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The Smithfield Planning Commission held its regular meeting on Tuesday, March 8th, 

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

Members present: 

Charles Bryan – Chairman 

Julia Hillegass – Vice Chair  

Michael Swecker 

Dr. Thomas Pope  

Raynard Gibbs 

Members absent:  

Randy Pack 

Michael Torrey  

Staff present: 

Tammie Clary - Community Development & Planning Director 

Jack Reed – Director of Public Works and Utilities 

Nadya Jaudzimas – Administrative Assistant 

Valerie Butler – Town Councilwoman 

Trey Gwaltney – Chairman, Board of Historic and Architectural Review 

Press: Stephen Faleski - The Smithfield Times 

Citizens: Approximately 25 

 

Chairman Bryan 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 the partial 

structure located at 1400 South Church Street (formerly the Tastee Freeze) has been demolished. 

An invoice for the cost of the demolition has been sent to the owners. 

Mrs. Clary also reported that the April Planning Commission Meeting is scheduled for 

Thursday, April 14th due to a scheduling conflict at the Smithfield Center. 

 

Upcoming Meetings and Activities: 

Tuesday, March 15th, 6:30 PM – Board of Historic & Architectural Review Meeting 

Tuesday, March 15th, 7:30 PM – Board of Zoning Appeals Meeting 

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

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

Thursday, April 14th, 6:30 PM – Planning Commission Meeting 

 

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. Any required response from the town will be provided in 

writing. 
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Bill Harris of 329 Grace Street in Smithfield stated that the agenda for tonight’s meeting 

was full of issues that are important to all present and the citizens of Smithfield. He stated that it 

was the hope of the group of concerned citizens that the Planning Commission would continue to 

consider each of the items carefully. He continued that the group is especially concerned that it 

seems that some members of the Planning Commission and the Town Council feel that it is more 

important to hurry the process rather than do it correctly. He added that they were pleased that over 

the last few months the Planning Commission has been open to suggestions from the public and 

willing to listen to concerns. Mr. Harris stated that the group would like to draw the Commission’s 

attention to several issues as they are discussing the final draft of the Comprehensive Plan and the 

changes proposed by Dr. Pope to the Planned Mixed-Use Development (PMUD) ordinance. He 

stated that the group was asking the Commission to postpone a final evaluation of the Town’s new 

Comprehensive Plan. He continued that it should not be forwarded to the Town Council until issues 

with the future land use map have been addressed. He stated that there were three sections in the 

draft Comprehensive Plan that they felt needed to be adjusted. He stated that firstly the 

Commission needed to address the feedback given by the public regarding the previous draft as it 

seems that it had largely been ignored. Second, they would like the Commission to reconsider the 

portion of the Comprehensive Plan that calls for the removal of the Pierceville property from the 

Historic District zoning designation. He added that the Pierceville property is historical in its own 

right and must be protected as such. He stated that the use of downtown commercial zoning should 

not appear anywhere in the future land use map until the PMUD zoning discrepancies have been 

resolved. He reviewed the timeline of the PMUD development, stating that the Commission had 

suspended the consideration of the proposed ordinance and set up a work session to address 

revisions. He recapped that at the session the Commission had agreed to let Dr. Pope draft a 

revision of the PMUD zoning and to discuss the ordinance at the meeting tonight. He stated that 

this in itself should preclude the approval of the final draft of the Comprehensive Plan or passing 

it to the Council. He added that there was no need to do this quickly, but there was every reason to 

do it right. Mr. Harris reported that the group appreciated that some of the members had been 

listening and considering the group’s concerns. He stated that the group continues to believe that 

the proposed changed article 3 J.2 of the zoning ordinance is unacceptable in its current version, 

and they look forward to hearing the revisions that were recommended at the work session. He 

continued that some of the revisions discussed at the workshop and by Dr. Pope may be opposed 

by some members of the Planning Commission but encouraged those members to keep an open 

mind. He additionally encouraged caution against hasty decision-making that produces an inferior 

product. Mr. Harris called on the Chairman to discourage participation by conflicted members of 

the Commission, the Town Council, and Town Staff regardless of voting recusal. He stated that in 

their reading all of the documents pertaining to the PMUD, it continued to be clear that if the 

developer is given PMUD in advance, the Commission will lose control over what is included and 

how the development will look. He reported the group would address many more issues and 

thanked the Commission.  

Mary Harris of 329 Grace Street in Smithfield reported that she had spent time reviewing 

the proposed Comprehensive Plan and questioned why the Pierceville property was being listed as 

a commercial zone. She stated that she would like this addressed so that everyone may understand 
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the reasoning. She added that many items in the Comprehensive Plan contradicted what has been 

discussed about the Pierceville property, traffic reduction being most apparent. She explained that 

one could not come to a conclusion that adding a large development to downtown would lead to a 

reduction in vehicular traffic. She stated that she read several times about managed growth, but 

with the PMUD as it is written there are many things the town will have little to no ability to 

manage. She stated that from what she read Dr. Pope’s revisions are a good start to letting the town 

keep the ability to manage what happens in Smithfield. Mrs. Harris stated she wanted to point out 

some examples of phrases included in the Comprehensive Plan and her reactions to them. She 

started with page 11 “The Town of Smithfield has a vision for the future, one that celebrates the 

past.” adding that this means that protection and management is important for the town to retain. 

She read from page 17 “Many of the feedback comments from stakeholders illuminate that people 

are glad to have residential development but lament the increased traffic and further development 

of open spaces.” adding that they are planning for open spaces and they don’t want that. She read 

from page 20 “Town population is 8,621.” and page 24 “Growth by 2040 is projected to be 10,135 

people.” Mrs. Harris asked them to look at market examples shared with her by Commission 

member Randy Pack that showed the smallest population in a successful market were 20,000 

people. She continued with page 29 reading comments of dissatisfaction with current services 

made by feedback from the citizens that were the largest in the word-map: sidewalks, recycling, 

street lighting, trash, traffic, taxes, and too much growth. She suggested that the town could use 

tax money to address these issues before committing funds to other developments. She read the 

following from a word map on page 30 of comments of concern made by the citizens regarding 

life in town: infrastructure, speeding, streetlights, internet quality, lack of drainage, over-

development. She read from page 31 regarding a list of long-range priorities in order of importance 

“1. Protecting natural resources. 2 Preserving historic resources. 3. Improving infrastructure. 4. 

Additional outdoor spaces and parks. 5. Working together to achieve common goals.” She pointed 

out that she did not see any priority listed about needing more growth. She continued that on page 

37 there was a large area listing “Reduce Traffic” and on page 43 it expands on this point stating 

that it is important to understand the connections between development patterns and traffic. She 

stated that she would take liberty to expand on the third paragraph on that page stating the Plan 

calls for an overall strategy of “addressing current traffic issues rather than encouraging new 

sprawl development at the edges of town.” She pointed out that Pierceville is on the edge of the 

historic town. Mrs. Harris continued with pages 56 – 57 “Smithfield’s historic preservation and 

downtown revitalizations efforts have protected a key area of the Town.” and added that the plan 

emphasizes the town’s preservation. She continued reading from the Comprehensive Plan on pages 

60-63 stating that it discusses historic preservation protection, Smithfield’s stock of historic 

buildings, and encourages adaptive re-use. She reported that on page 60, the fourth paragraph 

discusses allowing homes to become apartments. She added that this gives her concern as both of 

the two homes that they have renovated in Smithfield were previously split into apartments and 

both homes were left in disrepair. She questioned returning to a plan that does not work. She stated 

that on page 74-75 of the plan included statements of reducing local vehicle miles to reduce traffic 

congestion, which she states is in direct conflict with additional developments in downtown. She 
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thanked the Commission and stated that there was more she could comment on but was out of 

time.  

Elizabeth Hopkins of 320 Grace Street in Smithfield stated that she had some questions 

regarding the proposed Farmer’s Market and asked what the plan was for it. She added it was 

feasible that Smithfield will need to locate another space for the current market. She reported that 

currently the Farmer’s Market is located in the parking lot of the bank downtown (Bank of 

Southeastern Virginia) and while they have not publicly indicated any change, she suggested there 

be a contingency plan so the market can continue downtown regardless of decisions made by a 

private business. Mrs. Hopkins followed up by stating that the group was not arguing about future 

planning factoring into this statement, nor were they attacking the market and they value it as a 

downtown asset. She related that the concern lies in the scale of the project and that this part of it 

proposed a large, enclosed facility with the eventual desire to make it a multi-day market. She 

asked where the business plan was for taking a seasonal, revenue-neutral, half-day a week market 

and growing it to the point that public funds will be recouped by meals and lodging tax. She added 

to this that they could also see a firmly projected economic impact report on retail merchants. Mrs. 

Hopkins questioned if the plan would be made public and if so, when so that taxpayers may express 

their concerns to officials. She continued by stating that information shared by a Council member 

showed that there were viable markets demonstrating that this was feasible, however as Mrs. Harris 

previously explained, one of the examples used had a population double the size of Smithfield’s, 

and others were comparable to Virginia Beach. She stated that these other areas of Virginia that 

have large resident and transient populations still hold outdoor markets that have high foot traffic. 

She asked how it could be justified financially when cities as large as Roanoke and Alexandria 

have outdoor pop-up markets. She requested to see examples of comparable sized communities 

where this has worked and was sustainable. She additionally asked how long it took public 

investment took to be recouped if it ever even had been, and where in the town’s the markets were 

physically located. She gave an example of an indoor market she had gone to when she lived in 

Portland, Maine that was beautiful, but ultimately was turned into offices as it was not sustainable. 

Mrs. Hopkins stated that she felt that the build of the Farmer’s Market is to appease the developer 

while laying waste to taxpayer’s and the town’s money. She questioned why the town would allow 

the building of a costly building for vendors when the Hamtown Mercantile is close to opening 

and stated that the developer should house their own business instead of others. She stated that in 

regard to the PMUD she felt the operative word was haste and that the town would pay for it later. 

She thanked the Commission for their time. 

Bob Hines of 216 Washington Street in Smithfield told the Commission that he appreciated 

them and stated that he trusted them to do what is right because he does not trust the Town Council. 

He related that he grew up in Newport News in the Denbigh area and spoke about how in the 60’s 

there had been no stoplights on Jefferson or Warwick Roads until you got to J. Clyde Morris 

Boulevard. He added that at this time Interstate 64 had only gone from the airport to the tunnel and 

was known as the Tunnel Road. He reported that there had been many railroad crossings from 

Jefferson to Warwick. He stated that today Jefferson, Warwick, Newer Oyster Point, Denbigh, and 

City Center Roads are all multiple lanes to keep up with the growth. Mr. Hines made the note that 

Mercury Boulevard was named after Project Mercury, the first man-made space program. He read 
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from a Daily Press article from July 1999 outlining that 4 of the 5 most dangerous intersections 

are in Northern Virginia, with the fifth being Jefferson Avenue and Oyster Point Road. He stated 

that he wanted to show the comparison of what planners did in Newport News in regard to how 

growth was handled. He stated that he would like to know what is planned for Smithfield’s roads, 

particularly the already busy intersection at Route 10 and Main Street. He stated that the State’s 

traffic data can be confusing, but it appears that the average daily traffic at the Isle of Wight County 

line and near the James River is around 25,000 per day as of 2020. He added that also in 2020 

Battery Park Road was approaching 10,000 per day with Route 10 and Main Street possibly 20,000 

a day. He reported that he moved back to the area in 1979 and did not want to go to the Peninsula 

due to the accelerated population growth even then, moved to Isle of Wight, then 7 years later 

moved to Smithfield. He stated that he has commuted to Newport News for 35 years and has seen 

the addition of many stoplights for safety and traffic control. He asked what would happen to traffic 

access in and out of town with the approval of the two other large developments down Battery 

Park Road and the proposed Luter Project. He acknowledged that if an area is desirable then 

population growth is inevitable. He stated that the scope of what is involved is a threat and 

somewhat of an assault on existing citizens way of life in the Historic District. He stated that he 

would like to know tonight during this meeting where the suggestion to remove the Pierceville 

property from the Historic District originated and requested it in writing. He also inquired to the 

members of the Commission if it were up to them would how would they vote on access to the 

project from Grace and/or Cary Street, and how would they vote on allowing structures over 35 

feet. He stated that he wanted to know ahead of time because he is sure that people have already 

formed opinions, and he did not want to wait for the zoning to be passed and be surprised. He 

thanked the Commission.  

Bob Delinski of 210 Cary Street in Smithfield reported that he had three major concerns 

with the proposed plan for the Pierceville Development. He stated that his number one concern 

was traffic. He stated that since he moved to Smithfield in 2017 the traffic has gotten steadily 

worse. He gave the example of the intersection of Route 10 and Route 258, and though the left 

turn lane onto 258 had been lengthened, the traffic on Route 10 will extend down to the Church 

Street intersection. He added that this then makes the traffic density on Church Street higher, 

making it difficult to exit some of the shopping centers. He asked what would be done about the 

traffic if there would be an addition of many new homes on the Pierceville property. Mr. Delinski 

stated that the second area of concern he had was who was going to pay for the addition of all the 

utilities, like water, sewer, and electricity, when that property is developed. He stated that it was 

his feeling that people that currently live in Smithfield and Isle of Wight County would be 

responsible for payment, adding that it was something that the people did not really want in its 

present format. He asked that the Commission do their due diligence, and not be hasty when 

looking at how this is going to impact the town. He referenced the presentation of the Tourism 

Department at the last Town Council meeting and stated that tourism will suffer in the town if 

people cannot get to the Farmer’s Market as they will not come. He questioned how this would 

affect all the businesses along Main and Church Streets. He stated that he appreciated the 

Commission, especially Dr. Pope, listening to the citizens’ concerns. Mr. Delinski related what it 

was like to live and park on Cary Street, stating that he was one of the lucky residents that had a 
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driveway. He continued that many residents have incurred damage to their vehicles due to the 

traffic issues on that street. He stated that he understood there wasn’t a way to widen Cary Street 

and asked the Commission to carefully consider making it a dead end with a cul-de-sac at the 

YMCA entrance for use by local traffic. He expressed concern about the younger children that live 

on the street having nowhere to play. He stated he appreciated the Commission’s time.  

Theresa Mulherin of 206 Washington Street stated that the first point that she would like 

to make was related to the Comprehensive Plan and its inclusion of the Pierceville property as 

commercial zoning. She stated that she was opposed to this, adding that she had attended all citizen 

input sessions and does not know anyone who requested that of the property, except for maybe 

town staff. She reminded the Commission that the Mallory Scott Farm development, the 

development at Route 17 and Route 258, the Benn’s Grant development, the development on 

Turner Drive, and the development at Ashby Farm are all growing and they did not need to be in 

a hurry to pass a PMUD. She reported that she liked many of the revisions that were proposed but 

wanted to add that she would like to see 100 ft between the PMUD zoning and any existing 

residential property. She stated that she would also like to see fencing be required between business 

and residential areas, and if someone would not like fencing they could make that request. She 

stated that she would like to keep the yard requirements as it is important for children to have a 

safe place to play. Mrs. Mulherin reported that she moved here from the Coliseum Business District 

in Hampton and she couldn’t wait to leave due to the constant lights, noise, traffic, and crime 

increase. She stated that it was heartbreaking that the reason she moved her might be the reason 

that she does not stay in Smithfield. She stated that she was glad to see the 60 ft building height 

taken out of the PMUD and added that she sees most towns taking away their high-rise apartments. 

She expressed concern that the older buildings would not survive the construction of support 

structures of such a building.  She continued that she would like to see the allowance of check 

cashing businesses and pawn shops in the PMUD removed as they invite unsavory individuals. 

Mrs. Mulherin stated that she would like to see homes built in Pierceville held to the guidelines of 

the Historic District and encouraged the completion of the traffic study. She reported that along 

Washington Street near the YMCA is already dangerous for children playing or waiting for the 

bus. She stated that a PMUD within the Historic District needed to have a different vibe than builds 

in other areas of the town. She gave the reminder that as of February 1st all the members of the 

Commission should have filed their conflict-of-interest statements with the town based on 

Smithfield’s population and added that they are subject to the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).  

Chairman Bryan stated that there were no other attendees signed up for the public comment 

section, but stated if anyone present would like to speak, now was their opportunity.  

Jeff Brooks of 320 Grace Street in Smithfield stated that all he wanted to do was point out 

what the Comprehensive Plan states currently, as completed in 2009. He read from Chapter 7, page 

2, “The fundamental premise of this Historic Areas Plan for the Town is to demarcate this Historic 

Area, explain its importance to the soul of the Town, and put into place measures that will ensure 

that this area ‘between the bridges’ will always exemplify Smithfield and what its residents value 

and hold dear about their community.” He continued that the 2009 Plan’s Goals and Objectives 

read “Preserve and protect the Town’s rich architectural and cultural heritage which positively 

impacts tourism and contributes to the overall well-being of the community. Integrate 
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opportunities for pro-active expansion of the Town’s public parks and recreational amenities 

within the context of Smithfield’s historic and cultural traditions.” Mr. Brooks reported that he 

lives in a house that was built in 1885 and he is committed to preserving and keeping it 

architecturally correct. He added that in the Historic District they shouldn’t change the demarcation 

of the Pierceville property for one development. He thanked the Commission for their time. 

Jason Witcher of 325 Grace Street in Smithfield reported that he has had his house for 10 

years after having moved from Newport News to escape the sprawl of development. He added that 

he looked in several different areas, but Smithfield was special in that it had a preserved historic 

district. He asked the Commission to please take their time in deciding on this project as once 

apartments or other large buildings are constructed, they are there to stay. He gave the example of 

development on Route 17 in Suffolk’s growth and added that there needed to be balance. He 

continued that the important thing to remember about Smithfield was that people come to visit 

because of the Historic District. He added that the buildings are authentically old, not built to look 

that way. He stated that many families with young children moved to this area and already it is 

becoming difficult to cross streets due to the traffic increase. He questioned how a large 

development would be built on the edge of downtown and the increase of danger to people who 

live and visit that area. He encouraged the Commission to take a long, hard look at the plans. He 

added that he felt the project had been pushed quickly as a well-connected, wealthy person had 

purchased the property and wanted to use those connections to get even wealthier at the possible 

expense of the town. He thanked the Commission.  

Linda Spadey of 221 Cary Street in Smithfield stated that she echoed all the sentiments 

shared by the other speakers and wanted to share a thought that occurred to her as she was listening. 

She stated that she had a son who lived in a town in Australia with a 30 acre park in the middle of 

it. She added that it was a big town compared to Smithfield, and not historic, but every event the 

town holds is in that park. She stated that the town often closes Main Street for assorted events. 

She reported that Pierceville is historic, used to be a battlefield, and supposedly had gravesites 

there. She made the suggestion could keep Pierceville a green space, or partial green space, and 

use that area for events for the town so that Main Street did not have to be shut down. She thanked 

the Commission for listening.  

 Chairman Bryan asked if there were any other members of the public who wished to speak 

on any matter. Hearing and seeing none, he closed the Public Comment section.  

 

Planning Commission Comments: 

There were no Planning Commission member comments.  

 

*Discussion Item* Special Use Permit Applications (Drive-thru & Greenhouse), Entrance 

Corridor Overlay Review Application, & Planning Commission Waiver– 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 Smithfield Zoning Ordinance (SZO) Article 3.I.C.18 & 24, which 

permit these uses only after the successful acquisition of a Special Use Permit. 
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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 roll-up curtain. The drive thru will also feature metal siding across the top of 

the structure. The applicants have stated that the use of polycarbonate panels intensifies the 

sunlight making the greenhouse usable year-round. 

There will be two (2) green signs one with white lettering for the “Garden Center,” and one 

with black lettering and a picture of a red truck for the drive thru. 

Because of the proposed propane awning located at the front of the store, the applicants are 

requesting a waiver pursuant to Article 3.R.P. for relief from Article 3.R.J.2.a. which states that 

“large work areas doors shall not open toward or face the highway.” 

The applicants have provided assurance on the site plan that “any damaged, dead, or 

missing landscaping shall be replaced with new.” 

The canopy for the propane dispensing tank and associated cabinet have both been 

relocated behind the existing Fence Outdoor Sales area. The cabinet will be accessible along the 

rear of the drive aisle and screened from view from both the front of the store and Benn’s Church 

Boulevard. 

The applicants have stated that a concern from a citizen was brought to their attention at 

the January 11th, 2022 Planning Commission in regard to the hurricane rating of the greenhouse. 

The applicants have stated that they understand the concern but wanted to reassure the Town’s 

citizens and Planning Commission that these structures and associated cladding materials are 

designed and engineered to meet the local wind requirements. These greenhouse structures have 

also been built in other coastal communities along the eastern seaboard and the Gulf Coast. 

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, 

which is attached for your convenience. 

According to Article 6.E.2., the failure of the Planning Commission to report within ninety 

(90) days from when this application was first heard (January 11th, 2022) shall be deemed 

approval, unless the SUP has been withdrawn by the applicant or extended by mutual agreement. 

Mrs. Clary reported that the strengths included the proposed changes would provide a 

designated customer pick up area, in lieu of having a designated curbside pickup zone, and the 

greenhouse will provide customers with overhead coverage for the outdoor storage area. She 

reported that the weaknesses included that the two proposed uses are only permitted with the 

successful acquisition of a Special Use Permit. Staff recommend approval is conditioned on the 

submission of a landscaping plan with a cost estimate, and the submission of a landscaping bond 

of 120%. 

Chris Goggin of 6632 Sweetwater Point in Flowery Branch, Georgia was present to speak 

on the application. He stated that he was at the location today to look at the existing landscaping 

that had raised concern at a previous Planning Commission meeting. He added that it was unclear 
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what used to be there, and a store employee stated that they thought a wreck had taken out some 

bushes that were not replaced. He continued that regardless, they would be hiring a landscape 

architect to develop a new plan to send in for approval. He stated that the pictures shown in the 

first application had been nothing like what they would put in Smithfield, and that he included 

pictures of another store that had an identical greenhouse/drive thru that was proposed for this 

Tractor Supply.  

Chairman Bryan expressed concern regarding the statement included that the applicant 

wanted to reassure town citizens and the Commission that the structure and cladding material are 

designed to meet local wind requirements. He recalled that the citizen who had brought it to the 

Commission’s attention had spoken about hurricanes specifically and asked if it would be able to 

withstand those winds.  

Mr. Goggin stated that they would to a certain point, adding that it probably would not 

survive Katrina, a category 5 hurricane in Louisiana in 2005. 

Chairman Bryan repeated that the response referenced “local wind requirements,” and 

asked if he could tell the Commission what those were.  

Mr. Goggin stated that he did not know what they were off the top of his head, but when it 

was sent in each addition was designed for the local wind requirements of that area. 

Chairman Bryan asked if he was aware of any greenhouse addition that had withstood a 

hurricane.  

Mr. Goggin stated that during the two years that they had been working on the upgrade 

projects there had been some, but he would need to look into specifically which hurricanes they 

were hit by to know the wind strengths involved.  

Chairman Bryan asked for confirmation of the wind speed that the structure and canopy 

itself could handle. 

Mr. Goggin stated it would be the same and whatever is required is done whether that be 

hold-down clips, hurricane clips, tornado clips, or the structure being fully welded.  

Mrs. Clary clarified that if the project was approved it would receive a zoning permit from 

the town which would have Isle of Wight County copied on it and if a building permit was required 

the building department of the county would take over.  

Dr. Pope added that they were assuming that the applicant would then meet the wind 

requirements of Isle of Wight County. Mrs. Clary stated that he was correct.  

Chairman Bryan asked for confirmation of where the Tractor Supply was located in the 

pictures provided.  

Mr. Goggin stated the store in the pictures was in Rome, Georgia and had been the first 

store to receive the greenhouse addition. He added that the sign coloration in the pictures would 

be different in Smithfield as the comments were that the colors were not desirable previously.  

Chairman Bryan asked if there had been any other designs constructed using the poly-

carbonate material.  

Mr. Goggin replied that they either use green or yellow on the signs, but as far as the siding 

goes, they only use polycarbonate because that material allows it to function as a greenhouse.  

Chairman Bryan recalled back to earlier in the evening when a comment was made about 

the uniqueness of Smithfield and stated that the greenhouse structures were found up and down 
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the coast, adding it did not interest him how it was built elsewhere. He stated that this was due to 

the Tractor Supply’s location in the Entrance Corridor Overlay, and structures in this district 

should say something about the town’s unique character. He reported that he had a problem with 

putting up a tent-like structure on the corridor leading into town.  

Mr. Goggin stated it was not out of the question to build a wall to hide the structure, though 

it may be expensive. He added that the only reason that the comment that it was used in other 

places had been brought up was to address the speaker expressing concern about hurricane winds.  

Chairman Bryan asked if any other Commission members had questions for Mr. Goggin. 

Hearing none, he thanked him for his answers and opened discussion for the Commission. 

Dr. Pope had a question concerning the limit of 90 days on the original Special Use Permit 

(SUP) application. He stated that since the application was made on January 11th, 90 days would 

not get them to the next Commission meeting. 

Mrs. Clary stated that the 90 days applies to the SUP and that the Commission had the 

option to approve the two SUPs and table the Entrance Corridor Overlay (ECO) review. She added 

that this way the SUPs could move forward and the ECO would remain with the Commission for 

approval.  

Mr. Swecker asked how much time the ECO would have if it was brought back.  

Mrs. Clary stated that 90 days only applies to the SUP. 

Chairman Bryan stated to be clear the SUPs were only for the construction of the 

greenhouse and the drive thru.  

Mrs. Clary stated that this was correct, the SUPs were for the operation of a green house 

and a drive thru facility.  

Dr. Pope asked if the design is something the Commission did not like, would the SUPs be 

canceled.  

Mrs. Clary stated that the applicant would still have the ability for the special use at the 

property. She added that any exterior improvements would have to have the ECO review approval 

from the Planning Commission. 

Dr. Pope asked the Commission what they think of the greenhouse. He stated that the option 

was that they accept the greenhouse as it exists, or they ask the applicant to build a wall in front of 

it. He further questioned if a solitary wall in front of a greenhouse would look right beside the 

current building. 

Chairman Bryan stated that he thought it would not, and he was not in favor of a separate 

wall. He continued that there was something about the green siding and asked if it could be 

substituted for something that matched the materials on the current structure.  

Dr. Pope questioned what green siding Chairman Bryan was referring to. 

Chairman Bryan asked Mr. Goggin if the green siding was a green screen, and to clarify 

what it was. 

Mr. Goggin stated that the siding was translucent and confirmed that polycarbonate was 

like a heavy plastic. 

Dr. Pope stated that they would need to decide if they wanted to look at the colorless 

structure, pointed out that they start out clear but how often do they have to change the material to 

keep it that way, and what happens when a storm comes through. He stated that they do not hold 
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up long term, and he cannot imagine that the company will make this an ongoing expense to 

replace.  

Mr. Swecker asked what the alternative would be.  

Dr. Pope replied that the alternatives would be to put a wall up so that it is not seen or deny 

the application.  

Chairman Bryan stated that it was not clear to him if they did not approve the SUPs what 

was left to approve.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that if they choose to not approve the special uses there was 

nothing else to approve.  

Dr. Pope stated that he was not opposed to what they are using for the greenhouse, but he 

is opposed to how it will look over time.  

Mr. Gibbs questioned the aesthetics involved. 

Chairman Bryan asked for confirmation that they could look back at the original 

application for the building to see what the original landscaping entailed.  

Mrs. Clary stated that this was correct. 

Dr. Pope stated that he would like to table the application and think about it further but 

questioned if this was an option as 90 days would pass before the Commission would meet again.  

Mr. Goggin stated that he was open to the mutual agreement to extend the SUP application 

past 90 days.  

 Mrs. Clary stated that this was correct he had the option of withdrawing the applications.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that they had the option to extend the time period.  

Mrs. Clary confirmed that this was correct. 

Chairman Bryan confirmed that Mr. Goggin understood this process. 

Dr. Pope requested to see the preliminary or formal landscaping plan to come back as part 

of the package.  

Mr. Goggin promised to fix the landscaping regardless of their decision regarding the 

greenhouse and drive thru.  

Chairman Bryan asked Mr. Goggin if he had wanted to withdraw the application. 

Mr. Goggin stated that he did not, he misunderstood that the if it was over 90 days it would 

be considered approved unless there was mutual agreement to extend the SUP application, and he 

had been stating that he was willing to extend it.  

Mr. Gibbs asked about the legality of that process.  

Mrs. Clary stated that they could, they would just need something in writing in regard to 

the mutual agreement or extension.  

Dr. Pope asked how the Commission would they know if had not provided the statement 

so that they may rule on the application prior to the next meeting.  

Mr. Goggin asked about the wording needed, adding he could send it to them right now. 

Dr. Pope stated that he wanted to ask in the event of neglect, and he wanted to make sure 

all the loopholes were closed.  

Mrs. Clary asked if this was a motion to table the application provided that there was a 

mutual agreement reached between the town and the applicant.  
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Dr. Pope made a motion that they not approve the SUPs if they do not hear back from the 

applicant in writing so it may be looked at again in a formal way. 

Mrs. Clary confirmed that it was another contingency if a mutual agreement is not reached 

with the applicant then the application would be considered a not favorable recommendation to 

Town Council.  

Dr. Pope and Chairman Bryan agreed with this. 

Mr. Goggin inquired if it needed to come directly from Beth Dorminey who filled out the 

original application or if he could do it as representative of the applicant as he could send it tonight.  

Mrs. Clary stated that she would double check and follow up with him.  

Dr. Pope made the motion that this be tabled until the Town and the applicant are able to 

come to a mutual agreement regarding extending the SUP timeline, and if it is not completed the 

Commission would make a not favorable recommendation to the Town Council towards the 

project. The motion was seconded by Mr. Gibbs. 

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

Gibbs voted aye, Mr. Swecker voted aye, Dr. Pope voted aye, Vice Chair Hillegass voted aye, and 

Chairman Bryan voted aye. The motion passed. 

 

*Discussion Item* Town of Smithfield Comprehensive Plan – Town of Smithfield, applicant. 

Mrs. Clary reported that this was the final draft of the Comprehensive Plan that was 

provided by the Town’s consultants. She added that she had a list of the grammatical updates that 

were included and asked Chairman Bryan if he would like for her to read them. She continued that 

this was a discussion item, and if the Commission members would like to see it come back for a 

public hearing for a recommendation to Town Council next month.  

Chairman Bryan reported that there had been quite a few comments made by the citizens 

as well as the Commission members concerning the Comprehensive Plan update.  

Dr. Pope stated that nowhere had he read in the Comprehensive Plan that the Pierceville 

property was going to be zoned as commercial. He inquired where this was found so that he could 

review. 

Chairman Bryan stated that he thought that it had been included in Future Land Use map.  

There were several answers called out by attendees of the meeting that it was on page 117.  

Mrs. Clary answered that on the paper copy it would be on page 126 and could be found in 

the New Downtown Mixed-Use. She added that in the Future Land Use map on page 118 it was 

designated as the New Downtown Commercial and in the PDF, it was on page 77. 

Dr. Pope inquired as to what the equivalent zoning would be in our current ordinance as 

there was not a New Downtown Commercial designation.  

Chairman Bryan noted that the zoning had been simplified with the proposed changes 

adding that currently there were 21 color keys on the land use map and with the changes it reduced 

to 11. He continued that in the current land use map there was a section designated as 

Retail/Service where the Little’s Supermarket used to be. He speculated that the consultants might 

have thought this correlated to a commercial zone for that area. He reported that other areas had 

been given the New Downtown Commercial designation as well, including areas on South Church 

Street.  
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Dr. Pope questioned if that area would then stay commercially zoned or would it change to 

a mixed-use zoning. He stated that it was a question of using the term commercial versus mixed-

use versus residential. He added that in effect the consultants were suggesting that the Commission 

rewrite the ordinances to match the 11 designations instead of the ones that the Town is currently 

under. He expanded on this reporting that there were 13 ordinances that the Town currently 

follows, but they do not match exactly what was presented in the Comprehensive Plan.  

Chairman Bryan stated he felt that there was enough leeway in the legend to use the current 

zoning ordinances. He stated that his focus was on revising the Planned Corporate Office and 

Research (PCOR) ordinance and changing it to the PMUD, adding that this was the biggest dispute 

with the Comprehensive Plan. He stated that with the addition of the PMUD and fixing the 

grammatical errors that had been sent out by Mrs. Clary, there was little question left regarding 

moving forward with approval of the Comprehensive Plan. He reminded the Commission members 

that this was only a discussion at this time, now was the time to bring up any questions or concerns, 

and the meeting was open to the public for full transparency.  

Dr. Pope stated that he understood what the purpose of the Future Land Use map was, but 

he did not know how closely it had to be adhered to. He stated that this was the reason for the idea 

of keeping everything under Community Conservation as it was the least developable zoning, and 

the Commission gets the most say in what happens with it. He added that just because the Future 

Land Use map has a certain zoning, it does not mean that zoning will necessarily go there. Dr. 

Pope stated that this is why it was confusing, as every project was taken on its own merit.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she was unsure if there had been enough guidance given 

to the consultants to change that whole parcel into commercial zoning.  

Dr. Pope stated that if the concern was that a parcel with existing residential areas is zoned 

as commercial, then it might as well be zoned mixed-use. 

Chairman Bryan inquired if the Town’s work with Draper Aden Associates was complete.  

Mrs. Clary stated that this was the final draft that had been submitted to the town for review, 

and if there were additional comments then they could be provided to the consultants. She 

confirmed that the project was not yet completed.  

Chairman Bryan reiterated that they need to verify the grammatical changes suggested. He 

suggested that the Future Land Use map could keep the area as Community Conservation. He gave 

the reminder that the property was owned land and the owner had rights as to what they wanted to 

place there regardless of what the Future Land Use map designated it as. He added that this goes 

for any land, that a landowner could come before local officials and ask for a change. He asked 

the Commission what their thoughts were with moving forward.  

Dr. Pope stated that when he read the document, he did not read it with the idea of that 

property being zoned commercial but as districts. He requested more time to review the plan. 

 Mr. Gibbs stated that with the current proposal he thinks the Commission would give up too 

much autonomy.  

 Dr. Pope pointed out that there were inconsistencies within the proposed plan, giving the 

example of on the Future Land Use map has New Downtown Commercial, but the same red color 

in the text is calling it New Downtown Mixed-Use. He questioned which term would stay in the 

document.  
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 Mrs. Clary stated that they could have the consultants update the legend to reflect the area 

as New Downtown Mixed-Use.  

 Dr. Pope read from paragraph 2 on page 126 of the proposed Comprehensive Plan 

“Development should take its cues from the historic downtown in architectural character and 

materials, and address the improved streetscape of wide sidewalks, lighting, and bicycle 

infrastructure, ensuring that the ‘public facing’ details are high quality. Infill redevelopment should 

feature minimal to no setbacks. Buildings should be designed with limited parking and access 

provided to the rear.” He added that he does not agree with having minimal to no setbacks. Dr. 

Pope stated that it seemed like they were trying to redesign the ordinances, and this does not work 

with what is currently being used.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that if they approve the Comprehensive Plan, it will be exactly how 

the Plan has been laid out.  

 Dr. Pope stated that at this point he would vote against approval unless he received more 

time to review it.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass made the motion that the Commission table the item. 

 Chairman Bryan stated that he did not think that any action was necessary as it was just a 

discussion item.  

 Mrs. Clary asked if it was the will of the Planning Commission for this to return as a 

discussion item on next month’s meeting agenda as opposed to a public hearing.  

 Chairman Bryan inquired if it was in lieu of a public hearing next month, was the 

Commission supposed to vote on the final draft this evening.  

 Mrs. Clary stated that the Commission had the option if they felt ready to have it appear as 

a public hearing item before recommending it to Town Council for approval. 

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that they were not voting on it tonight, and that it couldn’t be 

voted on until after the public hearing.   

 Mr. Swecker inquired about how much time the Commission had for consideration before 

it needs to be given to Town Council.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that as he understood it there was plenty of time.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that they had as much time as needed to get it right.  

 Dr. Pope inquired if it would be returning as a public hearing for Town Council or for the 

Commission.  

 Mrs. Clary stated that it was her understanding that it would be returning as a public hearing 

to the Planning Commission for their vote on a recommendation to Town Council.  

 Chairman Bryan asked the Commission if they had any other questions, comments, or 

concerns. Hearing none, he stated that the Planning Commission was not ready to approve the 

Comprehensive Plan, and the discussion would continue at the next meeting.  

 

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

Mrs. Clary stated that the staff report was similar to the previous reports provided for the 

updated zoning designation. She stated that she wanted to clarify what was provided in the packet 

for review: the original PMUD with the Highway Retail Commercial (HRC) and light industrial 

districts included, followed by the redline version of the PMUD updated by Dr. Pope. She reported 
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that they were able to review the strike-throughs that included the verbiage of “maximum 

flexibility” and “high degree of flexibility” as discussed during the work session. She reported that 

the staff edits to the original could be found in purple and blue. She stated that this was open for 

discussion and that staff would be happy to finalize a draft for their review.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that she felt that the updates captured all that was discussed at 

the work session, but she was unsure if it was completed yet. 

Chairman Bryan stated that he did not feel it was completed, and he had some comments 

that were a continuation of one he had previously voiced. He continued that the idea of the revision 

to the PCOR was to give more flexibility to what could be placed in the zoning, and he felt some 

of the proposed changes were too restrictive. He stated that the Comprehensive Plan had been 

deemed too complex to be useful, and it was being simplified for easier use. He added that in the 

same way the PMUD was becoming too complex to be used. He read from Section D: Maximum 

Density “Residential Areas are regulated by the appropriate zoning district. Commercial Areas are 

regulated by the floor area ration in the appropriate zoning district.” Chairman Bryan stated that in 

Section E: Minimum District Size which had originally been proposed as 5 acres, the PCOR listed 

it as 10 acres, and in the proposed PMUD now it was listed as 20 acres. He questioned how this 

number was reached.  

Vice Chair Hillegass stated that this was a compromise based on the discussion at the work 

session.  

Chairman Bryan pointed out that the minimum lot area and maximum lot width had been 

scratched and questioned what they would be replaced with. 

Dr. Pope stated that they could not set a minimum lot size in a development because it 

depends on the structure you will put on that area. He gave the example of putting a house and a 

bank on the same property and their having two different setbacks. He added that they had already 

defined the setbacks in the appropriate housing, commercial, and industrial sectors. He questioned 

why they would allow different setbacks just because it was on a certain piece of property. He 

stated that he does not believe a one-size lot or setback fits all. He stated that commercial was 

regulated by floor area ratio and residential was regulated by how many units allowed per acre of 

land with everything else being irrelevant. Dr. Pope stated that he did not want to take away 

flexibility of a developer coming to the Commission to discuss any changes they wanted to request, 

but he wanted to give a strong starting point. He added the example of a developer putting single 

family homes in then they would need to follow the suburban residential cluster ordinance. He 

suggested that applications be reviewed by the Town’s zoning official and then match it to the 

zoning ordinance it falls under and supply them with the appropriate guidelines. He added that if 

the applicant then does not agree with the Town’s designation that will be something they need to 

figure out how to resolve.  

Chairman Bryan stated that his reasoning for bringing it up could be found in Section F: 

Land Use Regulations. He stated that they started off with designing the PMUD by revising the 

PCOR. He continued that the PCOR was 10 pages, and the changes proposed in Section F contain 

11 different ordinances, making a 10 page document into a potentially over 100-page document.  

Dr. Pope stated that he looks at it as a flow-sheet. He continued by explaining that if 

someone wants to build houses, it will show them which ordinance to go to. He added that they 
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would not be rewriting them into the PMUD. He confirmed that Mrs. Clary had written the PMUD 

and that she had selected the PCOR as a starting place as it closely matched a mixed-use 

development with their needing to include residential with the commercial aspects. He speculated 

that Mrs. Clary just used the language from PCOR but it was not really a mixed-use ordinance and 

was not able to address appropriate residential requirements. 

Chairman Bryan inquired if they developed the PMUD would they still retain the PCOR. 

Dr. Pope stated that to him this was correct. 

Mrs. Clary stated that town staff was proposing replacement of the PCOR, if that is the will 

of the Planning Commission.  

Dr. Pope stated as PMUD allowed for pretty much anything, and if adopted there was no 

need for any of the other ordinances, other than to define things such as setbacks for residential, 

etc. 

Chairman Bryan stated that it had been his understanding that they were actually replacing 

the PCOR.  

Dr. Pope stated he did not know why they would need to. He gave the hypothetical example 

of a large corporation like Norfolk Southern or Google wanting to build a campus, and using 

PCOR. 

Vice chair Hillegass agreed with Dr. Pope.  

Dr. Pope reported that there were a few issues he had run into while revising the ordinance 

that he wanted to share. He stated that open space requirements vary in the different zoning 

districts. He reported that cluster development is 20%, traditional development around 10%, 

commercial development is around 10%, with all being found under Section G: Open Space. Dr. 

Pope posed the question if 10% open space would be enough. He gave the example of when the 

Planning Commission had been discussing the Mallory Point project, it had 27% open space. He 

added to this that the Commission was aware of how people felt that it was much too dense, and 

they were well above what was required. He stated that he felt that 10% was not enough and it 

needed to be discussed. Dr. Pope spoke about concerns he had with signage requirements, adding 

that a single sign is not going to be appropriate with a mixed-use development. He questioned if 

the Commission was going to allow monument or individual signs. He wanted to make the other 

members aware that there would be multiple sign issues that were going to emerge in a mixed-use 

development. 

 Chairman Bryan stated that this had been one of his concerns as well. He stated that when 

he was looking at the document, he scratched out individual signs, as he thought their allowance 

would be too much. He stated that he was fine with monument or signs defining regions within the 

development. He clarified that individual signs for businesses on the building were ok, but not 

individual signs along roads, etc. 

 Chairman Bryan stated that PMUD was designed for urban density, and he thought there 

was a 10% open space requirement as this was a compact zoning. He added that if it was increased 

to 20-25% then much of the land use is lost by the open space requirement, therefore the developer 

cannot maximize the space.  

 Dr. Pope stated that he understood that, but he wanted to ensure that the Commission thought 

it was enough. He gave the example that if a developer is given 10% and the Commission wants 
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them to leave 15% open space, they will be unable to do anything about it. He added that if the 

Commission gives them 20% then they can lower it down to 15% if requested and appropriate. He 

stated that they need to factor in that the ordinance does not say that the land needs to be contiguous 

in the ordinance so it may end up looking denser than what they think.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that he thought there needed to be a clear definition of what the term 

“open space” was. He gave the example of someone adding a corner of a backyard to another small 

area and that meeting open space requirements. 

 Dr. Pope stated that there are some restrictions, but they do allow undevelopable areas to 

factor into their calculation. He asked again if that allows for only 10% or not. He acknowledged 

that he did not think this was an issue that would be resolved at this meeting.  

 Chairman Bryan agreed and added that they would need to narrow down where the 10% 

would come from.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass stated that this could be set as a minimum and an applicant could offer 

up more. 

 Dr. Pope wanted to add that he did not think that there should be any heavy industrial use 

allowed within the PMUD. He added that applicant should have to go through other zoning, and 

they certainly should not allow heavy industrial and residential within the same zoning area.  

 Vice Chair Hillegass agreed. 

 Chairman Bryan stated that there were several things that he had questioned last meeting 

that he felt did not belong and heavy industrial was one of them. He added that he felt light industrial 

should not be included either.  

 Dr. Pope stated he would look up light industrial because some of the buildings considered 

light industrial were confusing.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that he did not find any industrial appropriate for inclusion in the 

PMUD. 

 Dr. Pope stated that light industrial was considered research technology, development and 

training, corporate employment offices, light manufacturing and warehousing operating high 

environmental performance standards. He related that heavy industrial could include a cement 

mixing plant.  

 Chairman Bryan stated that he still did not see any industrial use. He asked the Commission 

members if they had any other comments. He stated that the Commission had a robust discussion, 

but he did not feel that they were quite ready yet to make any recommendation to the Town Council.  

 Dr. Pope stated that he thought the other Commission members needed to think about how 

they individually felt about the signage, 10% open space, and referring back to the old ordinances 

that he had brought up previously. He wanted to give the absent members and the Town Attorney 

time to review what was proposed as well. Dr. Pope made a motion to table the discussion until the 

next Planning Commission meeting allowing every member to read through and understand the 

proposals made. Mr. Swecker seconded the motion.  

 Chairman Bryan stated as it was a discussion they could just call for a continuation of it. He 

added that he also would like the Town Attorney present to weigh in on the legal aspects.  

 Dr. Pope questioned if because it had changed enough since the first public hearing, once it 

was a more finalized document would it go back for another public hearing. 
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