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

meeting on Tuesday, April 19th, 2022 at the Smithfield Center.  The meeting was called to order 

at 6:33 p.m.  

Members present: 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman  

Gary Hess  

Judith Lally 

Laura Brown 

Russell Hill  

Justin Hornback 

Members absent: 

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair 

Staff present: 

William H. Riddick, III – Town Attorney 

Tammie Clary – Community Development & Planning Director 

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant  

Press: none 

Citizens: 7 

 

Chairman Gwaltney welcomed everyone to the meeting. 

 

Community Development & Planning Director’s Report: 

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

information provided in the Board’s packet was a draft presentation that Town of Smithfield would 

be using to apply for a grant with the Virginia Walkability Action Institute. She stated that there 

would be 4 total stations located throughout Town. The first would be located outside of the Luter 

Sports Complex and included a park bench. The other locations would be in Windsor Castle Park, 

the shared use bike path along Battery Park outside of Wellington Estates, and the YMCA which 

would have bike work stands as well. 

Mrs. Clary reported that this was being presented to the BHAR as the YMCA and Windsor 

Castle Park are located within the Historic District. She added that it had been presented at the 

previous Thursday’s Planning Commission meeting, and would be presented to the Town Council 

as well. She stated that there would be pet waste stations at the locations as well as outdoor bottle 

filling stations with drinking and pet fountains. 

 Mrs. Clary reported that the Town Staff and the Institute were researching alternative ways 

to connect Cary Street to the YMCA sidewalk as the grant funding did not support the installation 

of concrete. She added that the Town Staff had met with representatives from the Institute to 

discuss different kinds of pervious material that could be used. She reported that these sites would 

be mulched and bordered with landscaped timber. The total amount requested with the grant 

proposal would be $28,909.05. 
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Chairman Gwaltney asked for confirmation that the Board would not be officially voting 

on the proposal, and that they were just commenting as there were sites within the Historic District 

included in the proposal.  

Mrs. Clary confirmed that there were two locations included that were within the Historic 

District. She explained that the Town Staff’s thought was that when they went to present the 

proposal to the Institute in May they would be able to additionally say they had the support of the 

Town and any other entities approval in the project.  

The Town Attorney stated that if the Board members had objections that they should note 

them as the Town Staff was working to get the grant. 

Mr. Hess inquired if this proposal was for the whole grant or would the Town be 

responsible for any of the payment. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the Town would not be responsible for any money, and full funding 

would be the granted from the Virginia Walkability Action Institute. She added that the Town 

would be responsible for any maintenance and upkeep of the sites. 

Mrs. Brown stated she had no issues with it and felt it would be great to have the amenities 

throughout the Town.  

Mr. Hess asked if there was any idea on the timeline for this project.  

Mrs. Clary reported that the Town Staff will give their pitch to the Institute on May 12th, a 

finalization on grant funding is expected by September, and any grant funding awarded would 

need to be implemented within a year. She added that the staff had been in contact with Public 

Works regarding possible water connections and they do not expect any issues to arise.  

Mrs. Hornback inquired as to why they would consider using recycled tires as a possible 

material used as mulch.  

Mrs. Clary stated that the Town Staff believed that it would last longer and require less 

maintenance.  

 Chairman Gwaltney asked if the Board was comfortable issuing a statement of support for 

the proposed improvements.  

 Mrs. Lally made a motion to lend support to the grant application for the Virginia 

Walkability Action Institution. 

 Chairman Gwaltney inquired if the statement could be made a motion item. The Town 

Attorney confirmed that it could. Mrs. Brown seconded the motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for 

a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none opposed. The motion passed.  

  

Upcoming Meetings and Activities: 

Monday, April 25th, 3:00 PM – Town Council Committee Meetings    

Tuesday, May 3rd, 6:30 PM – Town Council Meeting 

Tuesday, May 10th, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting  

Tuesday, May 17th, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting 

Tuesday, May 17th, 7:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 

 

Public Comments: 

 There were no public comments.  
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Board Member Comments:  

 There were no board member comments.  

 

Exterior Change (Screen Door Replacement & Deck) – 328 Main Street – Contributing – 

Tracy Gramajo, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to replace the existing front 

screen door on the house and erect a raised wooden deck. Both of these items were tabled at the 

March 15th, 2022 BHAR meeting and the screen door was tabled to allow the applicant to search 

for alternatives to the vinyl screen door presented, and the raised deck was tabled until the applicant 

could provide a visual of the proposed deck. 

She continued that the applicant would like to replace the existing screen door with a 

Screen Tight Springview wooden frame screen door. The new white wooden hinged screen door 

would be thirty inches (30”) wide by eighty inches (80”) tall. Secondly, the applicant is seeking 

approval to erect a raised wooden deck in the rear yard. The proposed deck would be eighteen feet 

(18’) by twenty-four feet (24’) by twelve feet (12’) tall, 432 square feet. The deck will also feature 

a set of wooden stairs with approximately thirty-six inch (36”) tall wooden railings. The style of 

the railings will be similar to those on the sample deck picture provided to the Board. The deck 

would be located just behind the back door of the house with the stairs situated between the back 

door and the main deck as shown in the additional information provided. She reported that the 

applicant has stated that the deck will be stained to match the previously approved fence and the 

neighbor’s fence. 

Mrs. Clary stated that Town Staff recommended approval from a zoning standpoint and 

defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion. 

Tracy Gramajo of 328 Main Street in Smithfield stated that she wanted to request approval 

of the railing shown in the picture of the proposed deck, but they also wanted to see if the Board 

would approve their having a railing that matched the railing on the porch in front of the house. 

She added that the decision would be made based on where they were with their budget.  

Mrs. Lally asked Chairman Gwaltney if the two items could be considered separately.  

Chairman Gwaltney agreed, and asked the Board if there were any comments regarding 

the screen door presented.  

Mrs. Lally made a motion to approve the screen door as presented, ensuring that it is wood 

in material and painted white. Mr. Hess seconded the motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for a 

collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none opposed. The motion passed. 

Chairman Gwaltney asked the members of the Board what comments or questions they had 

regarding the proposed raised deck.  

Dan Asble stated that if it was a determining factor for approval they would ensure that the 

railing matched the front porch of the house.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked if the railing design matched the front porch would it then be 

painted.  



Board of Historic and Architectural Review 
April 19th, 2022 
 

 
 

4 

Mr. Asble confirmed that it would and when asked by Mr. Hill about the paint color, 

confirmed that it would be white. He stated that to meet code they would have to lengthened in 

height from the railing on the front porch, but the spindle pattern would be the same.  

Mr. Hill stated that it would help in the look of the deck and stated that it would tie in the 

historical element to the structure.  

Mrs. Lally asked if the deck would be going over a single story part of the existing house.  

Mrs. Gramajo stated that it would be open space underneath of it.  

Mrs. Clary directed the Board members to page 16 of the packet provided so that they may 

see a survey of the placement of the deck and the proposed location.  

Chairman Gwaltney asked for confirmation of the placement of the stairs on the plat 

provided, as it shows the stairs between the house and the deck. He confirmed with Mrs. Gramajo 

that the deck was a free-standing structure and not connected to the house. 

Mrs. Gramajo stated that they need to go this route as the back door of the house was pretty 

even with the ground.  

Chairman Gwaltney questioned why they would not want a deck at floor level.  

Mrs. Gramajo stated that the deck would have to be higher than the house no matter what 

due to the elevation of the back door.  

Mr. Hornback inquired as to how they decided on the height of the proposed deck.  

Mr. Asble explained that when they initially were deciding on plans for the back deck it 

was difficult as the foundation is ground level making it so you would need to build a step up at 

any height. He continued that they decided on a raised deck at around 4 feet, which then led to 

them considering higher to create space for a carport.  

Mrs. Gramajo added that the yard is very narrow and they wanted to be creative with the 

space. 

Mr. Asble explained that the 12 foot height would be to the top of the railing around the 

deck.  

Mrs. Brown stated that she did not think there was anything in the Board’s guidelines that 

addressed this type of structure.  

Mr. Hornback pointed out that they were setting precedence, and noted that the structure 

would be in the back yard of the property. 

The Town Attorney reminded the Board that there was nothing the precluded the 

homeowners from having the raised deck and that the focus should be on its appearance.  

Chairman Gwaltney expressed appreciation that the applicants offered to make the spindles 

in the proposed railing match the front porch.  

Mr. Hill made the motion to accept the raised deck with the railings to match the front 

porch spindles in design and painted white.  

Mr. Asble expressed appreciation to the Board for the recommendations given with the 

windows in the last meeting. He added that they had decided to keep the wooden windows and 

restore them to keep them authentic to the home.  

Mr. Hornback seconded Mr. Hill’s motion.  

Mrs. Clary confirmed that a structure of this size does not exceed 2500 feet so it would not 

trigger storm water review.  
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Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with none 

opposed. The motion passed. 

Chairman Gwaltney encouraged the applicants not to alter the plans approved by the Board.  

  

Addition to Existing Accessory Structure – 130 South Church Street – Landmark – Peter 

and Robin Knauth, applicants 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to erect a lean-to storage structure 

alongside and attached to the existing carport at the rear of the property. The proposed three-sided 

structure will be six feet (6’) wide by twenty-eight feet (28’) long and constructed on piers with a 

roof tucked under the existing carport roof and sloping down towards Hill Street. The structure 

will feature Hardie-plank siding, trim, asphalt shingles, and colors to match the carport structure 

at the rear of the property (which also matches the primary structure). Additionally, the structure 

will feature outward swinging double doors on the driveway side and a single door on the south 

side of the structure. The front, outward swinging doors will be custom made and painted to match 

the existing carport. The single rear door will be painted to match the siding to blend in and be less 

visible from the outside. 

She reported that Town Staff recommended approval from a zoning standpoint and defer to 

the BHAR for architectural discretion. 

Peter Knauth of 130 South Church Street in Smithfield was present to answer questions, 

but stated that he did not have anything to add to the Director’s report.  

Mr. Hornback expressed appreciation at the applicant’s effort to match materials and colors 

of the existing structures on the property.  

Chairman Gwaltney and Mrs. Lally commented on the placement of the addition stating 

that it was discreet and would not be seen from the street.  

Chairman Gwaltney confirmed with Mr. Knauth the space between the proposed structure 

and fence, adding encouragement not to build something that would be difficult to maintain.  

Mr. Hill asked if there would be poles to match the carport on the side of the garage as it 

exists currently.  

Mr. Knauth stated that the garage would be left as it exists now and confirmed that there 

would be siding around the entirety of the new structure to enclose it. 

Mr. Hornback made a motion to approve the application as presented. Mrs. Lally seconded 

the motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. All members present voted aye, with 

none opposed. The motion passed. 

 

Demolition and New Construction – 156 Riverview Avenue – Non-Contributing – St. 

Joseph’s Reserve C/O Eric Payntar applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to demolish the existing single-

family dwelling and construct a new single-family detached dwelling on the property. The house 

will be covered by an estate gray architectural asphalt shingle roof, preceded by wooden eaves 

(soffit and fascia) wrapped in white-colored aluminum. The walls of the house will be covered in 

two (2) different styles of Hardie board siding. The first is a horizontally lapped style, featuring a 

woodgrain pattern of a gray-brown color known as Villa Grey by Valspar (6005-1B) and the 
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second is a board-and-batten style painted in a semi-gloss white. The applicant requests to 

substitute a third siding of fish scale shingle style of a brown color known as Stone Manor by 

Valspar (6006-2A) in the two front gables. The house will rest on a concrete block foundation, 

which will be clad in red brick. The primary façade of the building will be adorned by a front 

corner porch with a wooden, white-colored square column, resting on a red brick-clad concrete 

block foundation and pier, and entered by the use of white colored wooden railings. The house 

will be accessed by a black front door, made of steel, featuring a nine (9) pane window, and the 

primary façade will have a six (6) over six (6) window above the garage while the side and rear 

façades will be fenestrated by a series of vinyl one (1) over one (1) single-hung sash windows of 

a white color. All windows will be bordered by white Hardie board trim and the front window will 

have two (2) inoperable panel wooden shutters which are to be painted black. A single-car attached 

garage on the primary façade of the home will be accessed via a white-colored garage door 

fenestrated by two (2) elongated quarter-moon lights. The garage has been placed at the front of 

the primary structure due to the narrowness of the lot.  

Mrs. Clary stated that Town Staff defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion; however, 

the applicant must submit an approved site plan and all required applications to Town Staff for a 

new single-family dwelling before construction can begin. 

Eric Payntar stated that he wanted to update one section of the Director’s report, adding 

that the brick-clad concrete block foundation would only be on the front with the sides and back 

covered in stucco. 

Chairman Gwaltney acknowledged the challenges in building on narrow lots.  

Mr. Hill stated that the use of aluminum-wrapped eaves was something that the Board does 

not typically accept in the Historic District. He recommended the use of Hardi board or solid 

Polyvinyl Chloride (PVC) exterior.  

Mr. Payntar stated that it had been included on the first application that had been approved 

two years ago.  

Allen Lorne, also representing the application, asked Mr. Hill if he meant aluminum-clad 

PVC. 

Mr. Hill clarified that he meant solid PVC products, such as the Royal or Azek. 

Mr. Lorne stated that the Azek product is not too bad, but it would add a significant cost. 

He explained that the primary reason that they do not go with the Hardi products is they need more 

maintenance and with the topography of the site it would be a difficult structure to maintain. He 

added that PVC would be available.  

Mr. Hill stated that if aluminum is used it runs into the same maintenance issue, giving the 

example of having to replace it if the wind blows it off. 

Mrs. Brown pointed out that the proposed design of the house had a garage in the front of 

the house which is against BHAR guidelines. She acknowledged the narrowness of the lot and 

difficulty with parking.  

 Chairman Gwaltney agreed with Mrs. Brown’s points, but stated given the shape of the 

lot and it being a new construction he would not want that to stand in the way of what he felt would 

be a vast improvement. 

Mrs. Brown agreed with Chairman Gwaltney. 
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Mr. Hess stated that the other alternative would be to park the car in the front yard and that 

was not an option.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that even with the guidelines they would consider items case by 

base. He stated that if there was a whole row of home all with the garage in the front, that would 

likely have a different consideration.  

Mr. Hill stated that a zoning concern was the two-car parking. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the Town does require the driveway to be 18’ x 18’ in order to 

accommodate it. She added that they would have to review what off-street parking would be 

available or possibly utilize garage space.  

Mr. Lorne stated that the site plan currently had the driveway at 12’ x 25’, but added that 

this could easily be increased to 18’ if the sidewalk was removed.  

Mr. Hess also noted the plan’s improvement of the property. 

Mr. Hill made the motion to approve the application with the eaves, soffits, and trim having 

a Royal or composite material not an aluminum wrap.  

Mr. Hess seconded the amended motion. Chairman Gwaltney called for a collective vote. 

All members present voted aye, with none opposed. The motion passed. 

Mr. Lorne asked that the Board clarify that the stucco sides that had been discussed was 

also approved.  

Chairman Gwaltney stated that it would be added that there would be a brick façade on the 

front but stucco on the sides and rear of the foundation.  

Mr. Hill inquired if the stucco would be painted white or would it be painted red to look 

like a brick foundation.  

Mr. Lorne stated it would be grey to match the other colors of the design.  

 

Demolition and New Construction – 200 Riverview Avenue – Contributing – St. Joseph’s 

Reserve C/O Eric Payntar applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the applicant is seeking approval to demolish the existing single-

family detached dwelling and construct a new single-family detached dwelling on the property. 

The house will be covered by an estate gray-colored architectural asphalt shingle roof, preceded 

by wooden eaves (soffit and fascia) wrapped in white-colored aluminum. The walls of the house 

will be covered in three (3) different styles of Hardie board siding. The first is a horizontally-

lapped style, featuring a woodgrain pattern of a blue color known as Agave Blue by Sherwin 

Williams (HGSW 2364), the second is a cedar shake shingle style of a gray color known as Gravity 

by Valspar (4005-1B), and the third is a board-and-batten style of a white color. The house will 

rest on a concrete block foundation, which will be clad in stucco façade painted grey. The primary 

façade of the building will be adorned by a gabled portico with white-colored square wooden 

columns, resting on a gray brick-clad concrete block foundation, and entered by the use of white-

colored wooden railings. The house will be accessed by a black-colored steel front door featuring 

a nine (9) pane window, and the house will be fenestrated by a series of vinyl six (6) over one (6) 

single hung sash windows of a white color on the primary façade, and one (1) over one (1) single-

hung sash windows of a white color on the side and rear façade. All primary façade windows will 

be bordered by white Hardie board trim and inoperable board-and-batten black-colored wooden 



Board of Historic and Architectural Review 
April 19th, 2022 
 

 
 

8 

shutters. A single-car attached garage on the primary façade of the home will be accessed via a 

white-colored garage door fenestrated by two (2) elongated quarter-moon lights. All pergolas 

projecting from the primary façade will be made of wood and painted white. The garage has been 

placed at the front of the structure due to the narrowness of the lot. 

Mrs. Clary reported that Town Staff defer to the BHAR for architectural discretion; 

however, the applicant must submit an approved site plan and all required applications to Town 

staff for a new single-family dwelling before construction can begin. 

Mr. Payntar reported that the only additional comment that he had regarding this 

application was the rear porch showed a block foundation that would be clad in stucco, however 

due to the way the land drops in height underneath would necessitate constructing an all-wood 

porch.  

Mr. Lorne added that the topography changes by 8 feet from the front to back of the lot. 

He stated that the architect had drawn the proposed structure on a level lot but in reality a large 

amount of foundation was going to be exposed unless there is heavy fill in the area. He added that 

this could not be done due to the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area (CBPA). Mr. Lorne reported 

that he wanted to make sure it was clear that this would be an 8 foot raised porch or deck.  

Mr. Lorne and Mr. Payntar reiterated that this would only be in the rear corner deck.  

Chairman Gwaltney inquired if this property would need to have stucco on side of the 

foundation approved as the previous agenda item did.  

Mr. Payntar stated that it had been captured in the Director’s report on this agenda item so 

it did not need to be added. 

Mr. Hornback pointed out that in this application, it included the demolishing of a 

Contributing house. He added that though there was no picture provided he was familiar with the 

house and the new construction was an improvement.  

Mr. Hill asked Mrs. Clary for confirmation that once the house was demolished it would 

not longer be considered a Contributing property.  

The Town Attorney stated that it could not contribute if it was not there.  

Mr. Hill pointed out that at some point it would need to be changed in the Historic District 

inventory list.  

Mrs. Clary stated that the property next door had also been considered Contributing, and 

once the property was demolished both would be reclassified as Non-Contributing.  

Mr. Hill inquired as to what material the front railing was made out of. Mr. Payntar reported 

it was wood painted white.  

Mr. Hornback asked Mr. Hill if he had the same soffit concerns. Mr. Hill stated that he did, 

and would make it part of this motion as well. 

Chairman Gwaltney inquired what material the pergola over the garage consisted of. Mr. 

Payntar stated that this would also be made of wood.  

Mr. Hornback asked the applicants about the design concept as there was a large mixture 

of different styles. 

Chairman Gwaltney stated he thought the design would reflect different elements found 

throughout the Historic District and he pointed out as it was a new structure reproduction of style 

was not a concern.  




