix, Article 14.B. 
 
E. Refer to the Town’s Design and Construction Standards Manual for additional 

design standards and criteria. 
 



The Smithfield Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Tuesday, December 14th, 

2021, at 6:30 p.m. at the Smithfield Center.  

Members present:  

Randy Pack – Chairman  

Charles Bryan – Vice Chairman 

Mike Swecker 

Julia Hillegass  

Michael Torrey 

Raynard Gibbs 

Members absent:  

Thomas Pope 

Staff present: 

Tammie Clary - Community Development & Planning Director 

William H. Riddick, III – Town Attorney 

Jack Reed – Director of Public Works and Utilities 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman, Board of Historical and Architectural Review 

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant 

Press: Stephen Faleski - The Smithfield Times 

Citizens: 8 

Chairman Pack welcomed everyone to the meeting. All in attendance stood for the Pledge 

of Allegiance.  

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

Tammie Clary, Community Development & Planning Director, reported that Summit 

Design & Engineering Services, PLLC, the consultants for the 2020/2021 Comprehensive Plan 

update, are incorporating the comments received from the three (3) comprehensive plan work 

sessions to provide a draft plan. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the owners of 1400 South Church Street have failed to provide an 

acceptable Spot Blight Abatement Plan for the property (since notified on June 9th, 2021); 

therefore, Town Council has adopted a Spot Blight Abatement Plan to help with addressing 

properties such as 1400 South Church Street, which involves condemning and demolishing the 

structure. She added that the owner had been sent notice of Town Council’s decision and plan.  

Mrs. Clary gave an update on the closing of The Bank of America at the request of Vice 

Chairman Brayn. She stated that it closed due to COVID and it was their understanding that many 

people switched to online banking, and it was no longer cost effective to maintain a physical 

location.  

Vice Chairman Bryan inquired as to whether there had been a contingency for the clients 

in this area.  

Mrs. Clary stated that there was nothing that they were aware of, other than the letter mailed 

out to customers, notifying them of the closure. 

Chairman Pack inquired as to whether a date on a draft plan was received from Summit 

Design. 
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Mrs. Clary replied that it was her understanding that it was expected before the end of the 

year, but she would reach out to the Consultants to verify. 

Upcoming Meetings and Activities:  

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

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

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

Tuesday, January 4th, 2022, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 

Tuesday, January 11th, 2022, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting 

Public Comments: 

Chairman Pack explained that the public was invited to speak to the Planning Commission on 

any matters, except scheduled public hearings. Please use the sign-up sheet. Comments are limited to 

five (5) minutes per person. The Town Attorney will let each speaker know when they have one 

minute left. Any required response from the town will be provided in writing following the meeting.  

Theresa Mulherin of 206 Washington Street in Smithfield stated that she had seen the notice 

to change zoning to a mixed-use designation. She requested that if the motion was passed would it 

exclude the Historic District. She added that the designation would allow for a 6-story building or 60 

feet tall, multi-family dwellings. This is everything the Planning Commission has fought against in 

the past. Mrs. Mulherin added that the findings of the traffic research on Route 10 are far from what 

are being experienced, and that building is not even complete there yet. She added that this is at the 

intersection of Route 10 and Main Street. 

Planning Commission Comments: 

There were no Planning Commission comments. 

Site Plan Amendment, Entrance Corridor Overlay Review Application, & Planning 

Commission Waivers – 19336 Battery Park Road Columbia Gas C/O Michael Leuchte, 

applicant.  

The Community Development & Planning Director stated that the applicant is seeking 

approval to update the existing Point of Delivery (POD) facility with a new metering and 

regulation building, including a new heater exhaust stack, and a new instrumentation and control 

building. These new buildings will house what are currently two equipment boxes on site. The 

smaller existing metal canopy will be moved to the South, and slightly reoriented. 

Mrs. Clary reported that this project will feature a wooden fence painted natural brown, 

which will hide the eight-foot (8’) chain link fence with barbwire, which is needed to protect the 

facility from unknown threats, including vandalization and intrusion. The fence will feature a 

fifteen-foot (15’) sliding gate and a four-foot (4’) metal access gate. 

The landscaping will feature six (6) “Red Chokeberry,” seventeen (17) “New Jersey Tea,” 

and eight (8) “Maple-Leaf Viburnum,” all planted on the East side of the site. A single light will 

be installed under the hood of the roof, facing the ground so that light will not protrude on the 

facility fencing. 
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Mrs. Clary stated that in order to accomplish the above and bring the site plan amendment 

in conformance with the Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) and Entrance Corridor Overlay 

(ECO) guidelines, the applicant is requesting the following Planning Commission Waivers: 

1. A waiver from SZO 3.A.F.2, providing the minimum front, side, and rear yard

requirements, as the proposed improvements are located within the original

footprint.

2. A waiver under SZO 8.B.6.(c) allowing crushed stone (gravel) parking area of

six (6) parking spaces or less.

3. A waiver under SZO C.6. for relief from SZO 9.C.2.a. requiring that not less than

ten percent (10%) of the total site area is covered in tree canopy. Due to the

proximity of an underground high-pressure transmission line along the western

side of the POD site, and the threat of a mature canopy size tree falling over the

fence and onto the gas infrastructure, the applicant is seeking a waiver from this

requirement.

4. A waiver under SZO 3.R.C.1 for relief from:

a. 3.R.K.2.g to provide underground irrigation systems, as the applicant

does not have access to water utilities to meet this need.

b. 3.R.J.2.c allowing fencing along the highway right-of-way without

landscaping.

c. 3.R.J.2.h which states, “no portion of a building constructed of... sheet

metal shall be visible from any adjoining property or public rights-of-

way.” The applicant believes the metal building is required to protect the

above ground gas infrastructure within the POD site and is providing a

tall fence for additional coverage.

Mrs. Clary reported that the Public Works & Utilities Department has already issued a 

Right-of-Way (ROW)/ Easement permit for the work that must occur within the Town’s ROW 

(Battery Park Road) and indicated that no additional ROW/Easement permits will be needed. Both 

the Isle of Wight County Stormwater Division and the Virginia Department of Transportation have 

indicated that they have no comments on the plans. 

Mrs. Clary reported Town staff recommends approval as submitted, provided the applicant 

submits a landscaping bond equal to 120% of the total cost of the landscaping to the Town. 

Chairman Pack inquired if the applicant was present and would like a chance to speak. A 

representative for the applicant stated he was available to answer any of the Commission’s 

questions but had nothing to add.  

Chairman Pack asked Mrs. Clary to clarify the positioning on Battery Park Road to get an 

idea of the physical layout. Mr. Torrey stated it was just past the church away from Town. 

Mrs. Hillegass made a motion to approve the application as presented with the conditions 

as presented by staff.  

Vice Chairman Bryan had a question regarding the landscaping on the East side of the 

structure as there was already foliage there.  

David Miller of 4652 Screener Blvd in Suffolk came forward as a representative of the 

applicant and clarified that landscaping was not on the Nike Park side but on the Church side. 
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Vice Chairman Bryan agreed that as presented it was quite an improvement.  

Mr. Gibbs seconded the motion. With no further discussion, Chairman Pack called for the 

vote. 

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker 

voted aye, Mr. Torrey voted aye, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice Chairman Bryan voted aye, and 

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

Site Plan Amendment & Entrance Corridor Overlay Review Application – 401 N Church 

St, Smithfield Foods C/O Beryl Lawrence, applicant. 

The Community Development & Planning Director stated that to address ongoing safety 

concerns, the applicant is seeking approval to amend their site plan in three (3) phases. Phase One 

of the project includes adding an ADA-compliant pedestrian crosswalk with safety features that 

include the installation of two (2) solar-powered traffic signs, that feature push button initiated 

flashing lights. These would be installed at the northwest corner of the Smithfield Foods 

Innovation Center and at the Smithfield Foods employee parking lot on the northeast side of North 

Church Street. Phase One also includes renovating the existing ADA-compliant crosswalk on the 

east side of North Church Street. The proposed safety crosswalk signal proposed will be like the 

push button initiated flashing lights and cross walk signal located at the Smithfield Station 

crosswalk to Windsor Castle Park. 

Mrs. Clary added that Phase Two includes the addition of light fixtures to light the 

proposed walkway from the building to the crosswalk. There will be four (4) light fixtures along 

the proposed path. The Carlyle Acorn style lights will be affixed to a decorative round tapered 

fluted composite style pole made of fiberglass. The light fixtures will be twelve feet (12’) in height 

and painted black to match existing features on the premises. The lights will be powered by the 

existing electrical infrastructure on the property and will be provided and installed by Dominion 

Virginia Power. 

She stated that Phase Three of the project includes installing a sidewalk with a retaining 

wall. The proposed path will be constructed out of brick and be placed in a herringbone pattern. 

The bricked walkway and color will be like the ones that are used throughout the Downtown 

District sidewalks and the retaining wall will be a similar design to the retaining wall located at 

the Smithfield Foods buildings on Luter Drive. The maximum height of the wall will be fifteen 

inches (15”).  

She added that in accordance with the Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Article 

3.R.K.2.a the applicant has submitted a landscaping plan to accompany the proposed crosswalk

ramps, walkway, and retaining wall. The landscaping will feature one (1) “Eastern Redbud,” two 

(2) “Green Vase Sawleaf Zelkova,” sixteen (16) “Dwarf Yaupon,” and one hundred five (105)

“Big Blue Lilyturf” which will be planted in various locations along the proposed path. The new 

sod will match the existing turf species for the area. 

Mrs. Clary stated that Town staff recommends approval as submitted, provided the 

following: 

1. The applicant complies with the requirements of the memorandum dated July 11,

2019 from Mr. Robert Weber III, VDOT.
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2. The applicant acquires a land use permit from VDOT.

3. The applicant submits a cost estimate to the Town for the total cost of the

proposed landscaping.

4. The applicant submits a bond equal to 120% of the total cost of the landscaping

to the Town.

Chairman Pack inquired if the applicant was available and if they would like to speak. The 

applicant stated that they had nothing further to add to the report at this time but would answer any 

questions.  

Mrs. Hillegass inquired as to why there was no cost estimate for the landscaping included 

with the application. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the application had been rushed due to safety concerns, as there had 

been some incidents in this area. Mrs. Clary also added that Town staff and the applicant did not 

want this to come to Planning Commission as an after-the-fact application.  

Mr. Gibbs made a motion to approve the application as presented with the Town Staff’s 

recommendations. Mrs. Hillegass seconded the motion. With no further discussion, Chairman 

Pack called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker 

voted aye, Mr. Torrey voted aye, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice Chairman Bryan voted aye, and 

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

Planning Commission Waiver Application – 201 Battery Park Road, Smithfield Storage C/O 

Trey Gwaltney. 

Mrs. Clary reported that at the Tuesday, May 19th, 2017 meeting, the Planning 

Commission approved a floor area waiver for the applicant for the construction of a multi-level 

climate controlled storage building. The applicant is now seeking the same waiver (as applied for 

in 2017) from the Planning Commission, for a waiver of maximum floor area ratio allowed on the 

site, for the proposed expansion of the multi-level climate-controlled storage building. The floor 

area ratio is the ratio of the floor area of the buildings on the site to the size of the parcel; however, 

it includes the floor area on all three floors. This proposed project will result in the removal of four 

(4) non-climate controlled outdoor storage sections currently present on the property. She reported

that the current zoning district allows for a maximum of floor area ratio of 0.50, which based upon 

the area of the parcel would allow 32,110 square feet. The floor area of the existing buildings 

(minus the square footage of the four (4) buildings that would be removed) on site total 27,101 

square feet, and the proposed building is 39,150 square feet, providing a total floor area of 66,251 

square feet (which would be a floor area ratio of 1.03). Similarly to 2017, the applicant will require 

approval of a waiver from the Planning Commission regarding the maximum floor area allowed, 

in order to redevelop the site as proposed. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the strengths of the application included that the proposed changes 

would replace various structures in need of repair and alleviate some drainage and stormwater 

concerns. She added that the proposed plan will unify the building and eliminate some of the 

standalone storage spaces. 



Smithfield Planning Commission 

December 14, 2021 

6 

Mrs. Clary stated that the application weakness included the proposal exceeding the 

maximum floor area ratio intended for the zoning district. 

Chris Parrish with Parrish-Layne Design Group, business address of 7021 Harbourview 

Blvd in Suffolk, came forward to discuss aspects of the property. He stated that the property had 

recently been redone with climate-controlled storage. The building has been leased out, and they 

would like to expand it. He stated that with climate-controlled storage, when you go up floors, 

there is an inherent issue with the floor area ratios. Mr. Parrish stated that they had asked for the 

waiver so that they could move forward with getting the site plan together. He added that the 

applicant Trey Gwaltney and the builder were present as well to answer any questions.  

Mr. Swecker asked if you were coming up John Rolfe Drive, would the building expansion 

be to the left.  

Mr. Parrish directed him to the rendering within the packet of information sent. He added 

that facing it from John Rolfe Drive, it would be to the left side and straight back into the property. 

Mr. Swecker asked if that was where the storm drain came off to.  

Mr. Parrish confirmed that was correct.  

Mr. Swecker stated that when the structure was built, an extension was requested to go 

towards Battery Park. He added that during this time the question came up asking if they would 

need to tear down the storage buildings. Mr. Swecker reported that the applicant did not want to 

tear down the storage buildings at that time, but they got the extensions needed to go toward 

Battery Park. He added now the owners are asking for the same extension that they said they would 

not do at the beginning of the building of structure.  

Mr. Parrish clarified that when Mr. Swecker said “extension” that he was speaking to 

increase in the floor area ratio. He verified that when they were granted the Planning Commission 

waiver for increasing the floor area ratio, previously, they had stated that they wanted to keep the 

non-climate-controlled storage units they had; however, now there was an increase in need for 

climate-controlled units. 

Vice Chairman Bryan inquired about the addition of a driveway as seen on drawing C-1.1 

at the north end of the building.  

Mr. Parrish stated that this was an existing driveway to access the buildings currently there, 

which is gated.  

Vice Chairman Bryan asked for clarification on how the gate was used. 

Chairman Pack stated that if you are a client, you are given a code to gain access to the 

storage areas.  

Vice Chairman Bryan also inquired about the size of the vehicles entering this area, to 

which Mr. Parrish stated client vehicles and box trucks would utilize it, adding no Semi-trucks 

could fit in this area.  

Mr. Gibbs asked if there had been an increase in demand now as compared to 2017. Mr. 

Parrish stated that at the time it was being built this was something new and with the growth in the 

area the need for climate-controlled units had increased. 

Chairman Pack asked how many square feet the building was today. 

Mrs. Hillegass reported that it was 23,001 square feet. 
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Chairman Pack asked if the Commission was to approve the expansion what would the 

total square footage be.  

Mr. Parrish stated that 66,251 would be the total square footage of all the buildings on the 

property, existing three-story, proposed three-story, and the non-climate-controlled buildings 

remaining. He added that the proposed expansion is 39,150 square feet.  

Chairman Pack stated that this proposed project would be almost tripling the size of the 

current building.  

Mr. Torrey asked for clarification on what buildings currently existing would be staying 

with the expansion as shown on the site plan on sheet C-1.1. specifically, in regard to the building 

abutting John Rolfe Drive, if that would be staying. 

Mr. Parrish stated that was correct. 

Chairman Pack asked if this would require any additional parking. 

Mrs. Clary stated that it would not as there was no increase in the size of the office space 

located in the building. 

Vice Chairman Bryan inquired if there would be an increase in employees, to which Mr. 

Parrish stated that there would not. 

Mr. Swecker reported that he comes down John Rolfe frequently and has not noticed any 

traffic due to the storage building.  

Chairman Pack added that he did not think there would be much traffic associated with an 

increase of clients due to the nature of self-storage.  

Chairman Pack expressed concern about the increase in volume, the size of the building, 

and the buildings appearance, and specifically concerning landscaping. He stated that he would 

need some time to process the size proposed. He added that there had been comments in the past 

about the size of the building prior to the proposed expansion.  

Vice Chairman Bryan asked about the grounds between the expansion and the parking area. 

He inquired about existing landscaping extending out along the expansion.  

Mr. Parrish stated that there would be some open ground, and that it would have 

landscaping. He stated that they had not included a landscape plan as they knew that there was an 

issue with the floor area ratio that they wanted to be up front with. He added that they did not want 

to start with landscape planning if the waiver was not approved. Mr. Parrish confirmed that the 

landscaping and appearance concerns were on the side with John Rolfe Drive that is a corridor into 

Town. He also stated that John Rolfe is higher ground and so the building not actually three-full 

stories, as the ground does drop down, and additional landscaping would also help screen the 

building. 

Chairman Pack clarified that the only thing that would be voted on tonight would be the 

floor area ratio waiver and that any landscaping would be looked at for approval in the future. He 

received clarification from the Town Attorney that once the size of the building was voted on, they 

could not go backwards and object to the size in the future.  

Chairman Pack stated that it was his opinion that this be tabled for a month as this is a very 

significant change on our landscape.  
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Mr. Torrey agreed on delaying for a month to decide if they wanted to allow this, as he 

verified with Mrs. Clary that 0.5 seems to be the standard amount of floor area ratio. If allowed, 

then what was to stop anyone else from going up vertical.  

Mrs. Hillegass stated that this was not the first 3-story structure in town. She added that 

she would rather see expansion up than sprawl and made a motion to approve the site plan as 

presented.  

Vice Chairman Bryan asked to clarify if the 0.5 floor area ratio was based on 1-story 

buildings. 

The Town Attorney stated that it was based on total coverage. 

Mrs. Hillegass stated that the Commission had approved multi-storied condos across the 

street behind Royal Farms, and so it would in character with what we approved in the area.  

Vice Chairman Bryan confirmed that she was indicating there was precedence for this type 

of building. 

Chairman Pack reminded the Commission that there was a motion on the floor. Vice 

Chairman Bryan seconded the motion.  

Mr. Swecker confirmed that the townhouses across the street were 3-stories and inquired 

if the storage facility would be 3-stories, and if that was common. 

Chairman Pack confirmed that in climate-controlled space that it would be.  

Mrs. Hillegass stated that this was standard for the industry and that the need is there.  

Mr. Swecker stated that when we approved this first building, James River Mechanical lost 

its view of the street. 

The Town Attorney stated that was a setback issue not a vista issue. He added that the plan 

met the set-back requirements, and even as a 1-story building the view of the street would not be 

there. 

Chairman Pack reminded the Commission that there was a motion on the floor that had 

been seconded.  

Mr. Torrey inquired as to the procedure for tabling the issue if the vote was no. 

The Town Attorney stated at the conclusion of the vote that the Commission could still 

table it or refer it to the Town Council for their consideration.  

The Town Attorney verified with Mrs. Clary that this would normally be approved at this 

level. Mrs. Clary stated that this was correct, this was just a Planning Commission waiver. The 

Town Attorney reported if the Commission were to turn the applicant down then the appeal would 

go to the Town Council, or they could ask them to return to the Planning Commission meeting in 

a month.  

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

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker 

voted nay, Mr. Torrey voted nay, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice Chairman Bryan voted aye, and 

Chairman Pack voted nay. The motion failed. 

Chairman Pack stated that the Commission could deny the motion allowing an appeal to 

Town Council or they could review next month. Mr. Gibbs made a motion to defer until the 

January Planning Commission meeting. Mrs. Hillegass seconded the motion. With no further 

discussion, Chairman Pack called for the vote.  
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On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker 

voted aye, Mr. Torrey voted aye, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice Chairman Bryan voted aye, and 

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

*Public Hearing* Short-Term Rental Application - 205 Chalmers Row, Anna Boyer,

applicant. 

The Community Development & Planning Director reported that the applicant is seeking 

approval to rent 205 Chalmers Row, which is an existing single-family residential dwelling, as a 

short-term and long-term rental property. Mrs. Clary reported that according to the Smithfield 

Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Article 2.Z.1, short-term rentals as principal uses are permissible by 

Special Use Permit (SUP) only. She stated no changes to the property are proposed to 

accommodate the short-term rental. Town staff has identified this property as operating as a short-

term rental; however, they are unsure when it commenced operations. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the positive of this application are that it would provide additional 

accommodations in the Heart of the Historic District. 

She added that a negative would be that this is not a by-right use and does require a SUP. 

Mrs. Clary stated that Town Staff recommended that approval should be contingent on the 

applicant following the conditions outline in Article 2.Z.1.a through Article 2.Z.1.i., except for 

Article 2.Z.1.b.. These conditions do require a signed and notarized short-term rental affidavit 

ensuring compliance.  

Chairman Pack opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak for or 

against the disposition of property. Hearing none, he closed the public hearing, and it will move to 

the Planning Commission consideration. 

Chairman Pack confirmed with Mrs. Clary that the term short-term rental meant it was to 

be used through Airbnb, VRBO, etc. to which she stated that he was correct. 

Mr. Torrey commented that there had been a lot of time spent on the wording of the 

ordinance.  

Chairman Pack stated that he believed this was the first time that the commission had seen 

its use as special use permit come up, to which Mrs. Clary stated he was correct. 

Mr. Torrey asked if the special use permit had expired.  

The Town Attorney stated that special use permits do not expire.  

Mr. Torrey wanted to ensure there would be something in place to have all the rules 

followed. 

The Town Attorney stated that the permit could be revoked if they do not comply. 

Mrs. Clary added that this is part of the affidavit in the Town Staff’s recommendation to 

be signed and notarized, except they would be granted a special use permit to exceed the 104 nights 

of use per calendar year. 

The Town Attorney stated that section 3 of the ordinance provides revocation if they do 

not comply. 

Mr. Torrey inquired about revoking the SUP if certain rules were not followed. 
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Mrs. Clary stated that was a request by Town Staff that the applicant would be required to 

complete an affidavit, indicating they would abide by the rules and stipulations, expect that they 

would be granted a SUP to operate as a short-term rental as a primary use.  

Anna Boyer, of 11183 Burwell’s Bay Road in Smithfield, was asked by Chairman Pack if 

the rental included the entire home or just individual rooms. Ms. Boyer stated that it was the entire 

home. She added that it was listed on Airbnb, and they would rent the entire house. 

Chairman Pack stated that this was interesting as it was the first test of this ordinance. He 

inquired as to whether this could be approved at this level.  

The Town Attorney stated that this would be a recommendation to the Town Council. 

Mr. Swecker made a motion to give a favorable recommendation to the Town Council. Mr. 

Torrey seconded the motion. With no further discussion, Chairman Pack called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, six members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker 

voted aye, Mr. Torrey voted aye, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice Chairman Bryan voted aye, and 

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

*Discussion Item* SZO Article 3.J2 Text Amendment – Town of Smithfield, applicant.

The Community Development & Planning Director stated that Article 3.J2 was originally 

the “Planned Corporate Office and Research District” (PCOR). This zoning designation was not 

assigned to any parcel located within Town limits and is not actively being pursued as a potential 

zoning designation. While in the process of updating the comprehensive plan, Town staff believe 

this would be a perfect opportunity to provide a new zoning district which would incorporate 

residential, commercial, and light industrial uses, as one planned development. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the Town staff proposed a completely updated Article 3.J2 as a 

Planned Mixed-Use Development (PMUD) District. She stated that this new district would 

incorporate a variety of by-right uses, while still maintaining certain proposed uses as Special Use 

Permits (SUP) only. This zoning designation also provides for Planning Commission waivers, 

giving the Planning Commission ultimate flexibility in the development process. 

Mrs. Clary stated that this zoning district was crafted with the intention of incorporating 

the discussions at the Planning Commission Comprehensive Plan Working sessions with the 

consultants. 

She reported that the new Article 3.J2 will feature the similar Net Developable acreage 

calculations and Open Space requirements that are in other zoning districts. Additionally, because 

of the nature of a PMUD, Pre-application conferences will be required. 

Mrs. Clary added that because this is complete overhaul of Article 3.J2, a draft was 

provided instead of a redlined version and is included in the pages immediately following this staff 

report. Also, for convenience and clarification on B.18., the by-right uses permitted in HRC and 

I1 Districts are included for reference. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the Town staff recommends a favorable consensus that the 

application return as a public hearing. 

Mrs. Clary clarified that a planned mixed-use development is a residential community that 

offers a variety of commercial, retail, and housing locations in one. She added they are typically 

run with a Homeowners Association. She stated that this was what had been talked about in the 
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Comprehensive Plan working sessions regarding non-traditional zoning. Because of the mixed-

use nature of the development, they depart from the traditional standard zoning practices. She 

added that developers are encouraged to work with the local jurisdictions on plans for future use.  

Chairman Pack wanted to clarify that this zoning designation in the Town of Smithfield is 

not currently zoned, and there are not active plans to pursue this today by developers.  

Mrs. Clary stated that this was correct, it is not a zoning designation and there are no 

applications for it as it does not exist yet.   

Chairman Pack asked if this came to be because we were looking at the rules in our books 

while going through the Comprehensive Plan and thought it needed to be addressed.  

Mrs. Clary confirmed that this had been a part of the discussion from the working sessions 

around the South Church Street area and using zoning to visually appeal to the building structures. 

The Town Attorney stated that traditional zoning has many of rules, whereas this type of 

zoning allows for the applicant to present their plan for single-family homes, multi-family homes, 

retail, etc. He added that if they deviate from the requirements but can present to the Commission 

that they are doing a good job, then they can be granted waivers. He stated that this plan is more 

flexible than any that we currently have, like the consultants stated at the working session, we do 

not have any flexibility and we are behind the curve. 

Mrs. Hillegass added that this would allow the commission to craft what they wanted to 

see. 

  Chairman Pack referenced the public comment of Mrs. Mulher regarding the exclusion 

of the Historic District in this type of zoning designation. He stated that the zoning designation 

could be excluded from anywhere as there would have to be an application to change the zoning 

regardless of placement. 

Mrs. Hillegass stated that the entrance corridor into Town would have applicants wanting 

this type of designation.  

The Town Attorney stated that this was the reason for flexibility. He added that they don’t 

get approval outright, they must provide information that their proposal is reasonable and 

appropriate, and good for the Town. He stated that the PCOR zoning had also been designated to 

the land near the Tractor Supply and allowing for more flexible zoning would bring more interest 

to this area as well.  

Chairman Pack stated that he felt that it was reasonable to change something that is not 

aligned with where we are moving as we go through our books. He added that to change the 

ordinance we would need a public hearing.  

Mrs. Hillegass stated that this addressed the items discussed in the working sessions and 

believed this should come back as a public hearing. 

Vice Chairman Bryan wanted to confirm that as Mrs. Muhler had suggested that the 

downtown historic district be protected.  

Chairman Pack stated that any property in town would be protected because they would 

have to go through the rezoning process because there is nothing zoned as PMUD. He used the 

example that if you wanted to rezone your neighborhood as such, you would have to apply to make 

your best case.  
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Mrs. Hillegass stated that in the Historic District they would have to meet the design 

guidelines on top of that so there is another layer of protection.  

The Town Attorney also stated they would have to meet the Entrance Corridor Overlay 

Guidelines as well. 

Vice Chairman Bryan stated that he was looking for a stop-gap or failsafe to protect the 

Historic District.  

The Town Attorney stated that ordinances are not static, and the Commission could 

recommend change, in turn having the Town Council change it if need be.  

Chairman Pack asked if there was anything the Commission would like to see Mrs. Clary 

change before the next meeting in January.  

The Town Attorney stated that she had done a great job and is typical of what is found in 

other localities, and is it flexible, to which the members concurred. 

Chairman Pack stated that this allows for a building height of 60 feet, which is not quite 

six stories, maybe more like four to five stories, and we have 35 feet building height max now. 

Chairman Pack stated that the Commission did not have ultimate say on the matter, and 

that it would have to go to Town Council.  

The Town Attorney stated if they did not want to allow sixty feet, they could change that, 

and they do not have to have sixty feet as the starting point, and they have the options of granting 

a waiver. 

Chairman Pack stated that this would come back next month as a public hearing item, and 

any changes could be emailed to Mrs. Clary or brought to the meeting. 

Approval of the Tuesday, November 9, 2021, Summary Meeting Minutes.  

The Town Attorney recommended the minutes be approved with some typographical errors 

corrected.  

Mr. Torrey made a motion to approve the minutes. Mr. Swecker seconded the motion. 

Chairman Pack called for the vote.  

On call for the vote, seven members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. 

Swecker voted aye, Mr. Torrey voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Mr. Gibbs voted aye, Vice 

Chairman Bryan voted aye, and Chairman Pack voted aye. There were no votes against the motion. 

The motion passed.    

The meeting adjourned at 7:33 p.m. 

___________________________ __________________________ 

Randy Pack - Chairman Tammie Clary – Community 

Development & Planning Director 



The Smithfield Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Tuesday, January 11th, 

2022, at 6:30 p.m. at the Smithfield Center.  

Members present:  

Charles Bryan - Chairman 

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair 

Michael Swecker 

Thomas Pope 

Randy Pack 

Members absent:  

Michael Torrey 

Raynard Gibbs 

Staff present: 

Tammie Clary - Community Development & Planning Director 

Jack Reed – Director of Public Works and Utilities 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman, Board of Historical and Architectural Review 

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant 

Press: Stephen Faleski - The Smithfield Times 

Citizens: 25 

Chairman Pack welcomed everyone to the meeting. All in attendance stood for the Pledge 

of Allegiance.  

2022 Election of Officers: 

Chairman Pack stated that an election of commission officers would take place as it was 

the first Planning Commission meeting of the year. He asked Tammie Clary, Community 

Development and Planning Director, to run the election.  

Mrs. Clary asked if there were any nominations for the Chair of the Planning Commission. 

Chairman Pack nominated Charles Bryan. The nomination was seconded by Dr. Pope.  

Mrs. Clary asked for any additional nominations, and hearing none called for the vote. On 

call for the vote, four members were present. Mrs. Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, 

Dr. Pope voted aye, and Chairman Pack voted aye. Mr. Bryan was named the new Chairman of 

the Planning Committee.  

Mr. Pack stated that he would continue with the election of the Vice Chair and then hand 

the meeting over to Chairman Bryan to continue. Mr. Pack congratulated Chairman Bryan.  

Mrs. Clary asked if there were any nominations for Vice Chair of the Planning 

Commission.  

Mr. Swecker nominated Julie Hillegass as Vice Chair. Mr. Pack seconded the nomination. 

Chairman Bryan nominated Dr. Pope as Vice Chairman. Mrs. Clary inquired if there was 

a second to the nomination. Hearing none, Mrs. Clary called for the vote for Mrs. Hillegass’ 

nomination that had been seconded. 

On call for the vote, four members were present. Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted 

aye, Mr. Pack voted aye, and Chairman Bryan voted aye. Mrs. Hillegass was named the Vice Chair 

of the Planning Commission. 
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Mr. Pack formally handed the running of the Planning Commission meeting to Chairman 

Bryan.  

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

Tammie Clary, Community Development and Planning Director, reported that the owners 

of 1400 South Church Street have failed to provide an acceptable Spot Blight Abatement Plan for 

the property (since notified on June 9th, 2021); therefore, Town Council adopted a Spot Blight 

Abatement Plan for 1400 South Church Street, which involves condemning and demolishing the 

structure. 

She added that a group photo of the Planning Commission members will be taken at the 

February 8th, 2022 meeting in order to update the website. 

Upcoming Meetings and Activities:  

Tuesday, January 18th, 2022, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting 

Tuesday, January 18th, 2022, 6:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 

Monday, January 24th, 2022, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings 

Tuesday, January 25th, 2022, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings 

Tuesday, February 1st, 2022, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 

Tuesday, February 8th, 2022, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting 

 Vice Chair Hillegass made the correction that the Board of Zoning Meeting would be held at 

7:30 pm on the 18th.  

Public Comments: 

Chairman Bryan explained that the public was invited to speak to the Planning Commission 

on any matters, except scheduled public hearings and to please use the sign-up sheet. Comments are 

limited to five (5) minutes per person. He added that typically the Town Attorney would track the 

time a would let each speaker know when they have one minute left. Any required response from the 

town will be provided in writing following the meeting.  

Chairman Bryan called on Christopher Goggin, who had signed up in the public comment 

section. Mr. Goggin clarified he did so in error and was present as a representative of Tractor Supply 

to discuss item 9 on the agenda. 

There were no additional public comments.     

Planning Commission Comments: 

  Dr. Pope reported that he had fielded complaints from people complaining about the 

brightness of the LED lights on Vape shops, and he inquired if there was any ordinance pertaining 

to the ability to have it toned down. Dr. Pope acknowledged that this was not a Planning 

Commission action but wanted to relay the concern of people regarding the brightness.  

 Mrs. Clary inquired if this was in regard to the shop off of Benn’s Church Road near 

Kroger. Dr. Pope stated it was this one as well as one in the direction of Farmer’s Table Restaurant.  

 Mr. Pack inquired if there was an ordinance as he felt the lights were bright as well.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she thought there was some provision for light pollution.  

 Mrs. Clary stated that she believed that the provision dealt with whether the light caused a 

potential distraction from the color scheme of the traffic lights coming down Benn’s Church Road. 

She added that if the light was visible from Benn’s Church Road, then it would interfere with the 

traffic and lighting. Mrs. Clary stated that she would investigate the matter.  
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 Dr. Pope stated that in preparation for discussion of the proposed mixed-use ordinance he 

had reviewed previous zoning ordinances from Community Conservation through Heavy 

Industrial. He stated that there is a concern in the Heavy Industrial section of the ordinance under 

the paragraph titled “Adult Entertainment” including a multitude of descriptions. He continued 

that there are the obvious bookstores, movie theaters, etc. but it also includes “drug paraphernalia 

shops” and “massage parlors.” Dr. Pope asked for clarification as to what this included as it seems 

to be very old terminology. He stated that he does not know how establishments like Massage 

Envy or Vape stores fall into those categories. He added that he does not know what is considered 

a drug paraphernalia store or what is considered drug paraphernalia legally. Dr. Pope stated that 

the terms are antiquated and need to be better defined. He stated that if a Vape shop falls under the 

definition of a drug paraphernalia shop, then they are out of compliance with the ordinance. He 

stated that you can apply for adult entertainment services under heavy use industrial zoning, but it 

does not make sense with today’s terminology. He acknowledged that it was not something that 

would need to be fixed at this meeting but asked that the other Commission members review this 

information and consider updating the terminology.  

 Chairman Bryan wanted to thank all the Commissioners, Mayor Williams, and the Town 

Council for their support and believing that he could manage the task of becoming Chairman of 

the Planning Commission. He stated that it would be difficult to follow Mr. Pack as Chairman, but 

he must try. He told Mr. Pack that he was very happy that he was still on the Board and a liaison 

to the Town Council. He added that Mr. Pack’s insights would be helpful and wanted to thank the 

Commission again. He added that he felt that the Planning Commission did a good job, and that 

this would continue.  

 Chairman Bryan summarized the purpose of the Planning Commission, stating that it was 

for the orderly development of the locality and its environments. He continued that the Smithfield 

Planning Commission serves in an advisory capacity to the Town Council under the Code of 

Virginia, Title 15.2, Chapter 22, Article 2. He stated that they act in accordance with their bylaws 

with guidance from the Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) and reference the Comprehensive 

Plan and the future land use map. Chairman Bryan said that with these in mind, he would continue 

with tonight’s agenda.  

Presentation by Ann Darby & Michael Stapor of Summit Design & Engineering Services, 

PLLC on the 2020-2021 Smithfield Comprehensive Plan Update 

 Ann Darby, Planning Department Manager for Summit Design & Engineering Services, 

stated that she was present to give an update on the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that there had 

been three in-depth work sessions with the Planning Commission and that there was now a final 

draft of the Comprehensive Plan that would provide guidance on development, infrastructure, and 

funding priorities for the next 20 years.  

 Mrs. Darby stated that she would give an overview of the plan and added that she was glad 

that there were so many members of the public present. She reported that the draft she was 

presenting was the result of public meetings, surveys, and open houses. She stated that the plan 

was a distillation of the feedback from the public and gave the website address that had the plan 

available for review: www.smithfieldvacomprehensiveplan.com. She encouraged the public and 

the Planning Commission Members to review the plan and provide feedback. 

http://www.smithfieldvacomprehensiveplan.com/
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 Mrs. Darby showed an example of what the online document looked like and stated that 

the previous plan completed in 2007 had a “phone book effect,” meaning that it was an extremely 

dense document, at about 500 pages, with little images or maps and a lot of text. She stated their 

goal was to make the document accessible, keeping all of the different types of readers who will 

access the document in mind. Mrs. Darby stated that one of the main ideas was to continue having 

public engagement, and the document needed to be readable in order to do that. She read from the 

plan, beginning with the Vision statement: Smithfield is an active, charming, and historic 

community. The local economy is vibrant and diverse. A local network of paths and parks connects 

the town from border to border. Smithfield affords many opportunities and amenities which ensure 

a high quality of life for the residents. Mrs. Darby stated that this was formulated from input given 

by the public through surveys and when asked to share their own vision statement on the website. 

She added that the Planning Commission had given feedback for the vision as well.  

 She stated that because there are so many different bold, objective strategies within the 

Comprehensive Plan, the designers wanted to condense it to four big ideas. The first of these ideas 

is to make South Church Street a walkable area. She explained that process would include changing 

the character of South Church Street over time. She added that the reason for this was that the 

feedback received consistently referenced that people who lived and worked in Smithfield loved 

the small-town charm and the walkability of the Historic District but disagreed with the increased 

traffic and suburban style used outside the downtown area. She stated that the way to address this 

was to increase a walkable downtown area by modifying South Church Street over time. She added 

that they had provided visuals of how the quarter would transform, what the benefits would be, 

and what tools would be used.  

 Mrs. Darby reported that the second idea in the plan was to reduce traffic. She stated that 

the document explains how traffic is effectively decreased. She referenced the common conception 

was that many people think that widening roads was the way to reduce traffic, adding that this has 

been proven not to be true. Mrs. Darby stated that the way to reduce traffic was to offer multiple 

uses near one another so that you are driving to one place and accessing many different areas 

without having to drive to all of them separately. She added that by also increasing access by 

alternate modes of transportation, such as walking or bike riding, the traffic would be reduced to 

these areas.  

 Mrs. Darby continued with the third idea of increasing opportunities in Smithfield. She 

explained that feedback from the public had indicated that a want of more restaurants, shopping, 

job opportunities, etc. The Comprehensive Plan includes many recommendations that will increase 

amenities and make it that much more of a better place to live.  

 She finished with the fourth idea of staying engaged with the community. Mrs. Darby 

reported that the Planning Commission had requested that the design firm utilize the Town 

Council’s Strategic Plan to inform the Comprehensive Plan to unite them together. She added that 

there was a lot of public engagement in the Strategic Plan, and to keep that high level of 

participation the Comprehensive Plan was designed with public accessibility and inclusion in the 

process in mind.   

 Mrs. Darby told the Planning Commission that the design firm reviewed all the objectives 

and then added some objectives to meet State Code regarding Environment in the Tidewater Area. 
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She explained to them that this is why they would see a new Environment section in the 

Comprehensive Plan. 

 Mrs. Darby then covered the Future Land Use section, adding that there was a map that 

was reflective of every Planning Commission comment. She asked that if the designers had gotten 

something wrong, to please let them know. She stated that Commission members had received 

hard copies of the plan that they could mark up and give to Mrs. Clary, but she believed that the 

Plan included everything that was discussed in their last workshop. There is visual spread for every 

Future Land Use category: the Historic Downtown, New Downtown, etc. Each Future Land Use 

category is described and has a map included on the page.  

 Mrs. Darby said she understood that it was a lot of information, but it was 160 pages which 

was much shorter than the previous Comprehensive Plan which was around 500 pages. She stated 

that they kept in mind three different types of readers: some people read through the document 

thoroughly, some people just look at maps/charts/pictures, and then some that look at 

maps/charts/pictures and then skim. Per Mrs. Darby the document is designed for all three of these 

types of readers.  

 She went over the next steps involved in the Comprehensive Plan process. She stated that 

the final changes and edits will come with the Planning Commission’s feedback and again 

reviewed the web address. She stated it will also need to be sent to the Virginia Department of 

Transportation (VDOT) for approval, and the Planning Commission will need to make a 

recommendation to the Town Council, and they will adopt the plan when they are ready following 

a public hearing.  

 Mrs. Darby ended her presentation by informing the Commissioners that there was a blank 

page left at the beginning of the Comprehensive Plan in case the Planning Commission wanted to 

complete a forward or letter which is often an introduction to a comprehensive plan. She stated it 

would be at their discretion, and if they chose not to, she would include an executive summary in 

that section.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass asked Mrs. Clary if there was a specific timetable in which to have 

the Commission’s feedback and edits completed.  

 Mrs. Clary stated that if Commission wanted to set a deadline for mark-ups, she would 

compile the information and send it to Mrs. Darby for consideration. 

 Mr. Pack recommended that the Commission should have their mark-ups to Mrs. Clary by 

the next Planning Commission meeting on February 8th.  

 Dr. Pope inquired as to when they could expect VDOT to complete their review. Mrs. 

Darby responded that they requested 90 days.  

Portable Storage Unit Appeal – 1802A S Church St, C/O Town of Smithfield, applicant 

Mrs. Clary reported that at its Tuesday, December 8th, 2020 Planning Commission 

meeting, the Planning Commission decided to table this application until the Planning Commission 

was furnished with a letter from a Smithfield Volunteer Fire Department (SVFD) official 

containing the following information concerning the proposed storage unit: 

1. What it will store? 

2. Why it is necessary? 

3. How long it will be needed? 
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4. Whether it will be owned or rented? and 

5. Whether or not the SVFD has considered constructing a permanent storage building or 

facility on their property? 

Mrs. Clary added that at its Tuesday, January 12th, 2021 Planning Commission meeting, 

the Planning Commission decided to approve the application under the condition that the proposed 

portable storage unit be removed from the property no later than January of 2022, or the Smithfield 

Volunteer Fire Department must return to the Planning Commission for an additional portable 

storage unit appeal at its Tuesday, January 11th, 2022 meeting.  

She reported that pursuant to Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Section 2.P.15, Town 

staff have already issued a zoning permit waiver and zoning permit for the keeping of a portable 

storage unit for 150 days at the property in question. The purpose of the portable storage unit is to 

temporarily house some of the Smithfield Volunteer Fire Department’s training equipment. 

Pursuant to the same Section of the SZO, applicants are allowed to exceed this 150- day period 

following a successful appeal to the Planning Commission. She added that at this time the portable 

storage unit is on this property and is a red shipping container approximately eight feet (8’) tall, 

eight feet (8’) wide, and forty feet (40’) long, and is located in between the existing detached 

garage on the premises, and the boundary line shared with 1804 S Church St (TPIN 22- 01-005B). 

Mrs. Clary stated that the positive aspect of application was that it provides the Fire 

Department with additional covered storage space for equipment. She added that the negative 

aspect would be that due to the length of time present on the property, this application does require 

approval from the Planning Commission. 

Chairman Bryan asked if the applicant was present and if they would like to comment.  

Chief Chris Edwards of the Smithfield Volunteer Fire Department (SVFD) explained that 

the department had all of their training props currently stored in the container. In an effort to find 

a permanent area for storage, Chief Edwards stated that he had previously worked with the Town 

Manager to have a facility set up for them at the old Town Treatment Facility Plant. He added that 

he had spoken with the Chief of the Isle of Wight Rescue Squad as the County owns land behind 

their building. He explained that to meet Fire Protection Agency (FPA) standards, the training 

facility needs to have access to municipal water supply. He reported that the Town Treatment 

Facility Plant does not have this type of water supply available, so they had continued to look for 

a suitable site. Unfortunately, they had not found one. He reported that in the past 30 days he had 

been working with Councilwoman Rountree to see if there was any land in town that would have 

the water supply needed. He clarified that they do not use the municipal water supply, it just needed 

to be available for the training.  

Chief Edwards stated that they have multiple trainings set up throughout the year with 

many students and instructors coming from out of the area to participate in. SVFD holds a 3-day 

Truck Training Class in March of every year that is attended by 100 students and 50 instructors. 

He estimated that out of the students and instructors about 100 were from out of the area. He 

reported that in December they will have a 3-day Vehicle Rescue School that will be attended by 

approximately 50 students and 50 instructors. In October there will be a 2-day Hook and Cane 

Class which has about 80 students and 100 instructors. In April there will be a 2-day Search and 

Rescue Class which will have 40 students and 50 instructors. Chief Edwards summarized that with 
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all of this class available, SVFD is becoming well-known for their willingness to share knowledge 

within the field. He stated that they need the storage to house all the lumber, the props for training, 

and the equipment it takes to hold the classes.  

Mr. Pack acknowledge that Smithfield is becoming well-known for its fire-fighter training. 

He noted that he had witnessed their trainings before at the station and inquired if the temporary 

storage could become a permanent storage facility at another location.  

Chief Edwards stated that this was his goal.  

Mr. Pack stated that what the SVFD does is impressive from as residential as well as 

regional standpoint. He added that he sees the fire-fighting trainees come through his restaurant 

all the time and he finds being a teacher makes a better fire-fighter. He stated that anything the 

Commission can do to help is great, but at the same time they have the responsibility to treat the 

Fire Department the same as anyone else. He stated that he was in favor of approving the temporary 

storage for one more year but wanted him to understand that next year they may not continue the 

temporary storage. He reiterated that he appreciates the SVFD and enjoys seeing the positivity the 

trainees from out of town bring with them.  

Dr. Pope asked how big of building did they need.  

Chief Edwards stated that they weren’t necessarily looking for a building, but for land. Dr. 

Pope asked for confirmation that they needed some sort of covered storage. Chief Edwards stated 

that this was correct, covered storage was needed for props. He added that most of the other 

departments in the are using Conex boxes for burn buildings, search and rescue, and other training 

props. He used the example of a department in Arizona that had a 6-story building made with 

stacked Conex boxes. 

Dr. Pope inquired if they were looking for two things: things they can burn and storage for 

training. He asked Chief Edwards how much storage they needed, and gave the example 

dimensions of 8 x 40, 320 sq feet, 2500 cubic feet to hold all their necessary supplies.  

Chief Edwards confirmed stated that was appropriate sizing for the classes that they were 

doing currently. He added that their goal was with the success of the classes they are holding to 

expand the training ground with increased and improved scenarios and increase their members. He 

reported that the Truck Class started nine years ago, and this year it sold out in less than 4 minutes. 

He added that last year they had a student from Canada attend, and this year they have students 

enrolled from Baton Rouge, Louisiana. 

Dr. Pope asked for clarification as to where they were looking for land to hold the trainings. 

He asked if they were looking to use the land next to the fire department lot as it exists or if they 

were looking at land out in Isle of Wight County. He stated that a lot of the Commission’s 

recommendation would be based on what the long-term plan would be.  

Chief Edwards stated that if a site could be found within the Town or the County for 

training and storage then everything could be moved there. He added that in talking with the Town 

Manager, and they have gotten a spot surveyed off of the old Treatment Plant that will work fine. 

However, when there is a training they will depend on Carrollton, Rushmere, and other nearby 

localities to bring their tankers in to have enough water to meet the safety standards. He continued 

that if they were situated at a spot that had town hydrants then they could bring their engines as 

well and meet the safety standards without depending on other agencies.  
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Chairman Bryan stated that this was a matter of time and finding a permanent solution to 

this issue. He asked if in the Chief’s talks with Town Officials there had been any discussion of 

funding for affordable structures to replace the temporary container and keeping the current 

location.  

Chief Edwards stated that the problem they are incurring with the Town is the proximity 

to the property line and the set-back standards.  

Mr. Pack clarified with Mrs. Clary that the Commission can make exceptions for set-backs. 

He asked if an application for a set-back exception would go through the Board of Zoning Appeals 

(BZA). 

Mrs. Clary stated that it would depend if it was a waiver for that particular property, but 

there are potential BZA special yard exceptions available.  

Mr. Pack stated that maybe the department could stay where they are. 

Chief Edwards reported that they are outgrowing where they are currently. He added that 

with the Town growing the call volume has grown and they need more volunteers to keep up with 

the increase. He stated that they are finding that the trainings are bringing in new people to 

Smithfield’s station to volunteer.  

Dr. Pope inquired as to how the property would be used when they are not using it for 

training courses and if it would be used continuously or intermittently.  

Chief Edwards reported that they have ongoing training that include drills the first Monday 

of every month. He continued that some of these drills are in the classroom, and some are hands 

on. He confirmed that if it were a hands-on training it would be at that facility.  

Chairman Bryan inquired as to how often property is donated to the station for training.  

Chief Edwards stated that this happens very rarely. He reported that there are many 

protocols that must be followed if a house is donated for them to use in a legal live burning, 

including asbestos and shingle removal.  

Chairman Bryan asked if Chief Edwards had spoken with Town Officials regarding a 

funding amount if an opportunity for a facility purchase arose. Chief Edwards answered no he had 

not.  

Mr. Pack stated that the current issue was whether they wanted to extend approval for the 

temporary storage unit. He made the motion that the Commission extend the temporary storage 

unit for another year with the understanding that the Fire Department is searching for a permanent 

solution. The motion was seconded by Vice Chair Hillegass.  

Chairman Bryan called for the vote. On call for the vote, five members were present. Vice 

Chair Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Mr. Pack voted aye, and 

Chairman Bryan vote aye. The motion passed.  

Planning Commission Waiver Application – 201 Battery Park Road, Smithfield Storage 

C/O Trey Gwaltney 

Mrs. Clary reported that at its Tuesday, May 19th, 2017 meeting, the Planning Commission 

approved a floor area ratio for the applicant for the construction of a multi-level climate-controlled 

storage building. The applicant is now seeking the same waiver (as applied for in 2017) from the 

Planning Commission, for a waiver of maximum floor area ratio allowed on the site, for the 

proposed expansion of the multi-level climate-controlled storage building, originally appearing on 
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the agenda December 14th, 2021. She reminded the Commission that the floor area ratio is the 

ratio of the floor area of the buildings on the site to the size of the parcel; however, it includes the 

floor area on all three floors. This proposed project will result in the removal of five (5) non-

climate controlled outdoor storage sections currently present on the property. This new 

configuration features the removal of an additional non-climate-controlled building, which was 

parallel to John Rolfe Drive. The current zoning district allows for a maximum of floor area ratio 

of 0.50, which based upon the area of the parcel would allow 32,110 square feet. The floor area of 

the existing buildings (minus the square footage of the five (5) buildings that would be removed) 

on site total 26,001 square feet, and the proposed building is 46,200 square feet, providing a total 

floor area of 72,201 square feet (which would be a floor area ratio of 1.13). Similarly to 2017, the 

applicant will require approval of a waiver from the Planning Commission regarding the maximum 

floor area allowed, to redevelop the site as proposed. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the strengths of the application included the replacement of various 

structures in need of repair and alleviate some drainage and stormwater concerns. She added that 

the proposed plan will unify the building and eliminate all but one of the standalone storage units, 

while also removing the nonconforming structures located on the east (right) side and west (left) 

side of the property. She reported that a weakness of the application would be that the proposal 

exceeds the maximum floor area ratio intended for the zoning district. 

 Trey Gwaltney of 1012 McGruder Road in Smithfield was present to discuss the 

application. He stated that last month he was present to discuss the proposal and had since altered 

a few things at the recommendation of the Commission. He stated that the building that was 

remaining last month that had caused concern was now removed from the proposal and they had 

also added some landscaping.  

 Mrs. Clary reminded the Commission that the issue for discussion was the floor ratio 

waiver, and that the applicant would be required to return with a site plan that included a full 

landscaping plan. She stated that the applicant would like to get a head start on the project to ensure 

that he wouldn’t be applying for the floor-area ratio waiver once they were farther along. 

 Mr. Swecker asked for clarification that the only thing up for approval at this meeting was 

a waiver for the square footage for the floor of the building. 

 Mrs. Clary stated that the application was to exceed the maximum floor area ratio.  

 Mr. Pack asked Mr. Gwaltney if the proposed building were just one story versus three 

what would be the difference in the square footage requirement.  

 Mr. Gwaltney stated that he was unable to give an exact number, but that it would be within 

a few thousand feet of going over the limit.  

 Dr. Pope stated that his calculation of this would be a floor area ratio of 0.4. 

 Mr. Pack summarized that three stories increases the square footage, but it does not 

increase the buildings footprint.  

 Mr. Gwaltney stated he agreed with both points and added that he had the builder with him 

if there were any questions.  

 Chairman Bryan asked about whether the ditch had been able to handle the previous 

rainwater runoff from the roof.  
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 Mr. Gwaltney stated that he had not encountered any issues with runoff, adding that it fills 

up and then goes down with no flooding. He added that as it exists now, there are driveways 

between the buildings that have impervious surface. He stated that this will not change as there 

will be the same amount of impervious surface, they will just be collecting the rainwater in a more 

efficient way. He explained that water will be collected on the building and sent directly to the 

storm drain. 

 Chairman Bryan inquired as to whether the invitation to visit the building was still open. 

Mr. Gwaltney confirmed that it was.  

 Dr. Pope stated that this would be a three-story building, but that it would be considered 

low intensity. He continued that this would not be a three-story hotel with people coming and 

going non-stop. He stated that floor area ratio calculation and figuring out what that means relative 

to how the building will be used is irrelevant. He agreed that if this was for a one-story gymnasium 

it wouldn’t even be before them for a waiver.  

Vice Chair Hillegass agreed, as did Chairman Bryan.  

Mr. Pack asked Dr. Pope to confirm that his calculations if the building were a one-story 

building would be lower than the 0.50 limit that would necessitate a waiver from the Commission. 

Dr. Pope checked the calculation for the new building presented and stated that the floor 

ratio would be 0.36. 

Vice Chair Hillegass moved to approve the application as presented. Mr. Pack seconded 

the motion.  

Chairman Bryan called for the vote. On call for the vote, five members were present. Vice 

Chair Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Mr. Pack voted aye, and 

Chairman Bryan vote aye. The motion passed. 

*Public Hearing* Special Use Permit Applications (Drive-thru & Greenhouse) & Entrance 

Corridor Overlay Review Application– 13500 Benn’s Church Blvd. RPA TS Smithfield 

LLC C/O Beth Dorminey, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking Entrance Corridor Overlay review in 

addition to two Special Use Permits (SUPs), for the construction of a greenhouse and a drive thru 

facility, in accordance with Article 3.I.C.18 & 24, which permit these uses only after the successful 

acquisition of a Special Use Permit. 

She continued that the greenhouse and drive thru facility will be constructed where there 

is already existing foundation (currently being used as a fenced outdoor sales area), and no 

additional impervious cover is proposed. The approximate forty-three foot (43’) by eighty-three 

foot (83’) greenhouse will feature white polycarbonate panels with two (2) roll-up curtains facing 

Benn’s Church Blvd. The right side of the drive thru will feature white polycarbonate panels with 

single clear polycarbonate pockets, and a single rollup curtain. The drive thru will also feature 

metal siding across the top of the structure. There will be a green sign with white lettering for the 

“Garden Center,” and a yellow sign with black lettering for the drive thru. 

Mrs. Clary reported that this application package was sent to Isle of Wight County, as well 

as the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT). VDOT did respond with a “no impact” 

comment letter. She stated that strengths of this application included the addition of a designated 

customer pick up area, in lieu of having designated curbside pickup zone and the greenhouse will 
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provide customers with overhead coverage for the outdoor storage area. She added that weaknesses 

of the application included that both proposed additions are only permitted with the successful 

acquisition of a Special Use Permit.  

Chris Goggin of 6632 Sweetwater Point in Flowery Branch, Georgia was present to discuss 

the application. Mr. Coggin stated that the drive-thru would consist of adding gates to the already 

existing Fenced Outdoor Display (FOD) of the Tractor Supply store on Benn’s Church Road. He 

added that the greenhouse addition would be for selling plants and was something the company 

was doing to all their stores.  

Mrs. Clary stated that staff had included a picture of the Suffolk Tractor Supply where a 

greenhouse had already been constructed for the Commission’s review. 

Vice Chair Hillegass asked for confirmation that the proposed greenhouse in Smithfield 

would be larger.  

Mr. Goggin stated that this was correct and pointed out that the picture from Suffolk had a 

greenhouse with one gable, where the plan for Smithfield’s greenhouse included three gables. He 

estimated that the gables would be about 10 feet deep, and 50 feet long with signage about the 

greenhouse and drive thru on the front. 

Dr. Pope asked Mr. Goggin if he could expand on the plans for the propane tank area.  

Mr. Goggin stated that the propane area would be moved because it is currently sitting in 

the footprint of the greenhouse area. He added that when it moves it will also get a blast light and 

structure. He stated that the propane structure will exactly like the one in the pictures provided of 

Suffolk’s Tractor Supply.  

Chairman Bryan stated that he also had concerns about the propane area, not about the one 

being removed but the proposed propane area.  

Mr. Goggin stated that they do not place the propane tanks in the same area every time and 

that it would depend on the site and its limitations. He added a lot of times they will be moved to 

the front of the greenhouse off to the side. He continued that there would be a concrete apron that 

leads up to the fenced outdoor display. He added that it is done this way so that it would not be out 

on an island or placing it in the parking lot. Mr. Goggin stated that technically the store staff would 

have to stop traffic when they are completing a fill, so it is very inconvenient to put it anywhere 

else.  

Dr. Pope asked if it is placed in the front wouldn’t that limit access to that area.  

Mr. Goggin clarified that customers would be allowed to drive through, but just would not 

be able to do so during a fill. 

Dr. Pope stated that his concern lies within its placement at the front right center in the 

proposed plan drawing and would be visible from the highway. He added that the structure looked 

like it was similarly made to an aluminum carport and inquired if it could be moved somewhere to 

the back right-hand corner of the pad. 

Mr. Goggin stated that the store fills a lot of RVs, which would eliminate that option as 

they would block the drive thru.  

Chairman Bryan stated that he had quite a few concerns about the proposed structure, and 

they were in reference to the Entrance Corridor Overlay (ECO). He continued that there were 

restrictions in relation to the ECO, particularly concerning the appearance of the buildings that are 
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on the main corridor into town. Chairman Bryan added that the greenhouse does not look like a 

permanent structure. He questioned the use of white polycarbonate panels. 

Mr. Goggin stated that it would be on the roof and the top third of the walls.  

Chairman Bryan questioned as to why they could not be the same color as the main 

building.  

Mr. Goggin stated that in some cases they have been required to do Hardie Plank or brick 

in the structure. He added that the building itself it just aluminum with the white polycarbonate 

inserts, but that it was very sturdy. He stated he did not know where the closest example would be 

that the Commission could visit to see that it is a permanent structure. He added that it sits on a 

concrete foundation, has columns put in, has sprinklers, and is a climate-controlled building. He 

explained that there is a roll-up function to the walls so that they may be put up in nice weather, 

but it is a roofed structure. 

Chairman Bryan stated that he did not have a problem with the roll-up function, but it was 

more with the appearance of the structure and felt it did not fit in that corridor. He asked Mr. 

Goggin if this was something done with the expansions at all their stores.  

Mr. Goggin stated that yes, this is done with all new stores and for existing stores if the 

landlord would approve it. He added that they have completed 300-400 this year.  

Chairman Bryan asked if all the greenhouses were identical or did they change from 

location to location.  

Mr. Goggin stated that sometimes they are larger depending on the feasibility study that 

their corporate office completes to determine the sales volume at the store.  

Vice Chair Hillegass asked Mr. Goggin to confirm if they had done some expansions with 

Hardie Plank or a different more permanent appearing material.  

Mr. Goggin reported that there were some municipalities that required a different exterior 

look to the expansion. He added that if it is feasible then they will do it, but if the study does not 

support the expense, then the project will be cancelled.  

Chairman Bryan stated that the greenhouse looks like it belongs in an industrial area and 

does not look appropriate for Smithfield’s ECO concerns.  

Mr. Pack stated that an issue that he has had with Smithfield’s ECO is that there has not 

been any enforcement of it after-the-fact. He used the example of applicants installing landscaping, 

plants aren’t maintained, and they die away. Mr. Pack stated that Tractor Supply’s landscaping has 

fallen into this category and the landscaping would now not match what had originally been 

approved. He continued that if these applications were to be considered by the Commission, as 

this is a Special Use Permit and can put restrictions on it, he would strongly encourage the 

Commission to require Tractor Supply to go back bring their plantings back into ECO accordance. 

Mr. Pack stated that Tractor Supply had complied on day one, but as the plants died, they were not 

replaced and now there is no tool to go back and readdress the situation. He suggested that this 

was an opportunity to reach out to Tractor Supply and state that the Commission would approve 

their greenhouse, in a way that the Planning Commission finds satisfactory, if they fix their 

landscaping. He stated that this could be a win-win for the Town and for the business. 

Mr. Goggin stated that he thinks Smithfield Tractor Supply would do that regardless, 

adding that he was not aware of the issues with the plantings. He added that this was his project, 
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and he would make sure that it happens. He relayed that there would be a remodeling done of the 

inside of the Tractor Supply as the first part of the upgrade, and then the greenhouse/drive thru 

would be part two.  

Chairman Bryan asked to reconfirm that it was possible that there could be another material 

outside of the polycarbonate paneling. 

Mr. Goggin confirmed this and stated that he was not sure what those other options were, 

and this was just the standard package for the greenhouse. He stated that he would go back to the 

architect to find out what the other options were, and then get on the February 8th Planning 

Commission Meeting agenda to present them.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated she would like to see something more consistent with the 

façade of the main building. She added that she had seen better event tents at Windsor Castle Park.  

Mr. Goggin stated that the pictures are not flattering, and that the proposed greenhouse 

looked nothing like it. He stated he could not think of a Tractor Supply nearby that he could use 

as an example that looked more similar to the proposal.  

Dr. Pope stated that the only concern that he had was with the propane tank being in a metal 

building out in front.  

Mr. Goggin stated that the propane tank was not in a metal building, the fill has to be under 

a canopy due to code.  

Dr. Pope expressed he was not excited about the metal material use and asked if there was 

another option available other than metal as the Commission was not favorable to carports. He 

asked if perhaps there was another placement option in the back if there was not an alternate 

material.  

Mr. Goggin stated that they would need to look into it as there were many codes around 

the propane tanks usage. He gave the examples that it could not be covered, it could not have 

anything within 10 feet of it, and it could not be hidden with a fence. 

Dr. Pope stated that his only other concern was the bright yellow drive thru sign that 

seemed out of place with the coloring of the building.  

Chairman Bryan stated that he agreed with Dr. Pope that the metal structure covering the 

tank does not fit where it is in the plan. 

Mr. Goggin stated that they could potentially leave it in the fenced display area, but he 

would need to look into it. 

Chairman Bryan stated that its placement next to the drive thru seemed like a safety hazard 

with drivers passing so close to it. He added that in the picture of the Suffolk Tractor Supply he 

noticed a buffer near the structure, but that it was not present on the plans presented. He reiterated 

that the metal structure does not fit the ECO. 

Chairman Bryan opened the public hearing and asked if anyone would like to speak for or 

against the applicant.  

Theresa Mulherin of 206 Washington Street in Smithfield, approached the podium and 

reported the mic had shocked her. She began by stating that she is always in favor of garden 

centers. She added that she thinks what she would like to hear from a greenhouse with plastic is 

what is the hurricane protection that building is afforded and that this is with the knowledge of 

what is planned for the other side of Turner Drive. She stated that she would like to protect the 
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houses that are going there and added that she agrees with Dr. Pope regarding concern about the 

safety of the propane system.  

Hearing no other comments, Chairman Bryan closed the public hearing, and moved to 

Planning Commission consideration.  

Mr. Pack summarized that he would like direct the applicant to revisit the application with 

the Commission at their earliest convenience with modified plans that show some other options 

for the greenhouse, propane fill area, and landscaping that had been discussed. He added that 

previous applicants had stated they had not been sure what the Planning Commission had been 

requesting when an application had been tabled, and he wanted to make sure they were being clear.  

Chairman Bryan reiterated he wanted to see an alternative to the polycarbonate panels, and 

that it should blend in with the main structure.  

Mr. Pack made a motion to table the application until the applicant presents a change in 

the propane delivery system, a change in the appearance of the greenhouse material so that it blends 

in with the material on the Tractor Supply building, and updated landscaping plan. 

Mrs. Clary asked for clarification as to whether the Commission was tabling both of the 

applicants Special Use Permits (SUP) as there were two SUPs: one for the greenhouse and one for 

the drive-thru.  

Mr. Pack confirmed with Mrs. Clary that they were presented as separate and stated that 

they should be kept separate.  

Chairman Bryan stated he did not know in this case how you could approve one and not 

the other. Vice Chair Hillegass stated you could for example approve the greenhouse and not the 

drive-thru.  

Mrs. Clary reiterated there were two separate SUP applications.  

Mrs. Hillegass gave the example that someone could order something like dog food, 

unrelated to the greenhouse, and pick it up in the drive-thru. 

Mr. Pack stated that his motion would be keep both SUPs separate and both are tabled with 

the previous instructions listed by him to the applicant. Vice Chair Hillegass seconded the motion.  

Chairman Bryan called for the vote. On call for the vote, five members were present. Vice 

Chair Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Mr. Pack voted aye, and 

Chairman Bryan vote aye. The motion passed. 

*Public Hearing* SZO Article 3.J2 Text Amendment – Town of Smithfield, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary stated that Article 3.J2 was originally the Planned Corporate Office and 

Research (PCOR) District. This zoning designation was not assigned to any parcel located within 

Town limits and is not being actively pursued as a potential zoning designation. While in the 

process of updating the Comprehensive Plan, Town Staff believed that this would be a perfect 

opportunity to provide the new zoning district which would incorporate residential, commercial, 

and light industrial uses, as one planned development. Therefore, Town Staff proposed a 

completely updated Article 3.J2 as a Planned Mixed-Use Development (PMUD) District. This 

district would allow a variety of by-right uses, while still maintaining certain proposed uses as 

Special Use Permits (SUP) only. The zoning designation also provides for Planning Commission 

waivers giving the Planning Commission ultimate flexibility in the development process. This 
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zoning district was crafted with the intention of incorporating various discussions, including the 

Planning Commission Comprehensive Plan working sessions with the consultants.  

She continued that the new Article 3.J2 will feature the similar net developable acre 

calculations and open space requirements that are located in other zoning districts. Additionally, 

because of the nature of a PMUD, a pre-application conference will be required. Because this a 

complete overhaul of Article 3.J2 a draft is provided instead of a red-lined version and has been 

included. She clarified to the Commissioners that on B18 which would be the by-right uses 

permitted in the HRC and the I1 districts included for reference will be the second tab 

electronically on their PDF. 

Mrs. Clary reported that Town staff has given a favorable recommendation and that the 

application returns as a public hearing for Town Council. 

Chairman Bryan explained that public comments were limited to five (5) minutes per 

person. He added that Mrs. Clary would track the time and would let each speaker know when 

they have one minute left. Chairman Bryan opened the public hearing and asked speakers to please 

state their name and address when they come up to comment. He added that any comment from 

the Town would be provided following the hearing.  

Bob Hines of 216 Washington Street in Smithfield stated that he hated to criticize the 

Commission as they did the heavy lifting, adding that he appreciated what they do whether or not 

there are people in attendance. He stated that most of the time people don’t come to meetings as 

they figure that the Commission is doing their job and they don’t need to get involved. Mr. Hines 

stated that sometimes you don’t feel something is quite right then you have to speak up. He stated 

that he felt have been times in the past, namely with the Pierceville and Mallory Point projects, 

that the people doing the heavy lifting are not paying attention. He continued that Mayor Williams 

had stated at the meeting regarding the Mallory Point project that he used to hunt on that land but 

all he did was make the point that land was being developed. Mr. Hines stated that if he was reading 

what the Smithfield Times had reported correctly then there were things that the new zoning would 

allow the developer to do that other people would have to abide by other regulations. He added 

that he did not know if he had interpreted that correctly, but if he had then he felt this was wrong. 

Mr. Hines added that just because the Town Attorney, Bill Riddick, said it was not a conflict of 

interest to represent the Town and the Contractor doesn’t mean it is not. He added that he could 

not imagine a lawyer going into court and being both the defense attorney and the prosecuting 

attorney. He stated that he does not know who benefits from the this, but it seems like the good 

old boy’s club. Mr. Hines stated that he does not know how a 5-story building can be in the Historic 

District of Smithfield, 3 stories max.  

Mr. Pack stated that he would like to place a chair over a plug that the speakers were having 

to walk over to keep speakers from possibly tripping.  

Theresa Mulherin of 206 Washington Street in Smithfield congratulated Chairman Bryan 

on his election and stated that he may have a rough road ahead. She began by stating that she was 

against the incorporation of Article 3.J2 and specifically asked for the banning of it for use in the 

Historic District. She stated that she noticed in the Comprehensive Plan that Pierceville was 

already incorporated as a Mixed-Use Development. She added that it was shaded in red and was 

already able to be reviewed. Mrs. Mulherin stated that she was disturbed that people are not being 
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given full information when receiving summaries from the last meeting. She stated that no one on 

the Commission realized that this article would allow up to a 60 foot high building in the Historic 

District. She stated that she had been at her place of work when at 3 story building was erected in 

this area and the amount of pressure it took to drive supports in the ground made it feel like an 

earthquake. She questioned what this would do to the houses and foundations in the Historic 

District, let alone the cost of earth that would be needed to be moved. Mrs. Mulherin stated that 

this part of Main Street already floods and she wondered what would happen as they are not 

requiring a water run-off plan. She stated that she would like to support Mr. Hines previous 

comment regarding wanting to see all members of Town Council, the Planning Commission, etc. 

be more vocal about their conflicts of interest. She continued that any conflicts of interest and they 

could not render an opinion or influence a vote. She stated that this is resident’s tax money that is 

going to pay for any development project and she felt they could not keep coming to the well for 

money. She stated that she could not come to every meeting because she gets up at 3 o’clock in 

the morning to take care of Covid patients. She stated that if the Commission chooses to use it she 

does not want to see it used in the Historic District, she does not see history in the Comprehensive 

Plan. She is concerned that new employees of the town do not understand what a Historic District 

is.  

Nick Blevins of 220 Grace Street in Smithfield stated that he would like to echo the 

appreciation of the service of the Town that Mr. Hines had stated previously. He stated that he 

would like to make a couple of points regarding the proposed revision to the zoning ordinance. He 

stated that he believed that now is not the time to make such a change. He stated that the rules 

work well enough that developers want to come to this area and making changes like this before a 

large development project seems like too much urgency for what is being proposed. He stated he 

is not convinced that this is the right change to make, adding that he is not seeing a lot of power 

for the Town to enforce compliance with the site plan. He stated that it seems to him that it would 

be easy for a developer to make changes after approval of the initial site plan and because they are 

by-right uses the Town would have no recourse. He continued that whether those changes are 

good, bad, or neutral you are still left with unintended consequences that the municipality had no 

say in the planning of. Mr. Blevins stated that he also had concerns about allowing large Mixed-

Use districts to encroach on the Historic District would jeopardize Smithfield’s participation in the 

State’s certified local government program, and that program offers major tax incentives to both 

homeowners and to builders. He stated that as a resident of the Historic District he appreciated the 

protections that are offered by the rules, but he is worried that this revision is going to have the 

unintended effect of making it easier to build a 50-acre retail and apartment complex than it would 

be for him to build a shed in his backyard. Mr. Blevins stated that he is not opposed to change, 

people need a place to live and work, and the town needs to maintain a sustainable rate of growth 

in order to survive. He gave the example that he was surprised and pleased by the plans given for 

the area around the VFW and the YMCA and the arrival of a compromise between the Town and 

the builder and felt that this was the kind of communication that should be encouraged. He stated 

that the current process and the current zoning rules and protections in the Historic District work 

and wanted added ability of the Town to enforce compliance of those rules. He stated that his 
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recommendation was to please leave the zoning ordinance in place as it is for now, and revisit it 

in the future.  

Mark Gay of 110 Goose Hill Way in Smithfield stated he thought it was February of 2015 

that many people present first met regarding this topic. He stated that he would like to thank the 

sizeable number of citizens who came out to address their concerns in the public hearing to changes 

proposed to Article 3.J2. He added that the changes were why the majority of people were present, 

and he appreciates that with Covid concerns, uncomfortable plastic chairs, and the late nights that 

they were still here. He stated that they are all opposed to changes to Article 3.J2 as drafted for 

consideration. He added that they are also opposed to efforts to change the future land use map in 

the Town’s Comprehensive Plan to reflect high-density, Mixed-Use rezoning of any existing 

properties within the town’s corporate limits and especially in the Historic District. Mr. Gay stated 

that if one needed an example of what a Mixed-Use District would look like with a 60-foot height 

allowance, they only need drive south on Route 17 to North Suffolk and observe the recently 

completed Bridgeport Development. He stated while he goes to some restaurants and a bakery in 

this area, he feels that Bridgeport is a public eyesore. He stated that if you drive there during 

inclement weather, the traffic congestion is unmistakable. He continued that our Town had no need 

for a similar development, not on any entrance corridor and especially not on any property in the 

Historic District. Mr. Gay stated that changing the ordinance would seem to lower the bar for the 

pending Joe Luter IV project at Pierceville as described in the Smithfield Times. He reported that 

efforts to use the future land use map to compliment prospective zoning change was last attempted 

August of 2016 at a Town Hall meeting of the then Town Manager. He stated that at that meeting 

nearly 50 members of the public attended and overwhelmingly rejected that proposed change. He 

continued that while much has changed at Pierceville, the acreage remains of historic importance 

dating from early colonial times. Mr. Gay stated that the Luter’s, like any others, should clear the 

high hurdles in place for development of that property within appropriate zoning perimeters.  

Chairman Bryan reported that the previous speakers were all that had placed their names 

on the sign-up sheet but stated that if anyone else present would like to speak they may do so.  

Joe Giltner of 109 Cary Street in Smithfield stated that he wanted to leave everyone with 

the thought regarding the changing the of the zoning to allow the PMUD designation specifically 

at the Pierceville property. He continued that the information that has been released to the public 

indicates that the development includes 230 apartments, and this is a high-density population. He 

added that he does not see how this fits into the long-term Comprehensive Plan for the Town to 

reduce traffic as given in the presentation earlier in the evening. He stated he does not see how that 

development fits with the Comprehensive Plan. 

Carrolyn Torrey of 32 Main Street stated that there are many issues that people have spoken 

about, and she thinks of the words to a song, “don’t it always seem to go/ that you don’t know 

what you’ve got ‘til its gone/ they paved Paradise and put up a parking lot.” She questioned that 

isn’t that what it seems is happening to the Historic District. She mentioned underground parking 

plans for small Smithfield. She asked what as a Town we are talking about doing. She asked if we 

were going to chip away at the fabric of the Town. She reported that she moved here under a 

decade ago, from an area in Southern California where she watched an increase in development 

remove the character, look, and history of the area. She compared the area to the board game 
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Monopoly with many houses. She added that the aesthetics of the Town needed to be considered, 

and that she felt that even if it didn’t address numbers it matters. Mrs. Torrey stated that adding 

density matters as the James River Bridge is already a nightmare. She questioned where the 

increase in people would go to live, work, and what roads would they drive on, and has the Virginia 

Department of Transportation (VDOT) approved. She added that this would include major 

intersection changes, and that the Bypass could not handle the influx of people and speeds. She 

outlined that this would affect the entrance to the town. She again questioned if the Town needed 

to do this and encouraged thinking about smart ways for the town to grow. She stated that growth 

did not need to affect the historic district and imparted that its beauty was why she moved here. 

She stated that Smithfield was not built for this type of development, and that you could see 

buildings in Town that had been there for 250 years. Mrs. Torrey reported that there was not a 

taxpayer buy in for change to the Comprehensive Plan. She stated that this had been relayed 

through surveys and when it was opened to the public for comment. She finished by saying that 

she is speaking for others and that this is not what they want.   

Betty Clark of 120 North Church Street stated she was unsure if anyone present 

remembered what old downtown Newport News looked like when it had unique shops and a few 

large department stores. She stated that they built large malls and downtown Newport News died. 

She questioned if they wanted the 100, 200, and 300 blocks of Main Street Smithfield to die. She 

reported that this almost happened 25 years ago, but through the work of a group of people it was 

able to come back life. She questioned if the Town would survive if major shops, restaurants, and 

hotels were placed on the Pierceville property.   

Sandy Cleary of 115 Institute Street in Smithfield stated that she had lived in Smithfield 

for 30 years, that it was a beautiful town, and she wouldn’t want to live anywhere else. She reported 

that the traffic is currently very bad on Grace Street, and they cannot get policing to stop speeders. 

She stated that nobody has fixed the roads or sidewalks. She stated that she missed tourists walking 

the sidewalks to see the houses and gardens. She stated that she does not understand the focus of 

building a large development right next to the Historic District. She stated that she wanted to 

preserve the Town’s beauty. She referenced Mrs. Mulherin’s previous comment that the developer 

would need to drive supports into the ground, asking the Commission if they knew what that would 

do to 200-year-old windows. She reported that it ruins the windows, foundations and the plaster 

of the homes and is very expensive to restore. She stated that the owners restore the homes because 

they love them, as do the tourists who come to the town. She asked that it not be destroyed.  

Elizabeth Hopkins of 320 Grace Street in Smithfield stated that she lived in a wonderful 

neighborhood and loves her neighbors. She stated that she thinks the project should be shelved, as 

there was much growth happening at one time in Isle of Wight and neighboring Suffolk. She 

recommended waiting to see what the repercussions of existing large developments were before 

starting another one. She stated that traffic on Grace Street has become loud and, in some cases, 

dangerous, giving the example of nearly getting run over while walking with her dog. She stated 

that people don’t realize that this is a residential area, driving 45-50 mph. She stated that this is 

already a problem, and she cannot imagine what will happen when we develop a city in this area. 

Mrs. Hopkins stated that the variety of towns and shops to choose from in this size town was 
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unbelievable. She stated that we are the definition of a Small Town and encouraged growth in an 

incremental and smart way as to not flood it with people.  

Susie Gay of 110 Goose Hill Way in Smithfield stated that there was one point that she 

wanted to make regarding the allowance of a Mixed-Use Development. She stated that the 

developer will build the multi-family housing, restaurants, etc. but the Town of Smithfield is left 

with a multi-million-dollar bill on top of it. She stated that they have seen it before. She reminded 

the Commission that those people that live in the Town of Smithfield are already taxed twice, once 

by the Town and once by the County. She continued that they had probably already gotten rid of 

any proffers which would help to pay for the sewage, the run-off, the addition to the schools, and 

water purification, and residents pay extra for that. She said it needs to be taken into consideration 

when a new development gets built.  

Dennis Arinello of 113 Goose Hill Way in Smithfield expressed his thanks to the 

Commission as they had a tough job. He stated that the Commission was about a year removed 

from a hearing on the Mallory Scott Farm development, and that this was a similar issue. He stated 

the difference is that Mallory Scott Farm has 500 acres of developable land where Pierceville 

Farms has 30 acres of mixed-use developable land. Mr. Arinello stated that this was not the right 

use for this parcel of land. He continued that speaking about developments with housing and high 

rises, it is going to ruin the charm and the demeanor of the Town. Mr. Arinello applauded what 

Mr. Luter had done previously for the Town and the County but reported that there has always 

been a portion that is paid by the taxpayer. He asked that if it is going to be done, do it for the good 

of the Town, but don’t tax him in the same vein. He stated that he is not opposed to development, 

but he would like to see it done properly. He asked the Commission to not make the same mistakes 

that were made with Mallory Scott Farms, and to do their due diligence. He told the Commission 

to listen to the citizens and keep them involved in the decision-making process. 

Chairman Bryan asked if there were any other members of the public who would like to 

speak. Hearing non, the public hearing was closed. Chairman Bryan asked the Planning 

Commission if they had any comments.  

Mr. Pack stated that he wanted to be fully transparent, and that the Commission had not 

been discussing the Pierceville development tonight, but that he understood why the PMUD 

designation could look as such. He continued that he wanted to address the public, as the Planning 

Commission was already aware of it, about his intentions to possibly become involved in the 

development of the Pierceville Farms/Luter Project if it is approved in some sort of business 

fashion. Mr. Pack emphasized that he will not vote on any item with that project. He stated that 

this is why he did not want to remain Chairman of the Planning Commission. He stated that he has 

spent a lot of time working in Smithfield and has been able do business in a proper way. He again 

stated that he understood how the PMUD could be applied to the Luter Project, however when it 

had originally been discussed while updating the Comprehensive Plan, it applied to the Cypress 

Creek Bridge, down South Church Street, out towards Turner Drive. He continued that he felt that 

this plan would be well used in that area. He stated that this zoning has never been used, and 

nothing was before the Commission that requested this type of zoning. His recommendation to the 

Commission was if they were interested in this type of zoning designation to wait until after the 

Luter Project had come to pass. He stated that the Luter Project dealt with the last 30-50 acres of 
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land in the Historic District, and it needed to be well protected, utilizing the guidelines that are 

currently in place. Mr. Pack stated that he felt many of the comments made about the Historic 

District were spot-on. Mr. Pack stated that he did not want to have any influence into what happens 

with the Luter Project because of his possible interest to become involved with it. He stated that 

what has been proposed at Pierceville should stand on its own, and that a new planning district did 

not need to be developed for it. He stated that he knows the recommendation is to send this issue 

to Town Council, but he did not see the urgency in getting it done now.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she agreed with Mr. Pack that she felt this zoning 

designation had more impact off Church Street near Turner Drive. She stated that it was useful 

designation to have from a planning perspective. She said she also did not see the urgency, 

especially given the passion shown by the speakers this evening. She stated that this zoning 

designation was not designed to address the Luter Project at all and stated that the Comprehensive 

Plan was a “living” document and this could be revisited at a later time.  

Dr. Pope reported that he had not seen anything about the project yet, so he was speaking 

in ignorance of what was referenced. He recalled back to the Mallory Scott Farms hearing, and 

stated appreciation for public attendance. He asked that when they disagreed with a project, to not 

only say they didn’t want a development, but give feedback as to what it is they do want to see 

instead. He gave the example of where the previous Little Supermarket had been and stated that 

specifics needed to be given if retail, parking, etc. should go in instead of just nothing. He reiterated 

that it is important for citizens to give constructive criticism on what they can live with in a 

development.  

Mr. Swecker agreed, also encouraging people to say what they wanted there instead.  

Vice Chair Hillegass agreed and stated that not developing where the Littles Supermarket 

was would not be realistic, especially considering it was an entrance corridor. She stated that the 

vacant lot there currently was not a great welcome into the town. Vice Chair Hillegass stated that 

it looked like a gentleman in the audience wanted to speak, but as the public hearing had been 

closed she would defer to the Chairman.  

Chairman Bryan apologized and explained that the public hearing was closed.  

Vice Chair Hillegass encouraged the citizens to utilize the Comprehensive Plan website or 

email the Commission members or Mrs. Clary directly with any additional comments they may 

have.  

Dr. Pope added that any development would be up for public discussion at the time that it 

would be presented.  

Vice Chair Hillegass made the motion to recommend to Town Council to table the 

ordinance. Mr. Pack seconded the motion.  

Dr. Pope asked to make a comment before a vote was held. He continued that he had gone 

through the ordinances to make a recommendation, and some of them did not make any sense. He 

gave the example that in the ordinances the highest height listed is 50 feet in the light industrial 

area, but in industrial it is only 35 feet. He stated that he did not understand where 60 ft came from 

in the proposed update. He added that drive-thru’s had always required a special use permit and 

he wanted that to continue. Dr. Pope stated that he did not think that there should be any waiver of 

floor ratio regulation. He stated that if the proposed changes were approved, it looked like 



Smithfield Planning Commission 

January 11, 2022 

 

 
 

21 

developers were getting by-right items that don’t make sense. He added that there was a section to 

the ordinance that stated, “maximum building height except where building abuts a residential 

district,” and asked if “abuts” only addressed properties that shared the property line or if it applied 

to properties separated by a street.  Dr. Pope stated that the greenspace calculation seemed small 

for 10%. He stated that if this type of zoning is entertained in the future, these were the changes 

he would be looking for.  

Chairman Bryan asked Dr. Pope if he preferred a Special-Use Permit to a waiver.  

Dr. Pope stated that with a waiver indicates that once it is received the applicant can move 

on, but with a Special-Use Permit the Commission would still have to agree. He added he would 

always want it more restrictive not less restrictive no matter what the development ordinance.  

Mrs. Clary asked for clarification that the motion was to table at the Planning Commission 

level.  

Mr. Pack stated that the motion had been to table at the Town Council level, but it the 

Commission tables then it doesn’t get sent at all.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass recommended not to send to Town Council at all.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that tabling it would mean that it would need to be addressed at a 

future meeting.  

 Mr. Pack stated that a date for that future meeting did not need to be identified. He clarified 

that the Commission would still like to look at it, just not until after the Luter Project so that it 

could not be used for it.  

Chairman Bryan called for the vote. On call for the vote, five members were present. Vice 

Chair Hillegass voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Mr. Pack voted aye, and 

Chairman Bryan vote aye. The motion passed. 

Approval of the Tuesday, December 14th, 2021, Summary Meeting Minutes.  

Chairman Bryan stated that the Town Attorney was not present and recommended that the 

approval of the minutes be tabled until the next Planning Commission meeting.   

Mr. Pack recommended reviewing at next month’s meeting as the Town Attorney was not 

present and he gives the recommendation to approve. He stated that a motion to table was not 

needed, but that it would just be deferred.  

Chairman Bryan thanked the citizens present for coming to the meeting, for their input, 

and making their position known.  

 

The meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m. 

 

 

___________________________   __________________________ 

Charles Bryan - Chairman Tammie Clary – Community 

Development & Planning Director 
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