
 

  

AGENDA 
BOTETOURT COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

TUESDAY, MAY 24, 2016 
GREENFIELD EDUCATION AND TRAINING CENTER 

ROOMS 226, 227, AND 228 
DALEVILLE, VIRGINIA  24083 

BEGINNING AT 12:45 P. M. (Closed Session) 
2:00 P. M. (Public Session) 

 
 
I. Business Items: 
  Call to Order. 
  Public comment period. 
 
II. Consent Agenda: 
   1. Approval of minutes of the regular meeting/budget public hearing held on April 26, 2016. 
  Approval of minutes of the continued meeting held on May 6, 2016. 
  Approval of minutes of the continued meeting held on May 16, 2016. 
  

  2. Approval of Transfers and Additional Appropriations. (Zerrilla) 
 
   3. Approval of Accounts Payable and ratification of the Short Accounts Payable List. 

(Zerrilla) 
  
III. General Items: 

  4. Consideration of approval of the 2016 tax rate resolution and the FY 16-17 budget 
resolution. (Zerrilla) 

 
  5. Consideration of School Division Capital Reserve Fund request. (Zerrilla/Busher) 
 
  6. Consideration of request for Library Incentive Fund monies for a project at the Eagle 

Rock Library. (Vest/Hibben) 
 
  7. Consideration of amendments to the Salem trash transfer station contract. (Shearer) 

 
   8. Consideration of amendments to the County’s Personnel Policy Manual. (Moorman) 
 
   9. Other Items: 

 Committee reports. 
 
 
IV. Appointments: 
 10. A.  The terms of the Amsterdam and Valley District representatives on the Social 

Services Board expire on July 1, 2016.  These are four year terms. 
 
V. Items at Specific Times: 
 11. 12:45 P. M. Closed session to discuss personnel matters; the acquisition of real 

property for public uses or the disposition of publicly held real property 
where discussion in open session would adversely affect the bargain-
ing position or negotiating strategy of the public body; discussion con-
cerning a prospective business or industry or the expansion of an exist-
ing business or industry where no previous announcement has been 
made of the business or industry’s interest in locating or expanding its 
facilities in the County; and consultation with legal counsel regarding 
specific legal matters as per Section 2.2-3711(A) (1), (3), (5) and (7) of 
the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended. 

 
 12.   2:30 P. M. Highway Department: 
   A.  Monthly update report. (Hamm) 
 
   B.  Work session on the FY 17 – 22 Secondary System Six Year Plan. 

(Blevins) 



 

  

 
V. Items at Specific Times (cont.): 
 
 
 13.   3:00 P. M. Public hearing on proposed amendments to Chapter 23. Taxation of 

the Botetourt County Code regarding an increase in the Transient 
Occupancy Tax. (Farmer) 

 
 14.   3:15 P. M. A.  Public hearing on proposed amendments to Chapter 25. Zoning of 

the Botetourt County Code regarding short-term vacation rentals, time-
lines, processing of requests, enforcement, etc. (Pendleton) 

 
   B.  Consideration of an increase various zoning-related fees. (Pend-

leton) 
  
 15.   3:30 P. M. Public hearing on proposed amendments to Chapter 23. Taxation of 

the Botetourt County Code regarding real estate tax exemptions for 
elderly and disabled persons. (Zerrilla/Lockaby) 

 
 16.   3:45 P. M. Staff presentations on Community Development Office activities. 
 
    6:00 P. M. Public hearings: 
   17.  Fincastle Magisterial District, Richard V. and Barbara J. Woodard 

request a Special Exception Permit for a commercial kennel to breed a 
maximum of fifteen adult dogs, with possible conditions, at 172 Fire 
Tower Lane, Eagle Rock, on the portion of the property in the Forest 
Conservation (FC) Use District. The 100.29-acre parcel is zoned Forest 
Conservation (FC) Use District and Agricultural-Rural Residential (AR) 
Use District. The entrance is located approximately 0.5 miles west of its 
intersection with Mt. Moriah Road (State Route 681), identified on the 
Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 27, 
Parcel 39. (McGee) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended conditional approval of this 

request. 
 
   18.  Valley Magisterial District, Orchard Hills Church, Inc., requests a 

Special Exception Permit in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District for a day-
care center, with possible conditions, on a 9.95-acre parcel, at 6032 
Cloverdale Road, Roanoke, located approximately 0.07 miles northwest 
of its intersection with EastPark Drive (State Route 1499), identified on 
the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 
107, Parcel 244A. (Pearson) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended conditional approval of this 

request.  
 
   19.  Valley Magisterial District, Summers Properties, LLC, requests to 

amend Chapter 25 Zoning, Article II. District Regulations Generally, 
Division 6. Residential District R-3 of the Botetourt County Code as fol-
lows:  Sec. 25-163 – Uses permissible by special exception, from “(5) 
Dwelling, multi-family, up to ten (10.0) dwellings per net acre.” to “(5) 
Dwelling, multi-family, up to sixteen (16.0) dwellings per net acre;” and 
requests to rezone a 4.73-acre lot from an Agricultural (A-1) Use Dis-
trict and Business (B-2) Use District to a Residential (R-3) Use District, 
with possible proffered conditions, for the construction of dwellings, 
multi-family, containing up to 74 dwelling units, with a special excep-
tion permit, with possible conditions, for the use of dwelling, multi-
family, up to sixteen (16.0) dwellings per net acre, at 168 Bonny View 
Lane, approximately 0.16 miles north of its intersection with Read 
Mountain Road (Route 654), identified on the Real Property Identifica- 



 

  

V. Items at Specific Times (cont.): 
 
 

tion Maps of Botetourt County as Section 107, Parcel 200.  The devel-
opment is proposed to be accessed via Summerfield Court (State Route 
1117). (Pendleton) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended conditional approval of this 

request. 
 
    
 
 
 
 
Continue the meeting until 6:00 P. M. on Tuesday, June 21, 2016, in Room 229 of the Green-
field Education and Training Center for a joint meeting with the Botetourt County School 
Board. 
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The regular meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Tuesday, 

April 26, 2016, in Rooms 226-228 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center in Daleville, 

Virginia, beginning at 12:45 P. M. 

 PRESENT: Members: Mr. L. W. Leffel, Jr., Chairman 
   Mr. Todd L. Dodson, Vice-Chairman 
   Mr. John B. Williamson, III  
   Mr. Billy W. Martin, Sr. 
   Dr. Donald M. Scothorn (arrived at 1:00 P. M.) 
  
 ABSENT: Members: None 
 
 Others present at the meeting: 
   Mr. Gary Larrowe, County Administrator 
   Mr. David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator 
   Mr. Michael W. S. Lockaby, County Attorney 
 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 12:45 P. M. 

On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Martin, and carried by the following recorded 

vote, the Board went into Closed Session at 12:45 P. M. to discuss the acquisition/disposition of 

real property for public purposes; a prospective business or industry not previously announced; 

and consultation with legal counsel regarding specific legal matters as per Section 2.2-3711(A) 

(3), (5), and (7) of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended. (Resolution Number 16-04-02) 

AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  Dr. Scothorn   ABSTAINING:  None 

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 2:01 P. M. 

On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Martin, and carried by the following recorded 

vote, the Board returned to regular session from Closed Session and adopted the following res-

olution by roll-call vote. (Resolution Number 16-04-03) 

AYES:  Mr. Martin, Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Leffel, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Williamson 

NAYS:  None 

ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

BE IT RESOLVED, that to the best of the Board members’ knowledge only public 
business matters lawfully exempt from open meeting requirements and only such 
matters as were identified in the motion to go into Closed Session were heard, 
discussed or considered during the Closed Session. 

 
 
 The Chairman then asked for a moment of silence.  Mr. Martin then led the group in 

reciting the pledge of allegiance. 

  

 Mr. Larrowe then asked Mr. Jeff Scott, Building Official, and Mr. Brandon King, Combi-

nation Inspector, to come forward.  Mr. Larrowe noted that he asked that Mr. Scott be present at 

today’s meeting in order to be recognized for receiving his Certified Building Official designation 

last month from the International Code Council. 

 Mr. Scott stated that his first year of employment with Botetourt County has been a great 

experience and he appreciates the opportunity to serve the County. 

 Mr. Dodson congratulated Mr. Scott for receipt of this certification. 

 Mr. Larrowe then stated that Mr. Brandon King has received ICC certifications in the res-

idential building, residential plumbing, and residential mechanical designations in his first year 

as a County Combination Inspector.  He noted that this was a major accomplishment on Mr. 

King’s behalf. 
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 Mr. Dodson and the Board congratulated Mr. King for his work toward and receipt of 

these certifications. 

  

Mr. Jim Farmer then introduced Mr. Eric Daniels to the Board.  He noted that Mr. Daniels 

was previously a part-time Recreation Maintenance worker but earlier this month was made a 

full-time employee. 

 The Board welcomed Mr. Daniels to employment with the County. 

 Mr. Farmer then stated that he would also like to recognize the local American Legion 

organization for their generous $1,400 donation which will be used to help the County’s youth 

sports program.  He noted that Mr. Joel Eig, with the American Legion, was present at today’s 

meeting. 

 Mr. Eig stated that it is a pleasure to make this donation on behalf of the American 

Legion for the County’s youth recreation program. 

The Board thanked Mr. Eig and the American Legion for this donation. 

 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one present from the 

public who wished to make any comments at this time. 

 

 After discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and carried by 

the following recorded vote, the minutes of the Board’s joint meeting with the Economic Devel-

opment Authority held on March 15, 2016, were approved as submitted. (Resolution Number 

16-04-04) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 On motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Mr. Martin, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the minutes of the regular meeting held on March 22, 2016, were approved as sub-

mitted. (Resolution Number 16-04-05) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 On motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Leffel, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the minutes of the budget work session held on March 28, 2016, were approved as 

submitted. (Resolution Number 16-04-06) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 On motion by Dr. Scothorn, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the minutes of the joint meeting with the Planning Commission held on April 11, 

2016, were approved as submitted. (Resolution Number 16-04-07) 

 AYES:  Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Williamson 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

 Mr. Larrowe then stated that the County has received notification from the Government 

Finance Officers Association that they have awarded Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, a 
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certificate of achievement for his work on the County’s annual audit report for the 2014-15 fiscal 

year.  He noted that this is the highest form of recognition in the area of governmental account-

ing and is a well-earned award for Mr. Zerrilla. 

 Mr. Larrowe stated that, prior to becoming County Administrator in January, he was 

informed by the County’s auditor, Corbin Stone with Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates, that 

Botetourt County has one of the best finance directors in the State. 

 After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Zerrilla stated that this is the eleventh time that 

he has received this award.  Mr. Zerrilla stated that compilation of data for the audit report is due 

to a combination of items including the assistance of many County employees, department 

heads, the County school staff, the Treasurer, and the Commissioner of Revenue.  He noted 

that compiling the audit is a joint team effort each year. 

 Mr. Leffel thanked Mr. Zerrilla for his work and congratulated him on receipt of this 

award. 

 

 Consideration was then held on approval of transfers and additional appropriations.  Mr. 

Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated that there were three transfers and nine pass-through 

appropriations for the Board’s consideration this month. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that he would also like to request consideration of an additional trans-

fer in the amount of $250,000 from the General Fund Undesignated Fund Balance to the Eco-

nomic Development Authority in anticipation of receipt of bills associated with the grading work 

on the Eldor site in Greenfield.  He noted that the Board had approved an initial transfer of 

$750,000 to the Authority at their March regular meeting for Eldor’s project-related costs.  Mr. 

Zerrilla further noted that these site grading expenses will reimbursed by the State of Virginia. 

After discussion, Mr. Zerrilla then stated that the appropriations were for receipt of grant 

funds, expenditure reimbursements, and insurance recovery funds. 

There being no discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Leffel, and 

carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the following transfers and appropri-

ations: (Resolution Number 16-04-08) 

 AYES:  Mr. Leffel, Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Transfer $1,644.92 to Sheriff’s Department - Vehicle & Power Equipment Supplies, 100-
4031200-6009, from various departments as follows for vehicle repairs at the County 
Garage:  
 

$132.99  General Svces.  – Repair & Maint. – Vehicles, 100-4040000-3312 
$132.80  Develop. Svces. – Repair & Maint. – Vehicles, 100-4034000-3312 
$664.01  Animal Control - Veh. & Power Equip. Suppl., 100-4035100-6009 
$  48.02  Parks & Rec. – Veh. & Power Equip. Suppl., 100-4071000-6009 
$  43.03  Van Program – Repair & Maint. – Vehicles, 100-4071500-3312 
$386.92  Tourism – Veh. & Power Equip. Supplies, 100-4081600-6009 
$237.15  Fire & EMS – Repair & Maint. – Vehicles, 100-4035500-3312 

 
Transfer $70,000 of budgeted funds from Contingency, 100-4093000, to County Admin-
istrator, 100-4012110.  These funds will cover certain extended and separation costs 
relating to the transition between County Administrators. 
 
Transfer $250,000 from the General Fund Undesignated Fund Balance to the Economic 
Development Authority in anticipation of receipt of invoices associated with grading work 
on the Eldor site in Greenfield.  These expenses will be reimbursed by the State of 
Virginia. 
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Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,000 to Parks & Recreation – Coaches Certi-
fication, 100-4071000-3181. These are sponsorship funds received from Shenandoah 
Baptist Church which will be divided between the County’s seven athletic booster clubs. 
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $3,000 to Sports Complex – Purchase of Ser-
vices – Other Government Entities. 100-4071300-3800.  These are NCCAA softball 
tournament sponsorship funds received from the Roanoke Valley Convention and Visi-
tors Bureau.   
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $7,500 to Emergency Services – Capital Outlay 
- Other Capital, 100-4035500-8012. These are LEMP (Local Emergency Management 
Preparedness) grant funds received from the State which will be used to offset applica-
ble expenditures. 
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,341.06 to Correction & Detention – Medical 
& Lab Supplies, 100-4033100-6004. These are reimbursement funds received from 
Craig County for their inmate medical expenses. 
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,600.00 to Correction & Detention – Police 
Supplies, 100-4033100-6010. These are rebate funds received from Kenwood for police 
radio purchases.  
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $3,750.92 to Sheriff’s Department – Subsist-
ence & Lodging, 100-4031200-5530. These are reimbursement funds received from the 
State for extradition expenses. 
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,956.63 to the following Sheriff’s Department 
accounts:  $1,817.58 to Overtime, 100-4031200-1200; and $139.05 to FICA, 100-
4031200-2100. These are recovered costs for providing police services for Valley Group 
(transformer escort).   
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $4,609.50 to Sheriff’s Department – RAID 
Patrol, 100-4031200-5830. This is a quarterly reimbursement of RAID program 
expenses for the Botetourt County Sheriff’s Office Alternative Program.  
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,000 to Maintenance – Repair & Mainte-
nance – Buildings, 100-4043000-3313. These are insurance funds received for damage 
to a rock wall at the Circuit Courthouse. 
 
 
Consideration was then held on approval of accounts payable and ratification of the 

Short Accounts Payable List.  Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated that this month’s 

accounts payable totaled $811,451.36 in General Fund expenditures.  He noted that the Short 

Accounts Payable totaled $301,813.81; $298,758.81 in General Fund invoices; and $3,055 in 

Debt Service Fund expenditures. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that this month’s large expenditures included $133,674 to the 

Botetourt County Health Department for two quarterly budget payments; $28,502 to Colonial 

Ford Truck Sales for a new pickup truck for the Parks and Recreation Department; and $27,563 

to Harris Computer Systems for the first of three payments for new financial software. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Zerrilla stated that all of these expenses are 

within the budgeted allocations for these departments. 

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn regarding a $15,000 payment from the Volunteer Fire 

Department account to the County Fire and EMS Department, Mr. Zerrilla stated that this 

invoice was for costs incurred by career unit vehicles. 

There being no further discussion, on motion by Dr. Scothorn, seconded by Mr. Leffel, 

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the accounts payable and rati-

fied the Short Accounts Payable List as submitted. (Resolution Number 16-04-09) 



5 
 

  

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

Consideration was then held on adoption of a resolution designating the Roanoke Valley 

region as “Virginia’s Blue Ridge.”  Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism, 

stated that Mr. Landon Howard, Executive Director of the Roanoke Valley Convention and Visi-

tors Bureau, Mr. Lee Wilhelm, Chairman of the CVB Board, and other Bureau representatives 

were present at this meeting. 

Mr. Farmer stated that the County will be a full member of the CVB as of July 1, 2016.  

He noted that the Bureau is working with the regional governments and private businesses by 

creating a regional brand name designation, “Virginia’s Blue Ridge.” 

Mr. Howard then gave a brief presentation.  He stated that the CVB had a successful 

annual meeting last week.  He noted that the organization has grown considerably in the last 

four years and they currently have almost 1,100 business members.  Mr. Howard stated that 

their advertising program has been a huge success and has increased 585% over the past five 

years. 

Regarding public relations, Mr. Howard stated that the CVB works with Botetourt 

County’s staff when hosting visits by journalists to this area.  He noted that these public rela-

tions activities have resulted in an estimated $6 million in revenues for the region’s economy.  

He noted that the trend over the past five years has shown an increase in the number of visitors 

to the area.  Mr. Howard stated that their research estimates that there has been an additional 

$134 million in annual spending by these visitors in the area’s economy which equates to 

$2,558 per resident. 

Mr. Howard stated that their information indicates that tourism has created 520 jobs in 

the area in the past five years and 7,600 people are employed in the travel and tourism industry 

in this region.  He noted that 1.2 million hotel/motel rooms have been sold in the past five years 

which generated an increase of $8.5 million in lodging revenue.  Mr. Howard further stated that, 

in 2016, Botetourt County’s hotel/motel room demand increased 19% and hotel/motel revenues 

have increased by 16%. 

Mr. Howard stated that “tourism is economic development’s first date” as visitors to the 

region may return to open new businesses.  He noted that Botetourt County has had great suc-

cess in its economic development efforts in the last few months and the area’s metropolitan/ 

mountain mix is a great attractor of visitors and business representatives.  Mr. Howard stated 

that the CVB believes that tourism visits will increase in the future. 

After discussion, Mr. Howard requested that the Board adopt the proposed resolution 

designating the Roanoke Valley as “Virginia’s Blue Ridge” to improve the area’s recognition and 

marketing efforts.  Mr. Howard further stated that he and his staff appreciate the opportunity to 

work with Botetourt County as it has a “fabulous product.” 

Mr. Williamson stated that the County requested and received approval from the General 

Assembly earlier this year to increase its transient occupancy tax from 5% to 7% and asked if 

the CVB is willing to endorse this tax increase. 

Mr. Howard stated that, on behalf of the CVB’s members, he endorses the proposed 

transient occupancy tax increase from 5% to 7%. 

Mr. Howard further noted that their figures indicate that, since 2010, there have been 

only two months of negative tourism growth in the area and this was due to the federal govern-
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ment shutdown in 2013 which closed the Blue Ridge Parkway and other federal monuments/ 

parks in this area. 

There being no discussion, on motion by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and car-

ried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the following resolution supporting the 

designation of the Roanoke Valley region as Virginia’s Blue Ridge and directed the use of the 

Virginia’s Blue Ridge brand by the County on promotional and marketing materials in support of 

expanded destination travel and tourism in this region. 

 AYES:  Mr. Martin, Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-04-10 
 

WHEREAS, travel in Virginia’s Blue Ridge generates nearly $784 million in travel 
expenditures annually by visitors and supports over 7,600 jobs; and provides more than 
$55 million in direct state and local tax revenue; and, 
 
WHEREAS, leisure travel, which accounts for more than three-quarters of all trips taken 
in the United States, supports our region’s arts, entertainment, and recreation sectors of 
tourism and spurs local job creation; and, 
 
WHEREAS, traveler spending in our region enhances the lives of local residents through 
sales taxes paid by out-of-town guests, thereby decreasing residents’ taxes to cover 
services enjoyed by all; and, 
 
WHEREAS, travel and tourism are vital components of Virginia’s diverse economy, a 
cornerstone of our vibrant quality of life, and a catalyst for entrepreneurship, cultural 
enrichment, historic preservation, community revitalization and economic growth; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the goal of the Roanoke Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau is to promote 
the travel and tourism industry in our region, direct the development of local tourism 
marketing programs, and increase the prosperity and welfare of the people of Botetourt 
County and our region; and, 
 
WHEREAS, in an effort to market Virginia’s Blue Ridge as a premier travel destination, 
the Roanoke Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau works in partnership with localities, 
businesses and non-profit institutions to extend the appeal, reach and impact of the 
“Virginia’s Blue Ridge” brand; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Virginia’s Blue Ridge brand promotes a positive and attractive image, 
regionally, nationally and globally; and, 
 
WHEREAS, Botetourt County desires to work with other regional governments and 
private businesses to unite under one regional brand, Virginia’s Blue Ridge; and 
  
WHEREAS, Botetourt County, in cooperation with other localities within our region, 
desires to cooperate, collaborate, develop and maintain a consistent message that 
supports the Virginia’s Blue Ridge brand. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Supervisors of Botetourt 
County, Virginia as follows: 
 
1. Botetourt County joins its regional partners in designating our region as Virginia’s 

Blue Ridge. 
2. The Board directs that Botetourt marketing and promotional materials support the 

Virginia’s Blue Ridge brand, to promote, encourage and sustain the growth of desti-
nation travel and tourism within the greater Roanoke Valley Region. 

3. The Board directs the Clerk to provide an attested copy of this Resolution to the 
Roanoke Valley Convention & Visitors Bureau, the City of Roanoke Council, the 
Roanoke County Board of Supervisors, the Vinton Town Council, and the Salem 
City Council. 
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Mr. Wilhelm thanked the Board for the support that they have given to the CVB and 

expressed his appreciation for the Board’s approval of this resolution.  He noted that the County 

has been a great supporter of the Bureau and he believes that there are more good things to 

come. 

Mr. Wilhelm further noted that the Board made a great decision in hiring Mr. Larrowe as 

County Administrator as he has been a very enthusiastic supporter of their organization and its 

activities over the past few months. 

There being no further discussion, they then left the meeting at this time. 

 

Consideration was then held on a resolution declaring the week of May 15 – 21, 2016, 

as Emergency Medical Services Week.  Mr. Jason Ferguson, Deputy Chief, stated that the third 

week of May is considered National EMS Week and a resolution recognizing this week in 

Botetourt County has been provided for the Board’s consideration.  He noted that this year’s 

theme is “EMS Strong:  Called to Care.”  

Mr. Ferguson stated that several representatives of the County’s volunteer and career 

EMS staff are present at today’s meeting.  He noted that these personnel provide 24/7 service 

to the County’s citizens. 

Mr. Leffel thanked each of the County’s EMS members for their service and dedication.  

Mr. Leffel stated that he knows that the service that these personnel provide is not easy. 

Mr. Martin stated that the EMS personnel provide a great service for the County and the 

Board appreciates each of them for their dedication. 

There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Williamson, 

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board adopted the following resolution declaring 

the week of May 15 – 21, 2016, as Emergency Medical Services Week. 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-04-11 

WHEREAS, emergency medical services are a vital public service; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the members of emergency medical services teams are ready to provide 
lifesaving care to those in need twenty-four (24) hours a day, seven (7) days a week; 
and, 
 
WHEREAS, access to quality, emergency care dramatically improves the survival and 
recovery rate of those who experience sudden illness or injury; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the emergency medical services system consists of emergency physicians, 
nurses, medical technicians, paramedics, firefighters, educators, administrators, 911 
telecommunications officers, and others; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the members of emergency medical service teams, both career or volun-
teer, engage in thousands of hours of specialized training and continuing education to 
enhance their lifesaving skills; and, 
 
WHEREAS, it is appropriate to recognize the value and the accomplishments of emer-
gency medical service providers by designating Emergency Medical Services Week, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, we, the Board of Supervisors of Botetourt County, Virginia, do 
hereby proclaim the week of May 15 through 21, 2016, as EMERGENCY MEDICAL 
SERVICES WEEK in the County of Botetourt; and, 
 
FURTHER, with the theme “EMS Strong:  Called to Care,” we encourage the community 
to observe this week with appropriate programs, ceremonies, and activities. 



8 
 

  

 
 
Consideration was then held on a request from Relay for Life for a variance to the Noise 

Ordinance regarding an event scheduled at Daleville Town Center.  Mr. David Moorman, Dep-

uty County Administrator, stated that the local Relay for Life group is holding a fundraising event 

for the American Cancer Society from 11AM to 11PM on Saturday, May 7 at Daleville Town 

Center. 

Mr. Moorman noted that this event will include music to keep the participants motivated 

and engaged; however, the County’s noise ordinance prohibits the production of music from any 

device after 10:00 PM “in such a manner as to be plainly audible across property boundaries … 

or plainly audible at fifty (50) feet from such device.”  He noted that Daleville Town Center is 

requesting a variance to Section 15-59 of the Noise Ordinance in order to allow music to con-

tinue between 10 and 11 PM during this event. 

Mr. Moorman stated that the ordinance allows the Board to grant a variance if it finds 

that the noise does not endanger the public health, safety or welfare, or compliance with the 

ordinance’s provisions would produce “serious hardship without producing equal or greater 

benefit to the public.” 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Moorman stated that Daleville Town Center staff 

do have equipment to monitor the noise levels generated by this event. 

Ms. Molly Henry, Director of Sales, Events and Marketing with Fralin and Waldron, 

stated that they do have the equipment available to monitor the music’s decibel levels during 

this event. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Ms. Henry stated that they will keep the event’s noise 

at the levels the County allows in its ordinance.  After further questioning, Ms. Henry stated that 

she does not know of any complaints received from adjacent property owners about the noise 

level of events held in 2016.  Ms. Henry noted that Sheriff Sprinkle is in attendance at the meet-

ing and he may have this information. 

 After questioning, Sheriff Sprinkle stated that he does not know of any noise complaints 

received by his office since Daleville Town Center made some adjustments to their site setup in 

2015. 

Mr. Williamson suggested that Daleville Town Center provide notices to the adjacent 

property owners along Glebe Road of this 11AM to 11PM event to try to reduce the number of 

complaints received by the Sheriff’s Department. 

Mr. Dodson stated that he believes that Mr. Williamson’s suggestion would be a good 

outreach effort for the community by Daleville Town Center. 

There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, 

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the request from Relay for Life 

of Botetourt County for a variance to the County’s Noise Ordinance for their event scheduled at 

Daleville Town Center on Saturday, May 7, 2016, from 11AM to 11PM as the noise does not 

endanger the public health, safety or welfare, and compliance with the ordinance’s provisions 

would produce “serious hardship without producing equal or greater benefit to the public.” (Res-

olution Number 16-04-12) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 
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Mr. Dan Collins, Residency Administrator, Mr. Craig Moore, Assistant District Location 

and Design Engineer, and Mr. Kevin Hamm, Maintenance Operations Manager, with the Vir-

ginia Department of Transportation, were then present to speak to the Board. 

Mr. Collins stated that he and Mr. Moore were present to provide an update on the 

Route 220 safety improvement project.  Mr. Collins then presented the Board members with a 

handout on the project’s details. 

Mr. Moore stated that VDoT is holding a public hearing and presentation on the pro-

posed safety improvements along the Route 220 corridor between Eagle Rock and Iron Gate on 

Thursday, April 28 from 5 to 7PM at Eagle Rock Elementary School.  Mr. Moore noted that they 

plan to advertise this as a design/build project in order to expedite the project’s construction to 

begin in late 2017 versus the previous date of 2019.  Mr. Moore stated that they hope to have a 

contractor hired in early 2017 for phases 1 and 2 of this project.  He noted that Thursday’s hear-

ing will be on the improvements proposed for phases 1 and 2. 

After discussion, Mr. Moore then noted that VDoT will request a resolution in support of 

this project from the Board of Supervisors in the future. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Moore stated that the total current allocation for 

this project is $79 million; $66 million for phase 1 and $30 million for phase 2.  After further 

questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Moore stated that phase 2 of this project was not included in 

VDoT’s draft budget for House Bill 2 (HB2) projects as it did not score well during the review 

phase.  Mr. Moore stated that VDoT will work with the County to submit another funding applica-

tion for this project in the next round of HB2 submissions. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Moore stated that the contractor may be able to 

partially begin work on phase 2 if there are project savings remaining from phase 1. 

Mr. Leffel thanked Mr. Moore for this update.  He noted that having the project begin two 

years earlier than previously discussed is appreciated. 

Mr. Collins then noted that VDoT’s reference guide for boards of supervisors has been 

updated and he provided the Board with a means to access this new manual on VDoT’s web-

site. 

The Board thanked Mr. Collins and Mr. Moore for their updates. 

Mr. Hamm then reviewed VDoT’s monthly report.  He noted that VDoT’s staff are very 

busy now that the spring construction season has begun.  He further noted that there will be 

lane closures and traffic delays due to travel lane restriping on the Exit 150 project in the next 

week or so.  Mr. Hamm stated that rehabilitation work on the I-81 bridge across the James River 

near Buchanan will begin in May with work beneath the bridge scheduled during daylight hours 

and work on the I-81 portion will be performed at night. 

Mr. Hamm stated that the Catawba/Etzler Road intersection/bridge project is now esti-

mated to be completed during the winter of 2016. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Hamm stated that he would forward additional 

information to Mr. Dodson on the cause of this delay. 

Mr. Hamm stated that the box culvert replacement on Indian Rock Road should be com-

pleted in May and work on the Roaring Run Road culvert will begin this week and be completed 

in June.  He noted that the bridge replacement on Route 615 should begin later this week and 

completed on Monday, May 2.  He noted that traffic will be reduced to one lane during the repair 

work and reopen to traffic early on May 2.  Mr. Hamm further stated that bridge work on Route 

779 should begin in mid-June.  
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After discussion, Mr. Hamm stated that VDoT reviewed one project and issued 9 private 

entrance, utility, and construction entrance permits in the past month.  He further stated that 

mowing operations on the primary roads should begin on May 9 and, once completed, mowing 

will begin on the secondary roads.  Mr. Hamm stated that a pipe replacement project on Arch-

way Road is scheduled to begin this week and then the crew will move to Gala to replace pipes 

in that area. 

Mr. Hamm then stated that a section of Long Run Road (Route 772) southwest of 

Buchanan has collapsed and the roadway will be closed for approximately a week for pipe 

replacement.  He noted that the roadway collapse resulted in a hole approximately 6’ – 7’ deep. 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, Mr. Hamm stated that he would provide Mr. Leffel with 

the location of this repair site. 

Mr. Hamm stated that the through truck restrictions are in effect on Mountain Pass Road, 

Humbert Road, and Laymantown Road and all appropriate signage has been installed.  He 

noted that VDoT has received a few telephone calls that trucks are still using these roadways 

but the number is less than in the past and it will now be an enforcement issue for the Sheriff’s 

Department and State Police. 

Mr. Martin thanked Mr. Hamm for having these signs installed and noted that he recently 

received a call regarding a truck becoming stuck on Mountain Pass Road and delaying traffic for 

about 1½ hours.  After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Hamm stated that the truck restrictions 

effect vehicles that are 7,500 pounds or more and require a Commercial Driver’s License to 

operate.  Mr. Hamm stated that Valley Road and Webster Heights Road are restricted to tractor 

trailers only while Mountain Pass, Laymantown, and Humbert have full truck restrictions in pace.  

Mr. Hamm further stated that, if trucks have a delivery to make along these roads, then they are 

allowed to use the roadway. 

After further questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Hamm stated that Mountain Pass Road is on 

VDoT’s paving schedule this year. 

There being no further discussion, the Board thanked Mr. Hamm for his report. 

 

Consideration was then held on a request to advertise for a public hearing on proposed 

amendments to the Transient Occupancy Tax Ordinance.  Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks, 

Recreation and Tourism, stated that this year the Virginia General Assembly approved a 

request from the County to increase the Transient Occupancy Tax rate from 5% to 7%.  He 

noted that the Governor signed this law into effect as of July 1, 2016. 

Mr. Farmer stated that staff is requesting that the Board authorize the advertisement of a 

public hearing at the May regular meeting on amendments to the Taxation Ordinance to 

increase this rate from 5% to 7%.  He noted that these revenues over 5% are to be designated 

and expended solely for advertising the Roanoke Metropolitan Area as a tourist destination by 

members of the Roanoke Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau. 

On motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and carried by the following 

recorded vote, the Board authorized the advertisement of a public hearing at the May 24 regular 

meeting to consider amendments to Chapter 23. Taxation, Article X. Transient Occupancy Tax 

of the Botetourt County Code to increase the tax rate from five (5) to seven (7) percent. (Resolu-

tion Number 16-04-13) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 
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 Consideration was then held on guidelines for the Library Incentive Fund.  Mr. Steve 

Vest, Library Director, stated that the County created this incentive fund, which is similar to the 

Parks and Recreation Incentive fund, last year with an initial allocation amount of $5,000.  He 

noted that the program provides citizens and organizations the opportunity to fund 50% of 

improvement projects for the library system with the opportunity to request up to 50% in match-

ing funds from the County. 

 Mr. Vest stated that guidelines to define the purpose and uses of the fund, methods of 

application, etc., have been developed and included in the Board’s information packets for their 

review. 

 After questioning by Dr. Scothorn regarding subsection “E” (“The County must inspect, 

approve and accept all work related to a project before reimbursement.”) under Project Admin-

istration in these guidelines, Mr. Vest stated that he would inspect the work prior to approving 

reimbursement funds. 

 After questioning by Mr. Dodson regarding subsection “D” (“Any project must be com-

pleted within a year of the date of approval.”) under this same section, Mr. Vest stated that he 

would be surprised if any proposed project would take longer than one year to complete. 

 After further discussion regarding project delays, Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, 

stated that, if a project was delayed until the following fiscal year, the County could, if neces-

sary, rollover funds into the new fiscal year to allow the project to be completed. 

 After discussion, the Board agreed to amend subsection “D” under Project Administra-

tion to read as follows, “Any project must be completed within a year of the date of approval, 

unless authorized by the Board of Supervisors or Library Board of Trustees.” 

 There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Dod-

son, and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board adopted the guidelines for the Library 

Incentive Fund with the following amendment and authorized the Evaluation Committee and 

Library Director to now accept project requests. (Resolution Number 16-04-14) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Subsection “D” under Project Administration to now read as follows, “Any project must 
be completed within a year of the date of approval, unless authorized by the Board of 
Supervisors or Library Board of Trustees.” 

 
 

Consideration was then held on a policy regarding procedures to allow the County 

Administrator to sign Treasurer’s financial warrants/checks.  Mr. Michael Lockaby, County 

Attorney, stated that, upon being elected County Treasurer four years ago, Mr. Bill Arney 

reviewed the various policies and practices of the office as set out in the Code of Virginia to 

determine if any updates were needed.  He noted that these procedures pertain to the entry of 

lawful contracts, the issuance of lawful warrants, and the conversion of the warrants into nego-

tiable instruments by the Treasurer. 

Mr. Lockaby stated that the Code of Virginia allows the Board to delegate these powers 

to the County Administrator by resolution; however, staff has been unable to locate this adopted 

resolution.  He noted that failure to follow the statutory procedures can result in liability for the 

Administrator, Treasurer, and Board, so the Treasurer and County staff developed a policy to 

set the current procedures in writing. 
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Mr. Lockaby noted that the changes in this policy from the current practices are minor 

and should result in minimal differences in how the County’s financial warrants are handled or 

how the Board operates on a monthly basis.  He further noted that the Finance Director has 

reviewed and concurred with this proposed policy and it has been discussed with Corbin Stone 

with the County’s auditing firm, Robinson, Farmer, Cox Associates. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Arney stated that he agrees with the proposed 

policy language. 

There being no further discussion, on motion by Dr. Scothorn, seconded by Mr. Dodson, 

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the “Finance Policies and Pro-

cedures” guidelines as presented. (Resolution Number 16-04-15) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

Mr. Larrowe then requested the Board’s consideration of a resolution requesting restora-

tion of VDoT funding to a House Bill 2 (HB2) project application for the I-81/Arcadia safety 

improvement project.  He noted that, after receiving and scoring the first round of HB2 transpor-

tation funding applications last fall and earlier this year, the Commonwealth Transportation 

Board (CTB) included funding for I-81 safety improvements at the “S” curves located at mile 

markers 166.5 through 168.5 in the Arcadia area. 

Mr. Larrowe stated that, after public hearings, the CTB recommended changes to the 

funding scenario earlier this month which removed funding for this project in favor of lower scor-

ing projects.  He stated that staff has drafted a resolution requesting reconsideration of funding 

for this project.  Mr. Larrowe stated that a letter and a copy of this resolution will be sent to the 

CTB, the Governor, the Secretary of Transportation, VDoT, and the County’s General Assembly 

representatives. 

On motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following 

recorded vote, the Board adopted the following resolution requesting that funding for I-81 safety 

improvements in the Arcadia area be restored in the Primary System Six Year Plan. 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-04-16 

WHEREAS, the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors is committed to advocating for 
and ensuring the long-term provision of superior transportation infrastructure both in the 
County and the region; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board adopted HB2 application 
and scoring guidelines in June 2015 allowing localities to apply for funding through the 
HB2 process; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors directed County staff to submit an application for 
the following project:  I-81 Safety Improvements from MM 166.5-168.5; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the project meets a number of needs in VTrans 2040, including being on a 
corridor of statewide significance, maintaining corridor reliability, providing inter-regional 
network connectivity, and requiring safety improvements; and, 
 
WHEREAS, specifically, this project will significantly help mitigate a major traffic risk 
area that is known to cause accidents resulting in catastrophic failures of both I-81, the 
major economic connector between the Roanoke and Shenandoah Valleys, and U.S. 
Route 11, a two-lane road that serves as Main Street for the Town of Buchanan; and, 
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WHEREAS, the project received a project benefit score of 1.6, and the Secretary of 
Transportation’s staff recommended funding for the project under a draft scenario 
released in January 2016; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board met in April 2016 to 
revise the funding scenario, removing the recommended funding from the Botetourt 
County project in favor of funding other projects that received lower project benefit 
scores; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the significant need for the project still exists and the benefits to the County, 
Town, and region would be maintained by the successful funding and completion of this 
project; and, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Botetourt County Board of Super-
visors requests that the Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board recommend 
restoring funding to the I-81 Safety Improvements from MM 166.5-168.5 project in the 
Six-Year Plan; and, 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that a copy of this resolution be submitted to Secretary of 
Transportation Aubrey L. Layne, Jr., Virginia Department of Transportation Commis-
sioner Charles A. Kilpatrick, and Virginia Commonwealth Transportation Board Members 
William H. Fralin, Jr., and Court G. Rosen for their due consideration. 
 
 
Ms. Cristina Finch, Manager of Transit Planning and Programming for the Roanoke 

Valley/Alleghany Regional Commission, was then present to give a presentation on the Re-

gional Transit Vision Plan.  Ms. Finch stated that transit is a component of a multimodal trans-

portation system. 

She noted that work on a Regional Transit Plan to offer future additional transportation 

options in the County and the region began last year.  She further noted that a livable Roanoke 

Valley includes economic and workforce development, health, and environmental sustainability.  

She noted that the health aspect includes opportunities for residents to walk and bike and have 

transportation options available to access medical facilities and appointments. 

Ms. Finch stated that their work last year began with research into what options are cur-

rently available in the Roanoke Valley, hiring a consultant, and establishing a steering commit-

tee which consists of members from the area’s local governments, chambers of commerce, 

Blue Ridge Independent Living Center, Ride Solutions, Health Department, Valley Metro, etc.  

She noted that several public workshops were held last fall and early this year and a draft plan 

has been developed.  Ms. Finch stated that over 4,000 pieces of information were received and 

considered. 

Ms. Finch stated that she has made presentations on the plan’s proposals to the area’s 

local governments and is present today to obtain Botetourt County’s input before the Transpor-

tation Planning Organization considers the document for approval. 

After discussion, Ms. Finch stated that the transit service analysis included a determina-

tion on locational gaps in service as well as gaps in service connections, e.g., where are people 

coming from and going to.  She noted that the committee also considered the area’s geography, 

rivers, and railroads, which are barriers to transit.  Ms. Finch then reviewed a map showing the 

existing transit system’s connections which show areas that are conducive to multi-model trans-

portation and would require only a 10 minute walk to reach a bus stop or have high-density resi-

dential/commercial areas, e.g., Roanoke Memorial Hospital, Tanglewood Mall, Salem, Vinton, 

etc. 

Ms. Finch stated that the report’s short-term recommendations include an increase in 

service to Vinton and along the I-581 corridor, extensions of transit service to the Cave Spring 
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area and western Salem, and new routes along Electric Road and Williamson Road toward 

Hollins, and along U. S. Route 460 and Alternate 220 to EastPark Commerce Center.  She 

noted that Blue Ridge area residents could park at the Bonsack Wal-Mart and take a shuttle bus 

to downtown for appointments and shopping. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Ms. Finch stated that “short-term’ is defined in this 

report as within the next six years.” 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Ms. Finch stated that there is a potential for a park-

and-ride to be located along the Route 460/Alternate 220 corridor.  She noted that there are 

many informal park-and-ride sites in this region. 

She stated that the medium-term transit recommendations include service to Botetourt 

Center at Greenfield, express commuter service from downtown Roanoke to the Hollins/Planta- 

tion Road area, and Greenfield/Daleville. 

After discussion, Mr. Williamson suggested that language be included in the proposal for 

development of a future park-and-ride to be located along Route 220 north of Exit 150. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Ms. Finch stated that “medium-term” is defined as 6 -

12 years. 

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Ms. Finch stated that the commuter service is pro-

posed to operate in Botetourt County during the morning and afternoon peak travel periods; 

however, this would depend on the shifts and business needs in the region and other transit 

services in downtown Roanoke. 

Ms. Finch then reviewed the long-term recommendations which are defined as 12 – 25 

years in the future.  She noted that this includes increases in the frequency of all daytime ser-

vice to Botetourt County and Greenfield and add local service along U. S. Route 11 toward 

Troutville.  Ms. Finch noted that she also reviewed this proposed transit plan with the County’s 

Planning Commission earlier this month and they recommended the inclusion of a connection 

from Bonsack to Daleville/Greenfield. 

Ms. Finch then reviewed the study’s broad recommendations which included maintaining 

a centralized hub in downtown Roanoke, developing peripheral connections to areas such as 

Carilion and Lewis-Gale hospitals, the area’s three shopping malls, the VA Medical Center, 

Cave Spring, Hollins, Vinton, and downtown Salem, and coordinate transit service with Amtrak 

schedules.  

Dr. Scothorn stated that expanding the valley’s transit system will cost a lot of money.  

He questioned if Carilion provides any sponsorship for transit services. 

Ms. Finch stated that Carilion is currently partnering with the transit system through the 

trolley service from downtown Roanoke to the hospital.  She noted that partnership opportuni-

ties do exist with the area’s businesses.  She also noted that people want to connect with the 

new Amtrak schedule when service is restored to Roanoke next year. 

Ms. Finch further stated that the plan’s broad recommendations also include establishing 

more partnerships for services and bus stop amenities, incorporate real time passenger infor-

mation, regionalize services for the area’s disabled citizens, construct pedestrian and bicycle 

accommodations near future transit points, and consider transit in all new developments.  She 

noted that House Bill 2 (HB2) funding is not the only funding option for pedestrian infrastructure. 

After discussion, Ms. Finch stated that the plan’s land use recommendations include 

promoting development that is primarily people-oriented, not car oriented which includes place-

ment of buildings near streets/transit corridors and locating parking lots to the side or rear of 

buildings, amend land use/zoning ordinances to increase development density near future 
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transit, and incorporate pedestrian/bicycle connections to future transit services.  She encour-

aged the County and its staff to consider density concentrations in future development discus-

sions. 

Ms. Finch stated that the next steps include the presentation of this report to the other 

Roanoke Valley jurisdictions, finalize the report’s recommendations, cost estimates, and imple-

mentation strategies for completion of the final report by June, consideration of the plan’s 

approval by the TPO Policy Board this summer, and request for local government endorsement 

of the final plan later this year. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Ms. Finch stated that this plan is being carried out 

under the Regional Commission’s work program. 

Mr. Dodson stated that this report supports what the Board is doing to revive develop-

ment at Exit 150 including discussion on the location of a park-and-ride facility in that area. 

There being no further discussion, Mr. Leffel thanked Ms. Finch for her presentation. 

 

Ms. Terri Brockly of Ray Street stated that this proposal is an opportunity to connect the 

southern portion of Botetourt County via public transit to Roanoke.  She stated that “we need 

them just as much as they need us.”  Ms. Brockly stated that the County has to be connected 

and noted that the proposed greenway/trail connections between the County and Roanoke are 

a wonderful idea. 

Ms. Brockly stated that “to grow you need transportation” and the County also needs to 

bring young people into this area.  She noted that this is an important time for the County and 

the Board should consider letting transit into the County to bring in people to work.  She encour-

aged the Board to have an open mind about transit. 

 

Discussion was then held on various appointments. 

After discussion, on motion by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Leffel, and carried by the fol-

lowing recorded vote, the Board appointed Mr. Gary Larrowe as a non-elected representative on 

the Roanoke Valley/Alleghany Regional Commission’s Board of Directors for a term to expire on 

June 30, 2017. (Resolution Number 16-04-17) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Mr. Williamson then stated that he has served one year as the County’s representative 

on the Western Virginia Water Authority’s Board of Directors and has submitted his resignation 

to the Chairman of the Authority’s Board.  Mr. Williamson suggested that Mr. Stephen P. Clinton 

be appointed to complete his term.  He noted that Mr. Clinton is willing to be appointed, is a 

former Supervisors member, and has significant business and engineering experience. 

On motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following 

recorded vote, the Board accepted Mr. John Williamson’s resignation as the County’s repre-

sentative on the Western Virginia Water Authority’s Board of Directors effective April 30, 2016, 

and appointed Mr. Stephen P. Clinton of 108 South Braemar Circle, Daleville, to complete this 

term which expires on June 30, 2017. (Resolution Number 16-04-18) 

 AYES:  Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Mr. Williamson, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 
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On motion by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Williamson, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the Board reappointed Ms. Erin Henderson as the County’s citizen representative 

on the Roanoke Valley/Alleghany Regional Commission’s Board of Directors for a three-year 

term to expire on June 30, 2019. (Resolution Number 16-04-19) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and carried by the following recorded 

vote, the Board ratified the appointment of Mr. Greg Hamilton as an at-large member on the 

Blue Ridge Behavioral Healthcare Board of Directors for a three year term to expire on Decem-

ber 31, 2018. (Resolution Number 16-04-20) 

AYES:  Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Mr. Williamson, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 After discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Martin, and carried by 

the following recorded vote, the Board reappointed Mr. Joe Obenshain as the Buchanan District 

representative on the Social Services Board for a four year term to expire on July 1, 2020. 

(Resolution Number 16-04-21) 

 AYES:  Mr. Martin, Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 Mr. Dodson and Dr. Scothorn requested that the appointments of the Amsterdam and 

Valley District representatives to the Social Services Board be tabled until the May regular 

meeting. 

 

Mrs. Beth Doughty was then in attendance to give a presentation on the Roanoke 

Regional Partnership’s annual report.  Mrs. Doughty thanked the Board for the opportunity to 

present this report and for their continued support of the Partnership’s efforts. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that one-half of their funding is provided from the eight local gov-

ernments that the organization services and one-half is from the business sector.  Mrs. Doughty 

stated that her presentation today focuses on the work that the Partnership has been doing in 

five different areas—market intelligence, visibility raising, business attraction, asset develop-

ment, and product development.  She noted that the Partnership’s purpose is to create prosper-

ity and workforce opportunities in the region. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that the Partnership filled 378 information requests last year com-

pared to 329 in 2014 and 285 in 2013.  She noted that these requests were from local govern-

ments, elected officials, private businesses asking for information on economic trends, and from 

non-profit agencies who needed information to complete grant applications.  She noted that the 

Partnership staff also conduct their own cost-of-living research and studies to make informed 

decisions on issues that affect the economy. 

She stated that the Partnership’s website was redesigned several years ago and their 

social engagement with the internet, Facebook, Twitter, and newsletter subscribers continues to 

grow.  Mrs. Doughty stated that their business attraction/expansion/retention activity has in-

creased based on the number of project files that her staff has created.  She noted that this has 

increased from 270 project files in 2012 to 514 in 2015 and 100 more files were opened in 2015 

than in 2014. 
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Mrs. Doughty stated that she and her staff generate leads, process them, and deliver 

leads to the localities so they “can close the deal.”  She stated that the Partnership is able to 

cultivate these leads in order to provide opportunities for Botetourt County and their other busi-

ness partners. 

She also noted that they use software to measure the economic impact of businesses in 

the region and noted that it is estimated that Eldor will have $247 million in yearly economic 

impact in the region.  Mrs. Doughty stated that data from each economic development 

announcement is used to calculate the recurring impact of the business on the local economy.  

She noted that the annual impact in 2015 was $2.4 billion compared to $1.5 billion in 2014. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that the County’s announcements in March of Eldor’s location in 

Greenfield and the Virginia Community College System’s shared services Center in Daleville will 

create 570 new jobs in the County.  She noted that the County cannot discount the spillover of 

these announcements in the local economy. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that it is estimated that there were 2,700 net, new jobs created in 

the Roanoke region in 2015.  She noted that the area’s unemployment rate decreased to 3.8% 

in 2015 and there are an estimated 11,000 to 13,000 unfilled jobs in this region.  Mrs. Doughty 

stated that the region needs to focus on workforce development issues. 

Regarding asset development, Mrs. Doughty stated that the economic impact of the Blue 

Ridge Marathon was estimated to be over $550,000 in 2015 and the attendees at the GO Out-

side Festival increased by 22% in 2015.  She noted that these are just two of the events that 

bring visitors to the valley and monetizes the region’s assets.  Mrs. Doughty stated that the 

Partnership is continuing with its outdoor branding and community narrative efforts. 

Regarding product development, Mrs. Doughty stated that the Greater Roanoke Valley 

Development Foundation’s shell building project in Greenfield is waiting on final construction 

costs to be received and the financial entity to complete its due diligence on the loan applica-

tion. 

She further stated that six area localities are members in the Western Virginia Regional 

Industrial Facility Authority.  She noted that the Authority has identified large tracts of land that 

could be jointly developed as “product” (sites) for new industries in the region and a study has 

been completed which prioritizes the properties for development potential. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that their next step is to acquire and develop a large site (50+ 

acres) as there are very few sites of this size or larger currently available for economic devel-

opment in the valley. 

Mrs. Doughty stated that she and her seven staff members continue to be busy and 

thanked the Board for their support and the opportunity to present this report.  She also noted 

that the County’s staff is great to work with. 

Mr. Leffel thanked Mrs. Doughty for all of her work in the County’s March economic 

development announcements. 

There being no further discussion, she then left the meeting at this time. 

 

There being no further discussion, the Chairman continued the meeting at 3:45 P. M. 

until 6:00 P. M. 

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 6:00 P. M. 
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Mr. Leffel stated that the County had received a letter from the President of Cash Build-

ing Supply Company withdrawing their rezoning and Special Exceptions Permit application from 

consideration. 

After discussion, on motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Martin, and carried by the fol-

lowing recorded vote, the Board then amended the meeting’s agenda to remove the public hear-

ing request in the Valley Magisterial District from Cash Building Supply, Inc., to rezone from a 

Business (B-3) Use District to a Business (B-2) Use District, with possible proffered conditions; 

a Special Exception Permit for a flea market; a Special Exception Permit for indoor commercial 

recreation uses; and a Special Exception Permit to reduce the minimum district size, with possi-

ble conditions, for antique retail shops, bingo, and on-site auctions on a 3.027-acre lot at 3396 

Lee Highway, Troutville, located approximately 0.6 miles north of the Exit 150 interchange, iden-

tified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101(5), Parcels 10 

and 11. (Resolution Number 16-04-22) 

AYES:  Mr. Martin, Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

On motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Leffel, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the Board approved the request from Cash Building Supply, Inc., to withdraw their 

request for a public hearing to rezone from a Business (B-3) Use District to a Business (B-2) 

Use District, with possible proffered conditions; a Special Exception Permit for a flea market; a 

Special Exception Permit for indoor commercial recreation uses; and a Special Exception Per-

mit to reduce the minimum district size, with possible conditions, for antique retail shops, bingo, 

and on-site auctions on a 3.027-acre lot at 3396 Lee Highway, Troutville, located approximately 

0.6 miles north of the Exit 150 interchange, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of 

Botetourt County as Section 101(5), Parcels 10 and 11. (Resolution Number 16-04-23) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

There being no further discussion, the Chairman then adjourned the meeting at 6:03 

P. M. until 7:00 P. M. 

The Chairman then called the meeting back to order at 7:00 P. M. at Lord Botetourt High 

School. 

Mr. Leffel stated that he appreciated everyone’s attendance for tonight’s public hearings 

on the proposed County and School budgets and tax rates.  He stated that Mr. Williamson, 

Chairman of the General Fund Budget Subcommittee, would give a brief overview on the pro-

posed FY 17 County budget and tax rates prior to the hearings being opened for public com-

ment. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the proposed budget was developed to help the County pre-

pare for the future in the aspects of public safety, education, infrastructure, community devel-

opment, economic development, technological efficiency, and fiscal sustainability.  He noted 

that for the last three years, the County adopted a deficit budget and had to use between $1 and 

$1.3 million in Undesignated Fund Balance monies to balance the budget. 

Mr. Williamson stated that approximately $500,000 of the proposed FY 17 budget 

increase is to fund an additional rescue squad unit at Troutville to meet the area’s emergency 
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call response needs.  He further stated that the County has deferred maintenance on buildings 

and infrastructure over the past few years and upgrades are needed to the County’s telephone 

and software systems. 

He stated that the projected FY 17 revenue sources are:  local--$48.9 million; State--

$10.8 million; and federal--$0.9 million.  He stated that the General Fund’s revenues ($60.6 

million) are proposed to increase 8.4% or $4.7 million and school revenues ($32.8 million) are 

proposed to increase 1.4% or $0.4 million for an increase of 3.6% or $3.2 million over the cur-

rent fiscal year.  He noted that the 2016 reassessment valuation increases were net neutral and 

new construction in the County was flat.  He further noted that the proposed budget has an 

advertised real estate tax rate of 81¢ (increase of 9¢) and a proposed rate of $2.76 (13¢ 

increase) for the personal property tax rate. 

Mr. Williamson stated that most of the proposed $4.9 million in revenue increases are in 

local revenues (11.2%) as there are proposed decreases in State (1.2%) and federal (9.7%) 

monies in FY 17.  He noted that the Supervisors members considered various scenarios of 

different rate increases to balance the proposed budget.  Mr. Williamson noted that a 1¢ 

increase in the real estate tax rate equates to $350,000 in new revenues.  He then reviewed the 

impact on taxes paid on a $150,000 home based on the proposed real estate tax increase. 

Regarding the proposed personal property tax increase, Mr. Williamson stated that the 

current rate of $2.63 per $100 assessment is proposed to increase to $2.76.  He noted that a 1¢ 

increase in the personal property tax rate generates approximately $20,000 in new revenue.  

Mr. Williamson then gave an example of taxes assessed on a $10,000 vehicle currently and as 

a result of this proposed tax increase. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the proposed General Fund expenditure increase would be 

5.6% ($1.7 million); the debt service is proposed to decrease 13.6% to $3.3 million; the school 

expenditures are proposed to increase 3.5% to $57.1 million, and the contingency would remain 

at $200,000 over the current fiscal year.  He noted that total expenditures are proposed to be 

$93.3 million or 3.6% ($3.2 million) over the current fiscal year. 

He stated that these proposed budget increases are to fund a new Sheriff’s road deputy 

position, a new 24/7 EMS crew at Troutville, continuation of Sheriff’s vehicle and ambulance 

replacement programs, 2% wage increase for staff, funding for Sheriff Department’s salary 

compression adjustments, capital improvements to County buildings and property and an 

attempt to repair school roofs as little to no facility maintenance has been funded in the past 5 – 

6 years.  He noted that the budget also proposes to fund the future including economic devel-

opment initiatives at Greenfield and Gateway Center, library strategic planning, and technolog-

ical upgrades. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the school system has requested between $1.8 and $1.9 mil-

lion in new monies and the FY 17 budget proposes $1.5 million--$1.3 million in teacher com-

pensation and $0.2 million for the purchase of new school buses.  He noted that the total 

County funds transfer to the Schools is proposed to be $24.3 million. 

In summary, Mr. Williamson stated that there is a proposed real estate and personal 

property tax increase, a 3.6% overall budget increase, increased investment in County infra-

structure and overall service delivery, a sustainable budget for major service areas and targeted 

increases in key areas, e.g., public safety, education, economic development, facilities/infra-

structure. 
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He then reviewed the next steps in the budget approval process including that the school 

budget has to be approved by May 15 and the County budget and tax rates approved by June 

30. 

Mr. Williamson stated that a flyer has recently been handed out at several locations to 

County taxpayers.  He noted that this flyer indicates that County teachers are paid $195,000 per 

year.  He noted that this information is not correct. 

Mr. Leffel then reviewed the rules for tonight’s public hearings.  He noted that the Board 

is present to hear the citizens’ comments regarding the proposed budget and tax rates.  He 

noted that this is not the time to receive or answer questions and, if the citizens have questions, 

they are asked to contact their Board of Supervisors representative or the County Administrator 

after this hearing.  Mr. Leffel stated that each person will be given five minutes to speak, the 

speakers should try to not repeat comments made by previous speakers, no personal attacks 

would be permitted, and speakers should focus on the issues. 

Mr. Leffel then called the public hearing to order on the proposed FY 17 County and 

School budgets, CIP, and tax rates. 

Mrs. Ruth Wallace of Glebe Road then stated that she is Chair of the Botetourt County 

School Board.  Mrs. Wallace thanked the Board for working with the School Board on the pro-

posed budget.  She stated that this is a “must needs” budget and there are no non-essential 

items included in their funding request.  Mrs. Wallace stated that the school system needs the 

proposed $1.5 million in funding to help them to do what needs to be done so they can continue 

to move the County’s schools forward. 

Mrs. Wallace stated that she supports the proposed increase to prepare the students for 

the future.  She stated that each entity is trying to do what they can to meet the needs of the 

citizens.  Mrs. Wallace stated that she appreciates the cooperation and trust between both the 

School Board and the Board of Supervisors over the past few years and she would like to con-

tinue the joint meetings to work toward fulfilling their future needs.  Mrs. Wallace requested that 

the full amount of this much-needed budget increase be approved. 

Mr. Douglas Helms of Etzler Road stated that he opposes the proposed tax increase.  

He noted that the County “got rid” of the truck stops facility with “no plans to replace the tax 

base and revenues.”  Mr. Helms stated that this is “his money.”  Mr. Helms stated that the 

County moved the historical buildings at Greenfield just in case someone wants to locate a 

business on that site. 

Mr. Helms stated that Exit 150 is still congested.  He stated that the County used 

$100,000 in federal stimulus money to purchase an emergency response vehicle with a self-

contained breathing system and he does not know where this type of vehicle would be needed 

in the County.  Mr. Helms stated that the upkeep on this vehicle has to be funded by the County 

and he has not seen any benefits from having this vehicle. 

Mr. Helms then stated that the Daleville Town Center developers “sold us a bill of goods” 

and the County cannot dictate what businesses are located in that development.  He stated that 

a proposed 7-11 Store at the Route 11/220 intersection is not a truck stop and will not replace 

the revenues lost from the truck stop.  Mr. Helms stated that the County should “send some 

people to Japan” to see how education is done right.  He stated that the County should look at 

Exit 150 as it has a problem.  He stated that there are other interstate exits that can be built at. 

Mr. Charles Whiting of Cedar Lane in Buchanan stated that he worked to bring Virginia 

Forge and a New Zealand company to Botetourt County.  Mr. Whiting stated that he does not 

want the taxes raised on his employees and he does not pay his company treasurer 50% more 
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than what he receives in revenues.  He questioned whether County employees’ salaries are 

competitive with the market or are they the highest paid employees in the County.  Mr. Whiting 

also questioned how much do County employees’ pay toward their medical benefits. 

He stated that the citizens have a tough job as well.  Mr. Whiting stated that real estate 

‘went into the cellar” in 2007 and the citizens paid top taxes during this time.  He stated that the 

citizens “got a little relief” and now the Board wants to increase taxes again.  Mr. Whiting stated 

that there should be some “fiduciary accountability” for the County’s citizens and accountability 

for the budget’s line items. 

Mrs. Lisa Farmer of Roanoke Road stated that the County’s tax revenues increased 

$24.5 million two years ago and this year’s proposed increase would increase the County’s rev-

enues by $5 million.  Mrs. Farmer stated that she works for herself and has not had a raise in 10 

years. 

Mrs. Farmer stated that the County should find the money somewhere else to pay the 

teachers.  She stated that the schools asked that the Lord Botetourt roof be repaired four years 

ago.  Mrs. Farmer stated that the County “should make it work.”  She stated that the County has 

an aging population and people cannot afford this tax increase.  She stated that we need to live 

within our budgets and be fiscally responsible. 

Mr. Ron Cassell of Roanoke Road stated that there should be no added taxes.  He 

stated that we need to spend what we have efficiently.  Mr. Cassell stated that the County is 

generating more tax money than it ever has and the County has businesses that we have never 

had.  He stated that there are large homes in the County.  He stated that people are struggling 

and increasing taxes would push people out of the County. 

Mr. Cassell stated that it has been said that there are not enough children in the schools.  

He stated that people cannot afford to move here and we need to be more efficient with what we 

have. 

Ms. Pam Wiegandt of Murray Street stated that she affirms the budget in general and is 

in favor of the School’s funding request.  She stated that when the recession hit it seemed fair to 

ask everyone to share in the cutbacks and delays in salary/step increases that teachers are 

promised as a part of their contracts.  Ms. Wiegandt stated that there has been only one step 

increase for teachers in 7 years.  She stated that the County is not paying teachers inflated sal-

aries. 

Ms. Wiegandt stated that the County has “put off taking care of the people who are tak-

ing care of our children.”  She stated that there are also infrastructure needs that should be 

funded on a pay as you go basis.  Ms. Wiegandt stated that she affirmed the School budget as 

proposed. 

Mr. Ronald Young of Botetourt Road stated that he is not a native of the County but 

moved here in 1957.  Mr. Young stated that he spent 17 years in Roanoke and came back to 

the County 30 years ago.  Mr. Young stated that he loves the County but he does not love what 

he hears is happening now.  Mr. Young stated that he is not in favor of bureaucrats as they are 

not elected but cause all kinds of misery for the citizens. 

Mr. Young stated that “we need to cut some salaries.”  Mr. Young stated that he has 

been concerned about the senior citizens and stated that he cannot raise money to pay his 

taxes.  He stated that “we need to do something about this” and the Board needs to listen to the 

citizens. 
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Mr. Young stated that a former Congressman from this area, Richard Polk, used to ask 

his constituents how he should vote as he was concerned about doing the will of the people.  He 

stated that “democracy must begin in Botetourt County.”  Mr. Young stated that the Board 

should listen to the people and we need to “cut, cut, cut” and live within our means. 

Mr. Young stated that he is aware that the Supervisors do not have an easy job but 

encouraged them to listen to the people.  Mr. Young stated that the County has lost some great 

taxpayers and become less business-friendly.  He encouraged the Board to cut, not raise, the 

budget and, “if you lose people, we have some talented people in the County that could use 

these jobs.” 

Mr. Phil Gimli-Mead of Grandview Drive in Troutville stated that he does not understand 

what the County is doing and would like it to stop.  He stated that forward-leaning leadership 

from the Board and County Administration is needed to meet future challenges.  Mr. Gimli-Mead 

stated that there have been leaking roof issues at several schools for many years.  He noted 

that the County has said that they have no money for these repairs but money was found for the 

proposed YMCA. 

Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that the budget proposes $4,500 for the Botetourt County Cham-

ber of Commerce, and $3,500 for the Roanoke Regional Chamber of Commerce and ques-

tioned why is the County paying these groups.  Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that this does not make a 

lot of sense.  Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that he does not blame the employees for wanting more 

money—a lot of the citizens would like more money.  He stated that only 18% of private 

employees have pensions and public employees have pensions and great health insurance.  

Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that he does not see where the proposed tax increase makes any sense. 

Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that the County has used a 30+ year horizon in its strategic plan-

ning.  He stated that this did not work for the Russians and he does not know why the County is 

trying to do the same thing.  Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that the County Administrator previously 

stated that one of the County’s strategic goals is to lower the average age of its citizens.  He 

said that “this is social engineering.” 

Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that the County would like to finish construction of two additional 

ballfields at the Sports Complex; however, the County is losing money at this facility as it sits 

empty most of the time.  He stated that the County has a reserve fund and, “if taxes were not so 

high, the citizens would have one as well.”  Mr. Gimli-Mead stated that the budget also includes 

contingency money that may or may not be used.  He stated that, if these monies are not 

needed, why does the County want to take these funds out of the citizens’ pockets. 

Mr. Dennis Radtke of White Tail Drive requested that class sizes not increase and that 

funding for teachers be raised.  He noted that parents have made good comments about the 

County’s schools.  He noted that his daughter attends Colonial Elementary School which is over 

75 years old.  Mr. Radtke stated that there are 21 students in one kindergarten class and 18 

students in his daughter’s class. 

Mr. Radtke stated that the teachers at Colonial identified his son’s auditory symptoms 

and they were able to find treatment.  Mr. Radtke stated that, if this teacher had had 35 students 

in her class, he does not think that his son’s hearing issues would have been discovered.  He 

stated that the quality and talent at Colonial Elementary are second to none. 

He noted that the three kindergarten teachers at Colonial Elementary have 70 years of 

experience and he was surprised that the top talent had not received a raise in several years 

and many were at the top of the pay scale.  Mr. Radtke requested that funding be provided to 

restore teachers’ pay scales so the County can retain its top talent.  He stated that education 
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was an integral part of his decision to move to the County, along with community and recrea-

tional opportunities. 

Ms. Sharon Mougin of Archway Road stated that she has one child in Read Mountain 

Middle School and one at Colonial Elementary.  Ms. Mougin asked that the Board consider a 

large piece of the pie for our schools.  She stated that the County’s teachers have not had a 

raise in many years and their pay/compensation system needs to be fixed so we can keep these 

wonderful teachers.  Ms. Mougin stated that the County has lost several teachers to other locali-

ties. 

Ms. Mougin stated that it is not fair to the child or the teacher when there are more than 

20 students in the class—it is doing a disservice to the children.  She further stated that school 

buses need to be replaced as “children are precious cargo” and bus drivers should not have to 

worry if they will make it to the next stop or to school. 

Ms. Mougin stated that capital improvement projects at the schools are also needed.  

She noted that the schools receive calls to view their facilities from people who are considering 

moving to the County and repairs are needed.  She asked that the Board consider more funding 

for Schools throughout the budget process. 

 Ms. Kit Williams of Summit Ridge Road in Roanoke stated that there are impacts for 

teachers that have not received salary step increases.  She stated that teachers cannot contin-

ue to tighten their belts.  Ms. Williams stated that one teacher has taught in the County for six 

years and is currently paid at the level of a first-year teacher.  Ms. Williams stated that there are 

teachers that come into the system today with less experience that are getting paid more than 

she receives as a teacher. 

 Ms. Williams stated that the teacher she has mentioned has two children in school, is a 

coach, club sponsor, and has many other duties.  She stated that this person loves to teach but 

she will not continue to teach in the County’s system unless they are paid what they are worth 

and what they are promised. 

 Ms. Williams stated that another teacher has 11 years of experience but is paid at a level 

of a teacher with only four years of experience.  She noted that another teacher took maternity 

leave and had to come back to school after four weeks because she needed the paycheck.  Ms. 

Williams asked that the Board consider the School Board’s budget request and fully fund the 

proposed budget. 

 Ms. Libby Shiffer of Crumpacker Circle asked that the Board consider whether the pro-

posed tax increase and proposed budget expenditures are necessary.  She noted that this tax 

increase would cause a financial burden for the taxpayers and the Board should consider the 

citizens’ financial situation.  Ms. Shiffer stated that costs are increasing and citizens have not 

seen their wages increase over the past few years.  She further stated that health insurance 

coverage costs have increased even though the coverage options have decreased and the 

individual has to make up the cost difference 

 Ms. Shiffer asked if the budget can be cut and are there any items that the County can 

do without.  She stated that people are struggling and residents cannot raise their revenues like 

the County can.  She stated that residents must cut back or go out and earn their income.  Ms. 

Shiffer asked that the Board show restraint in the proposed budget. 

 Mr. Mark Tyson of Hardbarger Road in Buchanan stated that he is astounded that the 

County is considering for another tax increase.  He stated that this proposed increase is the 

largest in Botetourt County history.  He noted that the 2012 tax increase was 27%.  Mr. Tyson 

questioned what this tax increase is for. 
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 Mr. Tyson stated that the Board panicked the citizens last time by saying that schools 

would be closed and sports teams cut unless taxes were increased.  He questioned what did 

the Board do with the money—it was squandered.  He said that teacher, administrative, and 

County employee benefits were increased and they are doing it all over again.  Mr. Tyson stated 

that the Board is disconnected.  He stated that currently there is the lowest number of people 

employed since 1977 and the middle class has not seen an income increase in 15 years. 

 Mr. Tyson stated that 20% of the County’s citizens are elderly and Social Security pay-

ments have not increased in the past two years.  He stated that the elderly are on fixed incomes 

and questioned how are they going to be able to afford these tax increases.  Mr. Tyson stated 

that the proposed rate will be 47% higher than Franklin County and 60% higher than Bedford 

County’s tax rates. 

 Mr. Tyson stated that his property assessment increased by 27%.  He stated that this 

disparity is “mind-boggling” as his tax bill will be 52% higher than last year.  Mr. Tyson stated 

that he is retired and questioned how the elderly will cope with these continuing increases.  He 

further stated that more and more people are being paid by 1099s without benefits.  He said that 

this is “immoral.” 

 Mr. Tyson stated that teachers are important but when you value all of the lavish bene-

fits, time off throughout the year, and their salaries, their effective annualized compensation 

exceeds $150,000.  He stated that this is insane.  Mr. Tyson stated that a County employee 

wage and benefit study was conducted several years ago but its results were never released.  

He stated that it was indicated that everyone in the County was underpaid and this is not true. 

 Mr. Don Beheler of Sherwood Drive stated that he is retired and on a fixed income.  He 

encouraged the Board to say no to the proposed tax increase. 

 Mr. Brad Chrimes of British Woods Drive stated that he has been a County resident for 

28 years and is on a fixed income.  Mr. Chrimes stated that he has watched where the dollars 

go.  He noted that his street has only received a slurry seal, no pavement, for many years. 

 Mr. Chrimes stated that he is only asking that the County be fiscally responsible for 

where the money goes.  He stated that nothing would be enough for teachers’ salaries.  Mr. 

Chrimes stated that he was a soccer coach.  He encouraged the Board to give some time to 

proposing other solutions to this proposed tax increase and be creative in how we can derive 

some income.  He said that there should only be taxes on items that are consumed.  Mr. 

Chrimes stated that he paid $385 in taxes in 1988 and paid over $1,400 last year.  Mr. Chrimes 

stated that the County should be sincere in the tax rate that they are proposing.  Mr. Chrimes 

stated that he does not have a reserve fund and the County should be responsible and 

accountable for his money. 

 Mr. Don Assaid of McIntosh Road stated that he would like to respond to Mr. William-

son’s comment regarding the high salary values listed on a flyer that was being handed out at 

various locations in the County.  Mr. Assaid stated that the citizens would not have to guess 

what teachers, administrators, and County workers’ salaries were if the wage study had been 

completed.  He questioned what is the Board hiding by not releasing this study and why do they 

not want the citizens to know what the pay and benefits are for County staff and teachers. 

 Mr. Assaid stated that, several years ago when he was a Board member, the staff 

reported that the County had a $4 million surplus and the County gave their employees raise 

after raise at the expense of senior citizens who said that they could not afford it.  He noted that 

the County then mentioned that there was a $5 million surplus.  Mr. Assaid stated that he told 

the staff at the time that the improvements to the Tinker Creek Interceptor and other projects 
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were expensive.  He said that there was never a surplus—it was misnamed.  Mr. Assaid stated 

that the Board then said that a tax increase was necessary or the County would have to close 

schools and layoff teachers. 

 Mr. Assaid stated that the County has not fixed the Lord Botetourt roof or purchased new 

school buses but they implemented 5% County employee raises and 8% raises for the teachers.  

Mr. Assaid stated that only in government can a lack of a raise be considered a cut.  He stated 

that the County employees have not considered a recession while the citizens have.  He noted 

that the County employees’ retirement funds have a 7½% return and the average taxpayer does 

not have that rate of return on their retirement account. 

 Mr. Assaid questioned how can a County or a business that is running a deficit give a 

pay raise.  He stated that the citizens have said that they cannot give any more money.  He said 

that it is not fair and is immoral to give raises on the backs of senior citizens.  Mr. Assaid stated 

that, if the only way that the Board knows to govern is to raise the tax rate, he would call on the 

Board to resign.  He stated that the County should be operated without tax increases and these 

proposed tax increases are considered elder abuse. 

 Mr. Dean Paderick of Leatherneck Road in Troutville stated that there is another piece of 

the County budget that the citizens and the Board need to think about.  Mr. Paderick stated that 

over 50 years ago he joined the Troutville Fire Department and had to take first aid classes for 

two nights a week for two weeks to become certified.  He noted that other training followed and 

he became an advanced first aid provider. 

 Mr. Paderick stated that, when the funeral homes gave up the ambulance service, the 

volunteer fire departments had to assume this service.  He stated that the County has an aging 

population and we need support for the aging community.  Mr. Paderick also noted that he was 

awarded a lifetime achievement award by the County several months ago. 

 Mr. Paderick stated that the County cannot continue to depend on volunteers to supply 

the needs of fire and rescue in the County.  He noted that to become a basic EMT today 

requires 120 hours of study and 120 hours of ride-along time as well as continuing educational 

hours throughout the year to remain qualified.  He stated that a paramedic today requires over 

2,000 hours of training to be certified.  Mr. Paderick stated that volunteer fire and EMS members 

cannot keep up with the current State training and educational requirements and provide ade-

quate care as well. 

 Mr. Paderick stated that he supports three things in the budget—public safety to have 

better EMS care, Sheriff’s Department salary increases so that a starting deputy is not eligible 

for food stamps, and teachers need to be paid to teach the next generation. 

 Ms. Melissa Amos of Autumn Lane in Troutville stated that she is President of the 

Botetourt Education Association.  Ms. Amos stated that she is in favor of the proposed budget 

and tax increase as it will be used to maintain and improve services including education, EMS, 

and public safety as the County plans for its future economic growth.  She noted that a well-

educated and a well-trained workforce is vital to the County’s future growth. 

 Ms. Amos stated that the school system’s aging infrastructure, retirement of teachers, 

and the teachers’ salary scales need to be addressed.  She stated that many teachers have 

educated our children throughout the recession without a step increase which has resulted in 

the loss of thousands of dollars in salaries over the past few years.  Ms. Amos stated that some 

teachers have taken part-time jobs.  She stated that Botetourt County’s teachers deserve to be 

compensated for their hard work.  Ms. Amos stated that the BEA supports the efforts of the 

School Board to alleviate this issue in their budget.  She stated that the County has a quality 
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educational system and requested that the Board approve the proposed budget and associated 

tax increases. 

 Mrs. Margaret Bailey of Zimmerman Road in Blue Ridge stated that she opposes any 

increases in real estate and personal property taxes.  Mrs. Bailey stated that the taxes are 

already too high and she cannot afford to pay them on a fixed income.  Mrs. Bailey stated that 

she is a recent widow and her income has suddenly and substantially decreased and her pen-

sion did not include a cost of living increase this year. 

 Mrs. Bailey stated that Medicare Part B premiums have increased along with her health 

insurance costs.  She stated that the cost of everything continues to increase.  Mrs. Zimmerman 

stated that she has to live within her means and the County should do the same.  She stated 

that County workers and teachers received large salary increases three years ago—she did not 

and her taxes should not be raised to give pay increases. 

 Mrs. Bailey stated that the County’s citizens should not be viewed as “cash cows.”  She 

asked that the County carefully review every budget line item to find places to cut spending.  

She stated that these are lean times for people, especially the elderly. 

 Mrs. Bailey stated that the core functions of government should be funded with a freeze 

on spending, except for essentials, until business expansion revenues are realized.  She also 

stated that the County should be business-friendly to those who are trying to set up small busi-

nesses as there are many obstacles to their locating in the County.  Mrs. Bailey stated that 

police and emergency services are essential but the “largess” should be discontinued.  She 

stated that the elderly should not pay additional taxes and the “government should be our 

servant, not our master.”  She stated that “we are citizens, not serfs.” 

 Mrs. Bailey stated that the schools should make do with general funds already allocated 

and stop asking for money.  She noted that, with all of the monies taxpayers have provided, the 

United States’ education system is lagging behind many other countries.  She stated that the 

schools have become dangerous places where students and teachers are being killed.  Mrs. 

Bailey stated that the failing school system should not be awarded with salary increases. 

 Mrs. Bailey stated that, in Texas, citizens who reach the age of 65 can apply for a home-

stead exemption which freezes the amount of school taxes that they pay.  She further stated 

that she agrees with the letter to The Fincastle Herald that Mr. Don Assaid wrote several weeks 

ago which included a sentence that the tax rates for citizens over 65 should be frozen. 

 Mr. Jim Crosby of Orchard Lake Drive stated that he has been attending the Board of 

Supervisors hearings on tax increases for 25 years representing the taxpaying County citizens.  

Mr. Crosby stated that a large group of the County’s residents cannot afford the proposed tax 

increases.  He stated that 20% of residents are senior citizens, including himself. 

 Mr. Crosby stated that he works with a Medicare program and hears concerns from his 

customers about not being able to pay their taxes, buy prescriptions, heating fuel, etc., and “this 

is not right.”  He stated that the County’s tax rate was increased 10% four years ago and now 

the County is proposing a 12.5% tax increase.  He said that “this has to stop” as senior citizens 

are caught in a financial situation. 

 Mr. Crosby stated that those citizens who live within the towns would pay a double tax 

and questioned how this proposed tax increase would affect them.  He stated that the citizens 

have not had their benefits increased at all.  He stated that there have only been a 1.7% and a 

1.5% increase in Social Security benefits during the past two years which equates to approxi-

mately $30 - $34 per month.  He stated that “this is hardly anything.” 



27 
 

  

 Mr. Crosby stated that schools are a major portion of the County’s budget.  He noted 

that $55,000 was spent on a school efficiency study in 2015 which recommended suggestions 

that could save the schools $1.32 million in the first year but these recommendations have not 

been implemented.  Mr. Crosby stated that the $55,000 was wasted. 

 He stated that the County works for the citizens and stated that no tax increase should 

be implemented.  Mr. Crosby suggested that the Board “do the easy, right thing.” 

 Ms. Terri Brockly of Ray Street stated that she has lived in the County for 16 years and 

remembers the tax increase implemented four years ago.  She stated that the Board needs to 

get younger people to move into the County so there will be more children in the schools and, to 

do this, taxes need to remain low.  She stated that by doing this teachers will keep their jobs.  

Mrs. Brockly stated that the County needs to be accountable for bringing in businesses to 

provide taxes to pay for these extra increases. 

 Ms. Brockly stated that the County has good schools and the Board needs to step up 

and figure out where this money is going.  Ms. Brockly stated that she is against any tax 

increase. 

 Mr. Michael Cassell of Meadow Circle stated that he opposes the proposed tax increase.  

He stated that the Board has lost the grip on reality.  He stated that the elderly are struggling the 

most and everything is becoming more expensive.  Mr. Cassell stated that his parents had to 

move in with him.  He stated that the Administrator is bringing in six-figure jobs and benefits 

while the average worker struggles to stay ahead.  Mr. Cassell stated that he has a problem 

with the tens of thousands of dollars that are wasted in the County budget. 

 Mr. John Busher, Superintendent of Schools, stated that he worked with the Virginia 

Department of Education prior to becoming Botetourt’s Superintendent and this provided him 

the opportunity to work with school divisions, teachers, etc., all across the State.  Mr. Busher 

stated that there is no school system like Botetourt County—we are the best. 

 Mr. Busher stated that he is concerned with this country.  He stated that we are a global 

economy and then read part of the School system’s mission statement—“It is the mission of 

Botetourt County Public Schools to ensure that all students participate in quality learning expe-

riences necessary to grow, to adapt and to meet the challenges of responsible citizenship in a 

changing global society.”  Mr. Busher stated that the school system should educate the 

County’s children so that they are employable at companies located in the County and for those 

new companies that locate here in the future. 

 Mr. Busher stated that he has been participating in a new County program which con-

nects the school system with local businesses to discuss their employment and training needs.  

He noted that meetings have already been held with Lawrence Companies and Arkay Packag-

ing Corporation.  Mr. Busher stated that it is a competitive world and it is a global challenge to 

get jobs.  He stated that Botetourt County’s kids should get these jobs.  

 Mr. Busher stated that it takes technology, buildings, and relationships with teachers 

working directly with the students.  He stated that it takes dedicated teachers who have been 

working for years and reaching their professional development goals.  He stated that many 

teachers in the County’s system are approaching retirement and are leaving the County to work 

for other school systems who offer “a pay bump” compared to the Botetourt County salaries.  

Mr. Busher stated that the County needs to maintain and sustain the effectiveness of these 

students so they can be whatever they want to be. 
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 Mr. Busher stated that Botetourt County is like nothing else—it is a wonderful place that 

needs to be sustained and maintained.  Mr. Busher stated that he wants the students to be suc-

cessful and he wants them to come home to work and live. 

 Ms. Jen Ward of Scott’s Lane in Eagle Rock stated that she wants to talk about fiscal 

responsibility.  Ms. Ward stated that she is a single mother with three kids and “basically, the 

County is killing her.”  Ms. Ward stated that she has lived in the County for 15 years, her farm’s 

value has decreased, and her road has not been acceptable for school bus usage for seven 

years so her children have to attend private school.  Ms. Ward stated that there are 14 kids on 

her road and the parents struggle every day to get their children to and from the bus stop.  Ms. 

Ward stated that she pays her taxes but has not seen much for it.  Ms. Ward stated that she is 

paying teachers’ salaries just like everyone else but her kids do not attend the County’s schools. 

 Ms. Ward further stated that there are few day care opportunities in Botetourt County.  

She stated that they are the last bus stop on Old Fincastle Road and cannot get a school bus to 

come down the road to pick up 14 children.  She stated that “there is something wrong” when 

this happens.  She further stated that her road is not the only County road that a school bus will 

not use and asked that someone look into this situation. 

 Ms. Ward stated that her property’s assessed value decreased this year and she cannot 

get an appraisal. 

 Ms. Ward stated that another reason why young families are leaving the County is that 

there are no services to support them.  She encouraged the Board to “think about what we 

really need” and “cut something else in the budget” and not raise taxes but still provide money in 

teachers’ pockets. 

 Mr. Tommy Watts of Orchard Drive in Daleville stated that he has a lot of questions 

about the budget.  He stated that the County has indicated that there is no other revenue to 

keep Botetourt County growing but he cannot understand a County that gave away the water 

company, turns sewer and trash collection over to private entities, and then says that they will 

take more taxes.  He stated that this is wrong for the citizens to bear the burden. 

 Mr. Watts stated that he is scared that Greenfield is going to kill us.  He stated that there 

are walking trails at Greenfield and proposed through Daleville Town Center that the County’s 

taxpayers will have to pay for.  Mr. Watts then asked for all the senior citizens present at this 

meeting to raise their hands. 

 Mr. Watts stated that he does not have much income and cannot afford all of the tax 

increases.  He stated that “decisions have probably already been made about the taxes.”  Mr. 

Watts stated that he likes the schools and the County does not have the trouble in our schools 

as Roanoke County has recently had, but we have leaking roofs. 

 Mr. Watts stated that we are paying more for grading in Greenfield for a company but we 

do not know when they will begin paying taxes.  He stated that the $2 million used for grading 

could have been used for the Lord Botetourt High School roof. 

 Ms. Joanne Monday of Archway Road stated that she is opposed to the tax increase.  

She stated that there are a lot of teachers in the audience and they are “looking out for them-

selves.”  She stated that there are more people to be concerned about instead of the teachers. 

Ms. Monday stated that people cannot afford an increase in taxes as they are living on 

fixed incomes.  Ms. Monday stated that she keeps her house at 62° in the winter months to save 

money.  She stated that there are homes that are still “under water” and may be foreclosed on 

and industries have disappeared from the area and they are being replaced by lower paying 

jobs.  She stated that there is a lot of unemployment and underemployment and many people 
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are not receiving unemployment insurance.  Mrs. Monday stated that many positions are part-

time so the employees do not receive benefits. 

Mrs. Monday stated that her supplemental insurance costs have sky-rocketed.  She 

stated that here is no job security, no raises, and benefits and pensions are being lost.  She 

noted that many people in Ashley Plantation Subdivision are living paycheck to paycheck.  She 

stated that the Board of Supervisors is looking to turn Botetourt County into an upscale commu-

nity “and busing the last of us including senior citizens out.” 

Mrs. Monday stated that the Board of Supervisors work for the citizens and people need 

to accept the community the way it is without the special amenities.  She stated that “we like the 

County the way it is.”  She questioned why the teachers feel that they deserve pay increases 

any more than anyone else in this society.  She stated that they should be happy to have a job 

and the more money that is thrown at education the dumber our kids are.  Mrs. Monday stated 

that she is “tired of teachers bellyaching” as they only work 10 months out of the year.  She 

stated that we need more dedicated teachers and should not throw money at it. 

Mr. Chuck Browder of Buffalo Road then stated “here we go again.”  He stated that the 

faces are different but the attitude is the same.  Mr. Browder stated that he was at this hearing 

four years ago.  He stated that the Board is now proposing a 12.5 % tax increase and are pitting 

the taxpayers against the teachers.  He stated that this is the wrong attitude—it is a question of 

management.  Mr. Browder stated that the County cannot manage within their means but 

should do so without raising taxes every 2, 3, or 4 years. 

Mr. Browder stated that the County should try to do the most with what we have but they 

are asking for another tax increase.  He stated that the County should not have a tax increase 

less than published just so the citizens feel relieved when the adopted tax rate is less than 

advertised. Mr. Browder stated that the purpose of government is to serve the people and to 

provide the things that we need, not just the things we want.  Mr. Browder stated that it is not 

the purpose of government to provide him with a ballfield or a gym or to speculate in business.  

He stated that when this is done the County is competing against the private sector.  He stated 

that the County should “stick to the things that the County government is supposed to be doing,” 

e.g., teachers, police, roads, judiciary, and not be wasteful. 

Mr. Browder stated that schools bring in people and low taxes bring in people and busi-

nesses which will increase the income and tax base.  He stated that there are things we can do 

without burdening the residents.  Mr. Browder stated that approximately 90% of the County 

does not work for the County and they should have a weighted vote in these issues. 

Mr. Lee Hartzell of Country Club Road stated that he agrees with what has already been 

said but wants to ensure that his voice is heard.  Mr. Hartzell stated that he opposes the pro-

posed tax increase. 

Mr. Jim Ludington of Asbury Lane stated that he is against the proposed tax increase 

and asked that the Board to go back and look for waste in the County budget.  He said that the 

County should manage its business, be more efficient, and find money within the budget as it 

exists. 

Mr. Ludington stated that he is on a fixed income and teaches on-line courses at Liberty 

University and Virginia Western Community College.  He stated that Botetourt County produces 

a much better student at the college and university level than other localities. 

He stated that there are 6,600 senior citizens in the County and 4,400 veterans and we 

are in a depressed economy.  Mr. Ludington stated that adjuncts are doing most of the teaching 
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at colleges but are paid on a 1099 form without benefits/retirement funds.  He stated that the on-

line professors’ classes were cut back from 12 to 8 classes per year. 

Mr. Ludington stated that he is for raises for teachers but asked that the Board adjust 

their budget like private citizens have to do.  He stated that excess money in the budget can be 

used for these raises.  He stated that a 9¢ real estate tax increase is nonsense and asked that 

the Board not approve this increase. 

Mrs. Bonnie Britt of Narrow Passage Road stated that she has lived in the County her 

entire life and still works one day a week to supplement her Social Security benefits which have 

not increased in two years.  Mrs. Britt stated that she is in favor of giving teachers an increase in 

pay if we have the money to do so.  She stated that they need to work just like everyone else. 

Mrs. Britt stated that nurses that reach certain pay scales have their salaries frozen until 

a decision is made to approve an increase or whether they are ok with their current salary.  Mrs. 

Britt stated that when she attended school there were 35 – 40 students in each classroom and 

she received a good education.  She stated that 16 students in a classroom is good but now it 

takes more money, salaries, and benefits to educate those children. 

Mr. Doug Gimbert of Peachtree Valley Drive stated that he has been a County resident 

since 1971.  Mr. Gimbert stated that he does not think that there are any teachers that are 

against the elderly and vice versa.  Mr. Gimbert stated that the private sector does not get a 

raise just for doing their job. 

He thanked Mr. Martin for standing up and voting against this massive tax increase and 

stated that it is time for the rest of the Board to do the same.  Mr. Gimbert stated that “we are 

losing this country” and we “cannot take from other people just to pocket the money.”  He stated 

that the problem is not taxes; the problem is County mismanagement and waste.  Mr. Gimbert 

stated that the schools paid $55,000 for a 217 page efficiency study and it was not used.  He 

said that this is waste.  He noted that the study’s recommendations could save the schools $6.2 

million. 

Mr. Gimbert then questioned why does the County have duplications of services.  He 

noted that the budget proposes $404,000 to various community organizations including 

$140,000 to the Roanoke Valley Convention and Visitors Bureau which had an increase of 

$67,000 over the current fiscal year.  Mr. Gimbert stated that “the Board must think the citizens 

are stupid.”  He stated that the Board says that they are bringing in more business but they keep 

increasing taxes year after year and it has to stop. 

Mr. Gimbert stated that the County now has 250 less students but has tripled the admin-

istrative staff.  He stated that it is unconscionable to raise taxes because they cannot do their 

job.  Mr. Gimbert stated that the Board should step down and get someone in that can do the 

job.  Mr. Gimbert stated that Bedford County’s real estate tax rate is 52¢ and they seem to be 

doing fine.  He stated that “if you cannot do, get out of the way.” 

Mr. Garry Taylor of Plantation Drive stated that the PowerPoint presentation given earlier 

this evening showed that there was minimal increase in the County’s reassessment figures.  Mr. 

Taylor stated that his assessment decreased 15% but was adjusted to a 9.4% decrease. 

Mr. Taylor stated that he was a volunteer firefighter for 8 years and did his best to try to 

help the County’s citizens.  Mr. Taylor stated that he still volunteers for the County in search and 

rescue activities.  Mr. Taylor questioned what is he getting back for this—a 23% increase in the 

taxes he pays to the County.  He stated that this is a significant increase and is “getting out of 

hand.” 
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Ms. Diane Lowe of Andrew Drive stated that she has been a teacher in the County for 10 

years and has lived here for 24 years.  Ms. Lowe stated that the County’s teachers put their 

heart and soul into teaching every day in the classroom.  She stated that teachers do not want 

to be rich but are just asking to be able to live like everyone else.  Ms. Lowe stated that she 

received her Master’s degree and her take home pay is the same as when she started as a 

teacher.  She stated that “it is about being able to live.” 

Ms. Lowe stated that her son has cerebral palsy but, through his teachers and the STEM 

courses he has taken, he has been accepted at James Madison University and Virginia Tech.  

She stated that, without the teachers who worked with him, he would not be where he is.  Ms. 

Lowe stated that she cannot ask for a greater educational system than the County’s. 

Ms. Lowe stated that she is also present at this hearing as a citizen who believes that 

the County needs to continue to have quality education.  Ms. Lowe also stated that the County’s 

EMS operations are also in need.  Ms. Lowe stated that she had an asthma attack last week 

and her 12 year old daughter had to call 911.  Ms. Lowe stated that, if her emergency had hap-

pened an hour later, the rescue squad would have been on another call and there would have 

been no one else available to respond.  Ms. Lowe stated that she could have died in her daugh-

ter’s arms. 

Ms. Lowe stated that she has listened to the elderly speakers at this hearing.  She stated 

that they also use the County’s ambulances and will benefit from the children that will be return-

ing to the County to work.  She stated that we should “keep Botetourt strong” and we need a tax 

increase so that these services can be taken care of. 

Mr. Larry Ceola of Borden Run Road stated that, at last year’s meeting, he discussed his 

property’s appraisal and the loss of a significant amount of equity in his property.  Mr. Ceola 

stated that, he told the Board that the same thing would happen during the reassessment and 

that the Board should eliminate waste, but nothing has been done.  He stated that the Board 

has failed to do their job and none of them care about the burden on the elderly and young fam-

ilies.  Mr. Ceola stated that people are struggling every day and trying to decide how to use their 

income.  He noted that in his car repair business he sees people trying to decide whether to 

have transportation to work or delay needed repairs to their vehicles.  He stated that it would be 

great if they (his customers) could just vote themselves a rate increase.  Mr. Ceola stated that 

the citizens make these decisions every day but the County does not. 

Mr. Ceola stated that the Board does not deserve a pay raise as they have failed in their 

responsibilities.  He stated that the increases in fees and taxes must end.  Mr. Ceola stated that 

his business pays many fees and taxes every year including a 911 tax, business license tax, 

sales tax, personal property tax, vehicle decal tax, DSL tax, unemployment tax, electrical tax, 

retail transmission service tax, cost recovery tax, gas tax, business right-of-way tax, surcharge 

tax, State inspection tax, etc.  He stated that every tax increase will be entirely borne by the 

consumers and will be passed on in the cost of doing business from every business in the 

County.  He said that the Board should “do the hard, right thing” and get the spin under control. 

Mr. Ceola stated that, during his tenure on the Board, he served on the Budget Commit-

tee for one year and found over $2 million that he considered wasteful spending in the County 

budget.  He stated that if the Board looks at the budget “you will find it.” 

Mr. Gilman Roberts of Breckinridge Mill Road stated that he thinks that the Board has 

put a lot of work into this budget and the School Board has been honest about their needs.  Mr. 

Roberts stated that “we would benefit more if we listen to each other.”  Mr. Roberts stated that 

he respects the others’ views.  Mr. Roberts stated that he is a teacher and on a fixed income. 
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Mr. Roberts stated that his daughter’s school bus has over 335,000 miles on it.  He 

stated that others have made up numbers but not the two Boards.  He stated that if nothing is 

done the teachers will not be able to pay bills or meet their obligations.  Mr. Roberts stated that 

he is also representing the County’s taxpayers.  He stated that elderly tax exemptions are avail-

able from the County.  He stated that “fear tactics” and efforts to pit the elderly against the 

teachers have been used. 

Mr. Roberts stated that appropriate, controlled spending is needed to fix the crumbling 

infrastructure across the County and the country.  He encouraged everyone to have integrity 

and respect for each other.  Mr. Roberts stated that he is glad to see both sides of the issue in 

attendance at this hearing to express their opinions.  Mr. Roberts stated that he respects them 

for their opinion but they have to see the other side of the coin.  Mr. Roberts stated that every-

one benefits from education and the County’s teachers teach their students a hard work ethic. 

Mr. Roberts asked that we have to work together and asked that everyone support the 

teachers.  Mr. Roberts stated that the County’s firefighters, EMS personnel, and even parks and 

recreation staff sacrifice because, instead of going out into the private sector, they have a call-

ing to be public servants and sacrifice to do what they do.  Mr. Roberts stated that his kids can-

not go to college without step increases for their teachers.  He noted that this is what the teach-

ers have earned.  Mr. Roberts stated that he appreciates what the Supervisors and School 

Board have done.  

Mr. Chip Tarbutton of Brugh’s Mill Road stated that he moved to the County in 1996 for 

the schools and the low tax rates.  He stated that it has been reported that the County spends 

$11,000 per year per student.  He stated that if there are 30 students in a class this results in 

approximately $130,000 per class.  Mr. Tarbutton stated that what the County has done is 

despicable.  He stated that senior citizens and teachers have spent three hours at this hearing 

beating each other up because the Board cannot do their job. 

Mr. Tarbutton stated that he has seen a “smug” attitude from the Board members during 

this hearing.  He noted that Roanoke City had similar citizen outrage over the demolition of the 

old Victory Stadium as the County has had over the relocation of the Greenfield slave cabins.  

He stated that Botetourt County has become the new Roanoke City.  Mr. Tarbutton stated that 

the choices presented by the County are either tax increases or no new education funding.  He 

stated that there is money out there to be saved but instead the Board wants to raise taxes. 

He stated that four of the five Board members are Republicans and should use budget-

ary restraints.  He suggested that they “take this into account when voting for the budget.”  Mr. 

Tarbutton stated that some of the Board members are up for election next year and he hopes 

that people remember this budget proposal at that time. 

Mr. Adam McKelvey of Wyndermere Drive stated that he has lived in the County for 

approximately 10 years and grew up in Bedford.  Mr. McKelvey stated that it has been noted 

that $350,000 in revenues equals 1¢ in the real estate tax rate.  He stated that the budget 

shows that $2.2 million is needed for teachers salary increases, there are other School needs 

such as buses and new roofs, the Sports Complex is proposing two additional ballfields in the 

amount of $485,000, $500,000 for new County telephones and software, the schools have a 

$500,000 surplus, and there is $404,000 proposed for various community organiza-

tions/charities, and $450,000 for community and economic development, among others. 

He stated that it is a situation of priorities and an increase in the meals tax would be 

used to fund some aspect of economic development.  Mr. McKelvey stated that the Sports 

Complex brings in revenue from hotels but this money is being allocated elsewhere.  He further 
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stated that Greenfield and the Old District Courthouse are vacant during the business day.  Mr. 

McKelvey stated that there are things that the County can do to cut the budget and allow the 

County to move forward. 

He stated that $1.3 million is proposed in next year’s budget for the Comprehensive Plan 

update and the Capital Improvements Plan.  He stated that if all of the funding levels stay the 

same, “we are going to be back here next year” with another proposed tax increase.  Mr. 

McKelvey stated that the County had to have a trash transfer station because of the landfill clo-

sure issue and new voting machines will be an additional expense.  He stated that Roanoke City 

outsources its school bus transportation and cafeteria operations to save money.  He asked the 

County to conduct efficiency studies to see if any savings can be found.  He also suggested that 

the County convert the Treasurer to a staff position instead of a constitutional office. 

Mr. McKelvey stated that he pays $5,000 in tuition for his kids to attend a Christian 

school and it costs the County $11,000 to educate each child. He stated that there has to be 

some waste somewhere and asked that the Board review the efficiency studies.  Mr. McKelvey 

stated that he wishes that the citizens could ask questions at this hearing.  He suggested that, in 

the handouts available to the citizens, information on school surpluses, actual budget, adver-

tised budget, and current year’s budget information to date should be included. 

Ms. Jana Heck of Orchard Park Drive stated that she is a 23 year veteran in education at 

Buchanan Elementary School.  Ms. Heck stated that she is passionate about what she does.  

She noted that the top 15% of the educational society has Masters degrees.  She further noted 

that teachers’ salaries start lower than other professions and she has had only one step 

increase in salary in the past 8 years.  Ms. Heck stated that, if she had received the required 

step raises during this 8 year period, she would have made an additional $45,000 in income. 

Ms. Heck stated that her monthly gross income is $4,668 but deductions for taxes, ben-

efits, etc., result in a net income of $2,225 on which she has to raise three children.  Ms. Heck 

stated that her net annual income is $2,450 above the federal government’s poverty line. 

Ms. Heck stated that her children have teachers and educators that care about their 

students.  She stated that the teachers know her kids and care about what happens to them in 

the future.  Ms. Heck encouraged the citizens’ support of the positive things that occur in the 

County’s schools.  She stated that “it has to start now.” 

Mr. Craig Coker of Mountain Pass Road thanked Mr. Martin for his leadership in the Blue 

Ridge District.  Mr. Coker asked that the Board consider alternatives to the 12.5% tax increase.  

Mr. Coker stated that he is a small business owner and “is not thrilled” about the personal prop-

erty tax rate increase.  Mr. Coker stated that he can accept this because business have to 

accept their burden of taxes.  He stated that real estate taxes are not evenly distributed toward 

commercial/industrial sources; they are slanted to residential property owners and are an undue 

burden. 

Mr. Coker stated that he applauds the Board’s efforts to improve this imbalance.  He 

suggested that a one-time tax relief program be considered for senior citizens who can demon-

strate a need.  Mr. Coker also suggested that there be an improvement in the balance of eco-

nomic development in the County and encouraged the Board to complete the development of 

Gateway Crossing and Botetourt Center at Greenfield. 

Mr. Coker stated that the growth of large development spurs the creation of small devel-

opment which spurs residential housing which broadens the tax base.  He noted that positive 

economic programs are needed and the contribution between commercial, industrial and resi-

dential needs to be balanced.  Mr. Coker stated that the County should help small businesses to 
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thrive through amendments to the Sign Ordinance and other County regulations. He also sug-

gested that the County increase tourism opportunities so visitors come in and spend money. 

Mr. Coker stated that value engineering should be used to establish the value of a pro-

ject commensurate with the cost and review how existing County programs operate—“are we 

getting the best bang for our buck.”  Mr. Coker asked the Board to review the budget to see 

“what we have to have” and what is proposed that is “nice to have.” 

Mrs. Molly Gimbert of Peachtree Valley Drive stated that she has a creative idea for the 

amount of money that the teachers need.  She stated that the people in the County have a heart 

and suggested that the citizens and fellow teachers fund those teachers who are in need. 

Ms. Lisa Fouch of Highland Drive stated that she is the President of the Cloverdale PTA.  

Ms. Fouch stated that she believes that her kids are receiving a quality education in the County 

and she is concerned that the County’s teachers are looking for jobs elsewhere due to a lack of 

pay increases here.  She stated that Botetourt County is starting to become a teacher training 

ground as new teachers come here for a few years and then go elsewhere. 

She asked that the County increase teachers’ salaries to keep the quality personnel that 

we have and to keep the pay scale in line with other area localities.  Ms. Fouch stated that new 

school buses are needed and additional nurses and counselors are needed as two schools cur-

rently share a nurse and counselor position.  Ms. Fouch stated that the lack of counselors con-

cerns her due to the number of school shootings that occur in this country. 

Ms. Fouch stated that the proposed tax increase is worth the investment to keep teach-

ers in our community. 

Ms. Robin Steffey of Monterey Circle stated that she is the President of the Lord 

Botetourt High School PTA.  Ms. Steffey stated that she has been actively involved in the 

County’s schools since 1999.  She stated that her children continue to have a very positive 

educational experience here and this can only be achieved when the best faculty and facilities 

are available.  Ms. Steffey stated that, to retain and attract these kinds of teachers, fair compen-

sation, benefits and resources are needed to provide the best education possible. 

Ms. Steffey stated that the County must keep pace with our sister counties and cities to 

provide the best education possible so children can thrive into the future.  She stated that to do 

this we must invest in their education today.  Ms. Steffey asked that the Board approve the 

requested budget so children will be ready for the next step in their lives. 

Mr. Charles Gladu of Shawnee Trail stated that the situation here is not teachers versus 

the elderly.  Mr. Gladu stated that his wife was a teacher in Roanoke County because the sal-

aries were higher.  He stated that, if the teachers were promised a step increase and the prom-

ise was gone back on, he “would shoot them.”  Mr. Gladu stated that the County used to have 

enough money to do what we want. 

He then gave an example of the expense of fixing a curve in the road by building a 

curved bridge instead of the less expensive option of cutting back the dirt bank.  Mr. Gladu 

questioned the expenditure of $55,000 for a study that was not used.  He stated that the School 

Board needs to look at this issue and make some value-based judgments.  Mr. Gladu stated 

that “you can have all of the studies that you want if you do not make use” of them.  He asked 

that the County try to be “fiduciarily responsible” 

He stated that teachers are competing globally and we need the best we can get and 

this means that we will have to pay for it.  Mr. Gladu stated that there are ways to reduce spend-

ing but this is a hard concept for those in government to understand. 
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Mr. Gladu stated that he has heard noise from a bulldozer operating after 10PM on the 

Eldor property.  He asked that the County “try to use some common sense and be responsible.”  

He stated that it is incumbent on the Board to do the best that they can for the citizens.  Mr. 

Gladu stated that he could afford the proposed tax increase but many others cannot.  He stated 

that the Board has an obligation to cut the budget instead of raising taxes and the County 

should live within its means. 

Mr. Steven Hamblin of Oak Hill Road stated that the County’s taxes are too high and we 

need money for schools and EMS.  He heard a solution from someone earlier this evening—“cut 

out the fluff.”  Mr. Hamblin stated that the County is proposing $100,000 to the YMCA and 

$400,000 for the Sports Complex but these monies could be used to pay for the school’s budget 

increase and maybe EMS.  Mr. Hamblin stated that, if a diligent study is done, citizens will sup-

port a modest tax increase.  He said that the YMCA is optional. 

Mr. Hamblin stated that every bit of spending adds up to a lot of money.  He stated that 

the citizens are being asked to pony up taxes.  He challenged the Board to go through the 

budget line by line to make reductions.  He further stated that no one is against the proposed 

wind turbine tax increase. 

Ms. Mary Bradford of Ray Street stated that her son attends Read Mountain Middle 

School.  She asked that the Board increase the amount of money to the schools.  Ms. Bradford 

stated that she is a commercial realtor/developer and she sees funding from a workforce and 

land development perspective.  She stated that the County has vast land and development 

opportunities.  Ms. Bradford stated that workforce development is another reason to properly 

fund the County’s schools as businesses who want to move here need workers and technology 

professionals. 

Ms. Bradford stated that Botetourt County has the land and we need to continue grow 

the school system’s workforce development programs.  She noted that this requires continuous 

development as we must not fall behind. 

Regarding the $11,000 spent to educate each student, Ms. Bradford noted that many 

other states spend less.  She noted that Arizona spends $7,800 per student and they are seeing 

the results of this funding as teachers are leaving and development is not locating in the state.  

Ms. Bradford stated that Botetourt is a future development area for the Roanoke region and 

money is needed for teachers, arts, music, computer science, science, and English.  She 

encouraged the County to continue to attract businesses and their workforce to the County by 

increasing the FY 17 school budget. 

Ms. Jodie Weidman of Ballpark Road in Eagle Rock stated that she was a past PTA 

president and learned a lot about the County.  She stated that the Botetourt County staff and 

Board of Supervisors work with the School Board and their staff but this is not the case in Alle-

ghany County and other area governments.  Ms. Weidman stated that she learned about the 

State and federal requirements on schools that are not funded.  She stated that there are many 

unfunded State mandates delegated to the County included employee retirement costs. 

Ms. Weidman stated that she is present tonight as a parent with two sons.  She stated 

that, if the County’s teachers have the opportunity to leave the County to receive higher pay 

elsewhere, then they will go.  She noted that some localities pay newly hired science and math 

teachers a $10,000 bonus.  Ms. Weidman stated that the County has to retain its teachers as 

they are highly educated and some have doctorates; however they do not receive enough in 

salaries to pay their loans.  She stated that seven years at the same salary is quite an issue.  
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Ms. Weidman requested that the Board approve funding for step raises for teachers so that the 

County can retain its teachers. 

Ms. Cindy Reid of Dixie Road in Eagle Rock stated that she is the President of the Eagle 

Rock Elementary PTA and has two children.  Ms. Reid stated that she supports funding for the 

schools for the upcoming year.  She stated that the County needs to retain its teachers as they 

will go elsewhere for higher salaries.  Ms. Reid stated that the comments of one of tonight’s 

speakers regarding the more money given to education, the dumber the kids are was inappro-

priate.  Ms. Reid stated that she supports the County’s teachers. 

Mr. Paul Brooks of Houston Mines Road stated that he follows what the Board does 

through The Fincastle Herald’s article.  Mr. Brooks stated that what the County has done over 

the past 6 – 7 years has been amusing.  He stated that the Board should listen to the citizens 

and what they want.  Mr. Brooks stated that, regarding the relocation of the Greenfield historic 

structures, the Board “did what they wanted to do” even though the citizens opposed this reloca-

tion. 

Mr. Brooks stated that the citizens have lost trust in the Board and he asked that they 

take a different approach as to how they can help the citizens.  Mr. Brooks stated that, regarding 

the studies previously mentioned, the County should do more research.  He stated that the 

Board should cut the budgets and cut taxes.  He further stated that his assessment went up 

13% and Board wants to approve a 13% tax increase.  He stated that this is a large increase for 

the County’s citizens.  Mr. Brooks stated that “we should have the services we want and this 

requires taxes” but with a 26% tax increase he believes that he is “getting scammed.” 

Mr. Brooks stated that he is sure that the Board is trying to do their best but the citizens 

do not trust the Board.  Mr. Brooks stated that he has lived in the County since 2000 and does 

not want to leave.  He further stated that the County cannot get new residents to move in if the 

taxes are so high. 

Mr. John Alderson of Shaver’s Farm Road stated that he is a member of the County 

School Board, a farmer, and a businessman.  Mr. Alderson stated that the County’s teachers 

serve its citizens and their children well and their pay has been compared to others on a declin-

ing scale over the last several years.  Mr. Alderson stated that the School Board received the 

Efficiency Study with great sincerity and seriousness and many of the study’s recommendations 

have been addressed; however, some have not but will be in the future. 

Mr. Alderson stated that a figure of $11,000 has been stated several times at this hear-

ing as the cost to educate a child in the County.  He stated that this number is correct; however, 

the citizens do not understand that the State of Virginia mandates that the education of disabled 

children are the responsibility of the local school division.  Mr. Alderson stated that there are 

disabled children in the County’s schools that they pay $50,000 per year to educate and the 

School system accepts this responsibility. 

Mr. Alderson stated that the Board of Supervisors has been very supportive of the 

school division.  Mr. Alderson stated that he has been on the School Board for 4 1/3 years and, 

when he was elected, the County’s “belt-tightening” had begun because of the effects of the 

recession.  Mr. Alderson stated that, when the economy declines, the County’s revenues 

decreased as well. 

Mr. Alderson stated that the previous Board of Supervisors had reduced the real estate 

tax rate from 75¢ to 65¢.  He stated that the County has not yet returned to the 75¢ level.  He 

stated that the Board of Supervisors conducts business in a responsible way and he appreci-
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ates their efforts.  Mr. Alderson asked that the Board maintain the proposed 9¢ real estate tax 

increase. 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one else present to speak.  

The public hearing was then closed. 

Mr. Martin then thanked everyone for attending this hearing and providing comments on 

their feelings regarding the proposed budget.  He noted that everyone was respectful of the 

comments made.  He noted that the Board will consider all comments and make their decision. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the Board will consider tonight’s comments and meet again as 

a budget committee as a whole as the County is required by State Code to adopt the school 

budget by May 15 and the County budget by June 30.  Mr. Williamson stated that he appreci-

ated everyone that came to the hearing and for the comments that were made. 

Mr. Dodson also thanked everyone for attending this meeting and noted that he has 

been a member of the Board for 2 1/3 years.  Mr. Dodson stated that the more people who 

attend these hearings the better as the citizens are more engaged with the Board.  Mr. Dodson 

then stated that the County does have a program for elderly and disabled tax relief through the 

Commissioner of Revenue’s Office. 

He also thanked Mrs. Lowe for sharing the story about her 911 call after having an 

asthma attack and for the e-mail that she sent to him as well.  Mr. Dodson stated that the role of 

local government includes public safety, education, adequate infrastructure, quality of life, and 

economic development.  He stated that each of these needs should be balanced throughout the 

County. 

Mr. Dodson stated that the Board and County staff review every program in the County 

budget.  He noted that the County has a new administrator and a new superintendent of schools 

and suggested that the administrator again review the County’s budget line by line to determine 

if any additional reductions can be made. He challenged the School Board and the Superinten-

dent to do the same. 

Mr. Dodson encouraged the citizens to read the County’s strategic vision which lists the 

Board’s priorities.  He also stated that the School Board should consider compiling a long-term 

plan. 

Dr. Scothorn thanked everyone for attending this meeting and thanked those citizens 

who were still present after a 4 hour public hearing.  He noted that this hearing allowed all con-

cerned citizens, both for and against the proposed budget and tax rate, to speak.  He noted that 

civil discussion is important on these issues and there were many topics brought up during this 

hearing for the Board to consider. 

Dr. Scothorn stated that the Board and its citizens are getting together and working 

together toward a better Botetourt County.  Dr. Scothorn stated that, with the Board’s new 

strategic plan and new energetic administrator and superintendent, he can see the County’s 

future.  He stated that “we need to work together and look at these concerns.” 

Mr. Leffel then stated that he appreciates everyone for attending this meeting.  He noted 

that both sides have spoken and there was a lot of passion during this hearing and “this is what 

it should be about.”  Mr. Leffel stated that “it does start with local government” and the County is 

going to do great things with the new administrator and superintendent.  He said that we should 

be glad to have them. 

Mr. Leffel stated that as Chair he can call this his Board for a short time and he cannot 

say that we have not had a better Board of Supervisors.  Mr. Leffel stated that the Board does 

not agree on every issue but he has “all the faith in the world” in this Board.  Mr. Leffel stated 
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that the Board has not bowed down for things that they felt were in the best interests of the 

County.  He further stated that this Board is the hardest working Board that he has seen. 

There being no further discussion, Mr. Leffel continued the meeting at 10:41 P. M. until 

6:00 P. M. on Friday, May 6, in Rooms 226-228 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center 

for consideration of adoption of the proposed FY 17 budgets and tax rates. 
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A continued meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Friday, 

May 6, 2016, in Rooms 226-228 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center in Daleville, 

Virginia, beginning at 6:00 P. M. 

 PRESENT: Members: Mr. L. W. Leffel, Jr., Chairman 
   Mr. Todd L. Dodson, Vice-Chairman 
   Mr. John B. Williamson, III  
   Mr. Billy W. Martin, Sr. 
   Dr. Donald M. Scothorn 
  
 ABSENT: Members: None 
 
 Others present at the meeting: 
   Mr. Gary Larrowe, County Administrator 
   Mr. David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator 
   Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance 
 
 

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 6:01 P. M. and welcomed everyone present 

at the meeting. 

Mr. Leffel stated that the Board would receive a report from Mr. Williamson, Chairman of 

the General Fund Budget Subcommittee. 

Mr. Williamson stated that this meeting is to follow-up on some of the information pro-

vided at the budget and tax rate public hearing and review potential budget and tax rate funding 

scenarios.  He stated that comments at the budget public hearing concerned the impact of the 

proposed tax rate increases on the elderly and disabled.  Mr. Williamson stated that the Sub-

committee has worked with the staff to obtain comparison data from adjacent localities and they 

have drafted a proposal to amend the tax exemption parameters.  He noted that these include 

increasing the net combined financial worth, the tax exemption percentages based on income, 

and other aspects of this tax relief program. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the Budget Subcommittee has also obtained data from the 

School administrative staff on the County’s teacher’s salary scale and comparison data from 

adjacent jurisdictions.  He stated that, with this information, the Subcommittee and staff have 

developed four proposed tax rate and budget funding scenarios for the Board’s consideration. 

Mr. Williamson stated that he asked the Commissioner of Revenue to attend this meet-

ing to give the Board a report on the current elderly and disabled tax relief program.  He noted 

that a handout had been presented to the Board with data on the pre-FY 13 figures (income 

exemption, net combined financial worth) to qualify for this program, the current figures, and 

proposed figures.  Mr. Williamson stated that the Board last adjusted these figures in 2012. 

Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated that the proposed scenario has enhanced 

parameters for elderly and disabled tax exemptions under this program.  He noted that the cur-

rent income exemption is $7,500 and the proposed figure is $8,500 and the current net com-

bined financial worth is $175,000 and the proposed figure is $185,000. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the current tax relief exemption percentages are:  If income is 

$20,000 or less, the relief percentage is 90%; if income is between $20,001 - $25,000, the per-

centage is 75%; if income is between $25,001 - $30,000, the percentage is 50%; and if the 

income is between $30,001 - $40,000, the percentage of tax relief is 30%.  He noted that the 

proposed exemptions would enhance the income levels and adjust the relief percentages as 

follows: 

$27,500 or less  90% 
$27,501 - $35,000  70% 
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$35,001 - $42,500  50% 
$42,501 - $50,000  40% 
 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that it is also proposed that the income exemption be increased from 

$7,500 to $8,500 and the net combined financial worth be increased from $175,000 to 

$185,000. 

Mr. Rodney Spickard, Commissioner of Revenue, stated that the County is currently giv-

ing a total amount of $281,000 in tax relief for those qualifying elderly and disabled individuals.  

He noted that this figure does not include the 100% disabled veterans’ relief program which was 

approved by the State a few years ago.  He noted that currently there are 511 County residents 

participating in this tax relief program. 

Mr. Spickard stated that, when a potential program participant contacts his office, his 

staff determines the household’s net combined financial worth (maximum of $175,000 cur-

rently).  He noted that this maximum value does not include the value of the home and 1¼ acres 

of land.  Mr. Spickard stated that, if these calculations show that the net financial worth is less 

than $175,000, his office then reviews the total income coming into the home including the 

income of any relatives living in the household.  He noted that this income exemption is cur-

rently $7,500. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Spickard stated that the gross, not net, income 

figure is used in these calculations. 

Mr. Spickard stated that the proposal to increase the acreage exemption from 1¼ to 2 

acres “would be minor in the scheme of things.” 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Spickard stated that the assessors have put a 

value on the home and acreage and he then calculates the residual per acre value which is 

taxed. 

Dr. Scothorn stated that the County sent out flyers in 2012 to notify the public when 

these tax relief parameters were previously amended. 

Mr. Spickard stated that the usual elderly and disabled tax exemption application dead-

line is May 1; however, the application deadlines were extended in 2012 to July 1 to allow any 

additional residents who qualified for tax relief under the amended parameters to submit their 

paperwork to his office.  Mr. Spickard stated that he believes that approximately 20 new applica-

tions were approved under the new qualification guidelines enacted in 2012. 

Mr. Spickard stated that, in 2012, only the relief percentages and the net worth figures 

were amended; the maximum income figure of $40,000 was not revised. 

Mr. Spickard further stated that persons who are under 65 and receive Social Security 

disability, railroad disability, or have a letter from a doctor stating that they are totally disabled, 

can apply to participate in the disabled tax relief program.  He noted that they would receive a 

$7,500 income exemption but would still have to meet the net worth requirement. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Spickard stated that disabled veterans receive a 

100% tax exemption as per the State’s guidelines.  He further stated that in 2011 the Virginia 

General Assembly enacted a law that a veteran, who was 100% permanently and totally dis-

abled due to his military service as designated by the Veterans Administration, could receive 

100% tax relief on up to one acre of land. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Spickard stated that 80 County landowners partici-

pated in the disabled veterans program last year at a value of approximately $115,000 in tax 
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relief.  He further stated that veterans do not have to meet the income net worth requirements to 

qualify for this tax relief. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the elderly and disabled tax relief program is a separate ordi-

nance in the County Code and any amendments proposed to this ordinance would need to be 

advertised and a public hearing scheduled. 

After discussion, it was noted that, if the Board would like to schedule a public hearing 

on these amendments, the advertisement would have to be drafted and submitted to The Fin-

castle Herald on Monday for publication on May 11 and 18 and for a public hearing to be held at 

the Board’s regular meeting on May 24. 

Mr. Spickard stated that a proposed income level category of $0 to $8,500 was proposed 

by the staff and Subcommittee at 100% tax exemption.  Mr. Spickard noted that he is not sure 

that any County resident would meet this income level and also the County currently does not 

offer a 100% tax exemption.  He noted that 90% is the highest tax relief percentage which is 

offered for those having an income of $20,000 or less. 

After discussion, Mr. Spickard stated that the federal poverty level is currently just over 

$15,000 for a household of two. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Spickard stated that, if a 100% relief rate is pro-

posed, the household income parameters could be set at a level of $0 to $15,000 (federal pov-

erty level). 

The Board thanked Mr. Spickard for providing this information. 

Mr. Williamson then noted that the Board had been provided with a comparison chart of 

five County school employees’ salaries with those offered by the City of Salem.  He noted that 

there is a substantial difference in salaries between the two localities depending on how long 

the teacher has been employed with the County versus when they were hired.  He stated that 

the Board had also received information on the percentage of residents of certain ages, median 

income levels, unemployment rates, etc., in various area localities. 

Mr. John Busher, Superintendent of Schools, then reviewed the teacher salary compari-

son chart.  Mr. Busher stated that he and his staff have reviewed every school employee’s sal-

ary from bus drivers to secretaries to teachers as he wanted to see their current compensation 

levels.  Mr. Busher stated that data for five employees of varied positions (Career and Technical 

Education (CTE) teacher, a newly hired elementary teacher, speech therapist/teacher, an ele-

mentary teacher hired in 1998, and an elementary special education teacher), were used in this 

comparison chart which shows the same information for these same positions in the Salem 

school system. 

Mr. Busher stated that Botetourt County Schools hire the best and, among other param-

eters in determining a newly hired teacher’s salary, they review an applicant’s experience, their 

previous employers, etc., and based on all of this information the new employee is placed on a 

“rung” on their salary scale.  Mr. Busher stated that the proposed school budget is not about 

raises but a correction to the compensation levels to allow the system to be competitive.  Mr. 

Busher stated that the school system has lost a lot of teaching staff to the Salem school system 

over the past few years. 

Mr. Busher stated that the CTE teacher referenced on the comparison chart has been 

employed by the County since 2005 and should be at a salary level of $48,000 instead of their 

current salary of $42,377.  He noted that this person went to work for Salem and will now make 

$4,203 more in salary per year than at Botetourt County. 
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Regarding the speech teacher, Mr. Busher stated that the school system has a difficult 

time finding speech therapists.  He noted that the person represented on the comparison chart 

was hired in 2012 and has a current salary of $45,253 but should be making $47,171.  He noted 

that this is “not a one size fits all” issue.  Mr. Busher stated that they have addressed every indi-

vidual that is employed by the school system.  He noted that their salaries are based on each 

individual, their educational background, where they were previously employed, how long they 

have been employed by the County, and their salary history. 

Mr. Busher stated that the school system uses existing teachers to train new teachers to 

“the Botetourt way” so they can sustain and maintain their teachers’ effectiveness; however, he 

is losing the capacity to train the new teachers when long-time County teachers retire or go to 

work in other school systems for higher salaries.  Mr. Busher stated that higher salaries are 

needed to retain the teachers so their rates are competitive with other schools divisions in the 

State, country, and in the global environment.  He noted that the relationship between students 

and teachers is key to the educational system’s success. 

After discussion, Mr. Busher stated that the requested funds for this salary correction will 

give school employees who have worked here for many years their correct compensation.  Mr. 

Busher then noted that the school system has lost four teachers in the last week.  He noted that 

these employees are making employment decisions based on what they are hearing and from 

what was said at the budget public hearing last week by the County’s residents. 

Mr. Busher stated that collaboration between the County, the school system, and the 

businesses in the newly created Corporate Visitation Program is a great opportunity for each 

group to see what the other offers and what is needed to be taught in the schools and the area’s 

community colleges to create employable personnel for the County’s businesses.  Mr. Busher 

stated that he wants the County’s children to be competitive in the working world and he “wants 

them to come home” to find work. 

Mr. Busher stated that the demographics of the population in the southern end of the 

County are changing and bilingual teachers are needed in the schools that serve that area. 

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Busher stated that the Virginia Retirement System 

provides retirement plan coverage for all localities in the State.  After further questioning by Mr. 

Martin, Mr. Busher stated that Botetourt County has 18 salary steps and Salem has 30.  Mr. 

Busher stated that the number of salary steps varies per school system and it depends on the 

“way that they do business.” 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Busher stated that salary step increases are not 

written into the teachers’ employment contracts; however, the number of days that each teacher 

is required to work and their step increase for the contract year is included.  After further ques-

tioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Busher stated that the school system signs new contracts with the 

teachers every year. 

After further questioning, Mr. Busher stated that the reason why the school system has 

not given the teachers an increase in the past 6 years is due to the limited availability of funding.  

He noted that the schools and the County have been cutting and cutting their budgets over the 

past few years as a reduction in revenues requires hard choices as to what items to pay for and 

what to cut. 

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Busher stated that the School system has 732 

total employees and their proposed budget would correct the salaries of 471 of their personnel. 
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Mr. Busher stated that he knows of three teachers, who previously worked for the 

County but are currently working for the Roanoke school system, who want to return to the 

County to teach. 

After discussion by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Busher stated that, once a County teacher is 

released from their employment contract and accepted for employment at a new school system, 

they are considered an employee of that jurisdiction.  He noted that, if after 3 or 4 years the 

teacher wants to return to Botetourt County to work, the County would use their salary in the 

other jurisdiction to determine the salary that they would be offered here. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that, in regard to Mr. Dodson’s question regarding funding availability 

over a five-year period, from FY 08 to FY 12, the County used Undesignated Fund Balance 

monies to balance the County budget for four of those five years.  He further stated that during 

this period the School’s budgeted funding/revenue increase was an average of only $100,000 

per year. 

The Board then thanked Mr. Busher for his comments and information. 

Mr. Williamson then reviewed a chart showing the advertised budget and tax rates (81¢ - 

real estate; $2.76 – personal property) and four FY 17 budget funding scenarios based on differ-

ing tax rate and expenditure options.  He noted that all four scenarios propose a personal prop-

erty tax rate of $2.71 instead of the advertised rate of $2.76. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the proposed personal property tax rate revenues ($260,000) 

were included in the advertised budget’s revenue figures.  He noted that the County only needs 

to increase this rate to $2.71 as the car tax relief rate element is a fixed amount. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the advertised budget includes 2% County employee raises 

as of July 1; however, the four budget scenarios are based on delaying payment of these raises 

until September 1. 

Mr. Dodson stated that the County’s previous two salary increases were triggered by a 

mandatory increase by the State in constitutional office employees’ salaries. 

Mr. Williamson stated that, if implementation of the employee raises is delayed until Sep-

tember 1 instead of July 1, the County would have a $50,000 reduction in expenses.  He noted 

that funding scenario #1 includes employee raises being effective September 1, $1.5 million in 

new revenues allocated to the schools, and adjustments in the elderly/disabled tax exemption 

which would result in $125,000 less County revenues, an 81¢ real estate tax rate, a $2.71 per-

sonal property tax rate, and funding for various CIP projects including $325,000 for economic 

development, $642,000 for County infrastructure, and $1,001,000 as a balance of existing 

projects. 

He noted that funding scenario #2 includes employee raises being effective September 

1, $1.3 million in new revenues allocated to the schools, and adjustments in the elderly/disabled 

tax exemption which would result in $125,000 less County revenues, a 79¢ real estate tax rate, 

a $2.71 personal property tax rate, and various CIP projects including $235,000 for economic 

development, $232,000 for County infrastructure, and $1,001,000 as a balance of existing pro-

jects.  Mr. Williamson stated that scenario #3 includes employee raises being effective Septem-

ber 1, $1 million in new revenues allocated to the schools, and adjustments in the elderly/ 

disabled tax exemption which would result in $125,000 less County revenues, a 78¢ real estate 

tax rate, a $2.71 personal property tax rate, and various CIP projects including $225,000 for 

economic development, $224,000 for County infrastructure, and $1,001,000 as a balance of 

existing projects.  He noted that funding scenario #4 includes employee raises being effective 
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September 1, $1.0 million in new revenues allocated to the schools, no adjustment in the 

elderly/disabled tax exemption, removing $350,000 for a new 24/7 rescue squad unit at Trout-

ville, a 76¢ real estate tax rate, a $2.71 personal property tax rate, and various CIP projects 

including $154,000 for economic development, $100,000 for County infrastructure, and 

$1,001,000 as a balance of existing projects. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the Contingency amounts in the advertised budget and for 

funding scenarios # 1 – 3 remain relatively level; however, scenario #4 reduces the Contingency 

to $120,000.  He noted that the CIP projects include economic development program funding, 

new roofs, HVAC upgrades/repairs, and other repair needs for County buildings.  Mr. William-

son stated that the County infrastructure improvements are a discretionary budget item; how-

ever, maintenance on County and School structures has been deferred over the years due to a 

lack of funding.  He further stated that the Board can “mix and match” the various funding 

scenario details to reach a funding decision. 

Mr. Williamson stated that, if there are no further questions, this completes his Budget 

Subcommittee report to the Board. 

Mr. Leffel then opened the floor for general discussion by the Board members. 

Mr. Martin stated that he is opposed to the tax increase.  He thanked Mr. Spickard for his 

efforts to help the elderly, disabled, and veterans in keeping their taxes as low as possible; 

however, they are not the only County residents that this proposed budget and tax increase 

would affect.  He noted that the County’s low-income residents have low-paying jobs, have to 

pay for children to attend school and college, and they cannot afford higher taxes. 

Mr. Martin stated that the Board of Supervisors members are financially in good shape; 

however, many citizens are not as fortunate.  Mr. Martin stated that he does not think that there 

is currently any “appetite” in the County for a tax increase.  He then questioned why the County 

is proposing to have all of these expenditures paid for in this budget and suggested that some of 

these projects be postponed until the FY 17-18 budget cycle.  Mr. Martin stated that funding for 

fire/rescue/police services is a different matter.  Mr. Martin then stated that the teachers who 

spoke at the budget public hearing were “just asking for a raise.” 

Mr. Martin stated that he met with Mr. Busher for 1½ hours to discuss the School’s step 

increase issues and Mr. Busher’s plans for the future and he enjoyed their conversation.  Mr. 

Martin stated that he believes that the teachers’ contracts state that they will receive a step 

increase if the money is included in the budget. 

After discussion, Mr. Martin stated that the funds used last year to purchase electronic 

boards for the classrooms could have been used for the step increases.  Mr. Martin stated that 

the school system does have a problem with the step increases and this needs to be fixed “but it 

should not be on the taxpayer’s back.”  Mr. Martin stated that the County needs to look at what 

we are spending and whether it is “a need or a want.”  Mr. Martin stated that he does not know 

what the answer would be to getting this resolved. 

Mr. Martin stated that revenues should increase next year and should increase again in 

the following year from the County’s recently announced economic development, AEP, and 

Apex wind energy projects.  Mr. Martin stated that the citizens elected the Board members to 

make the right decisions and he does not think that increasing taxes is a right decision for the 

Board to make. 

Mr. Martin then noted that the County cannot tell the schools how to spend their 

money—the School Board makes this decision.  He further noted that the County received $4 
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million more in General Fund monies this year compared to last year.  Mr. Martin further noted 

that the Board cannot continue to “dip” into this fund to balance the budget.  He noted that the 

County received a one-time payment of $3 million from the Western Virginia Water Authority 

and suggested that the County use these monies to pay for some of the FY 17 budget needs 

instead of implementing a tax increase.  He further noted that expenditure decisions can be 

made in FY 17-18 when the County is anticipated to receive more revenues. 

Mr. Martin stated that he hopes that Mr. Busher is successful in getting his plan for the 

County’s school system started and completed but this is not the time to raise taxes.  He stated 

that the County approved a tax increase four year ago and “we are back again asking for more 

money.”  Mr. Martin stated that he cannot support this tax increase. 

 Mr. Dodson stated that raising taxes is a hard decision and not raising taxes is equally 

hard.  He stated that there are projects and programs that need to be funded.  Mr. Dodson 

stated that this is his third year in developing the County’s budget and he has looked at this 

funding issue in several different ways. 

He stated that the question of how the County got into this financial situation has been 

raised.  Mr. Dodson stated that there were funding decisions made in the past and this is why 

the teachers’ salaries are in the condition that they are, County and school facilities have not 

been taken care of, volunteer fire and EMS units are transitioning to paid positions, etc., and 

these are all part of the County’s operations that the Board has to consider in developing the 

budget.  Mr. Dodson further stated that, at times, the Sheriff’s deputy coverage in the County is 

minimal and this public safety need should be addressed. 

 Mr. Dodson stated that the County has a lot of great projects on the horizon including the 

AEP substation improvements, Apex’s wind energy facility, Eldor, the Virginia Community Col-

lege System’s shared services center, and the anticipated development around Exit 150/ 

Gateway Crossing after the roadway improvement project is completed; however, revenue 

benefits from some of these projects will not be realized for five or more years. 

 Mr. Dodson stated that the Board has to think of ways to fund the County’s needs “with-

out breaking the bank.”  Mr. Dodson stated that he believes the following items are needed in 

this budget:  an ambulance crew at Troutville, an additional Sheriff’s road deputy, and school 

transportation (buses).  Mr. Dodson further stated that the County needs a long-term perspec-

tive and to work toward the goal of where we want to be.  He noted that the school system has 

an aging bus fleet and a bus replacement cycle needs to again be implemented. 

 Mr. Dodson noted that the State of Virginia approved a 2% salary increase for all State 

and constitutional employees and County employees should be treated the same way.  He sug-

gested that the County and School administrations take a hard look at the budget and go back 

to a “0” base to see if there are any hard savings that can be found.  He stated that “there are 

things out there in the future that we have to look at” and teacher salary step increases need to 

be addressed. 

 Mr. Dodson also stated that the school system’s buildings need to be reviewed and a 10, 

15, or 20 year plan developed to make the needed repairs/replacements.  He noted that Colo-

nial Elementary School is 75 years old and Lord Botetourt High School is landlocked.  Mr. Dod-

son stated that there are County facilities that need repairs as well and the Board of Supervisors 

has “to look across the board and take everything into consideration.”  Mr. Dodson stated that 

the Board has to do something now about the new ambulance crew, additional deputy, school 

transportation, and matching the State’s salary increases. 
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 Dr. Scothorn thanked Mr. Spickard for his work in putting the information together on the 

elderly and disabled tax exemption proposals.  He stated that the teachers step salary scale has 

been a problem for more than 10 years and he believes that it will take longer than three years 

to fix it. 

 Dr. Scothorn stated that the County has been negligent in repairing buildings and infra-

structure and it is the Board’s duty to try to correct these issues as well as the staff funding situ-

ation.  He stated that the County has great things coming in the future.  He noted that our public 

safety departments and personnel are important and, with an increase in private busi-

ness/industry workers and County residents, we have to maintain the personnel and equipment 

to ensure the citizens’ safety. 

 Dr. Scothorn stated that having reliable school bus transportation is important.  He noted 

that one of his patients informed him today that a company has plans to take over the Blue Bird 

school bus manufacturing facility and use it to refurbish school buses.  He noted that the County 

also needs to “think outside the box” regarding the provision of insurance and other benefits for 

employees. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that he has listened to all of the Board members’ comments.  He noted 

that the County’s school system is known for quality not mediocrity and the County should not 

want to be mediocre.  Mr. Leffel noted that we want to teach the children here and give them the 

opportunity to come back and live and work in the County after completing their education.  He 

further noted that, to give our children the best, we have to give them the best chance. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that the new tax revenues from AEP, Apex, Eldor, etc., and new hous-

ing and work opportunities will be available but it is not going to happen tomorrow.  He noted 

that today’s school children should not be punished for the past. 

 Regarding public safety, Mr. Leffel questioned how could you not want to compensate 

people who have to put on a bulletproof vest every day before going to work.  Regarding eco-

nomic development, Mr. Leffel stated that approximately 800 new jobs are being created in the 

County over the next few years and there are two or three other new commercial/industrial 

revenue sources but these revenues will not be available tomorrow or the next day.  He stated 

that, if the County continues to “kick the can down the road,” we will have the same problem as 

in the past.  Mr. Leffel stated that “it will cost to get Botetourt County to be what we want it to be” 

and noted that, “if you stay the same, you get behind.” 

 After discussion, Mr. Leffel stated that he does not have any idea how the Gateway 

Crossing area will be developed in the future but it will cost and will take money.  He stated that 

the County cannot let an opportunity go by because we do not have the funds to deal with it. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that the Eagle Rock Volunteer Fire Department recently completed a 

2,700 square foot addition to house 24/7 staff when necessary.  He noted that this construction 

work was done by volunteers and the $250,000 cost was paid through donations—no County 

taxpayer monies were used.  Mr. Leffel noted that many of young people from the Eagle Rock 

area have expressed interest in being fire/rescue volunteers in the future. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that “none of this is easy or fun but we have to make some hard 

choices.”  He acknowledged that the Board members may not agree on everything but a differ-

ence of opinion will not impact them personally. 

 Mr. Williamson then stated that scenario #3 which proposes a 78¢ real estate tax rate 

and a $2.71 personal property tax rate would enable funding for the Sheriff’s road deputy posi-

tion, the new 24/7 ambulance crew at Troutville, a 2% employee salary increase, and provide 
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$500,000 less for the schools compared to scenario #1; however, $500,000 in County infra-

structure improvements would be deferred as well. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that he is sorry if it seems that the Board is pitting the elderly 

against the teachers in their efforts to fund the proposed budget.  Mr. Williamson further stated 

that he is aware that there are many people in the County that will have difficulty paying an addi-

tional $200 per year in taxes.  He noted that the County’s median income level is one of the 

highest in the Roanoke Valley and our taxes are less than all adjacent localities except for 

Franklin and Bedford. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that the option for FY 16-17 is between 78¢ and 81¢ on the real 

estate tax rate.  He noted that at the 78¢ rate would defer infrastructure repairs on County build-

ings and property but would begin to address the teacher salary scale issues.  He reminded the 

Board that the County does have an elderly and disabled tax relief program and a land use pro-

gram that qualifying citizens can participate in to lower their taxes.  He noted that the County is 

not the highest-taxed County in the region.  Mr. Williamson stated that the County could adopt a 

78¢ real estate tax rate and adopt a “livable” budget; however, personally, he would be willing to 

adopt an 81¢ real estate tax rate. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that the County has to approve the school budget by May 15.  He 

noted that May 15 is a Sunday and, according to the County Attorney, the Board could wait and 

approve the school budget until Monday, May 16.  He further noted that the County budget and 

tax rates have to be approved by June 30.  Mr. Williamson stated that, if the Board would like to 

deliberate further on the budget and tax rates, another meeting could be scheduled for next 

week. 

 Mr. Martin stated that he has been on the Board a lot longer than the other members.  

He noted that Mr. Zerrilla and Mr. Williamson recently met with him for a couple of hours to 

review the information contained in the budget book. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that Mr. Martin had some interesting ideas and some of his sug-

gestions resulted in adjustments to the proposed budget figures.  He noted that the County staff 

reduced the budget by $1.5 million prior to the information being presented to the Budget Sub-

committee to review.  He noted that the Subcommittee further reduced the proposed budget by 

an additional $1.5 million.  Mr. Williamson stated that “there is no $1 million of fat” in this pro-

posed budget. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that none of these decisions are easy and, in his opinion, it is 

down to a decision between a real estate tax rate of 78¢ and 81¢ and what the Board wants to 

do for the schools and repairing County infrastructure. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that it has been a privilege to work with Mr. Williamson on this budget.  

He noted that a lot of long hours were put into reviewing and discussing the various budget 

requests and he appreciated Mr. Williamson’s hours of effort throughout this process. 

 After discussion, Mr. Leffel suggested that the Board consider the comments made at 

the budget public hearing and at this meeting and meet again on Monday, May 16 at 6:00 P. M. 

to vote on the school budget. 

 After discussion on proposed amendments to the elderly and disabled tax exemption 

ordinance, on motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following 

recorded vote, the Board authorized staff to advertise a public hearing on proposed amend-

ments to the income exemption, combined financial worth, and tax relief percentages of the 
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elderly and disabled tax exemption ordinance, as discussed at tonight’s meeting, at the Super-

visors’ May 24 regular meeting. (Resolution Number 16-05-01) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

 There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Dod-

son, and carried by the following recorded vote, the meeting was continued at 7:35 P. M., until 

Monday, May 16, 2016, at 6:00 P. M., in the Circuit Courthouse’s second floor conference room 

to address the proposed FY 16-17 school budget. (Resolution Number 16-05-02) 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 
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A continued meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Monday, 

May 16, 2016, in the Circuit Courthouse’s second floor conference room in Fincastle, Virginia, 

beginning at 6:00 P. M. 

 PRESENT: Members: Mr. L. W. Leffel, Jr., Chairman  
   Mr. Todd L. Dodson, Vice-Chairman 
   Mr. John B. Williamson, III  
   Mr. Billy W. Martin, Sr. 
   Dr. Donald M. Scothorn 
  
 ABSENT: Members: None 
 
 Others present at the meeting: 
   Mr. Gary Larrowe, County Administrator 
   Mr. David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator 
   Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance 
 
 

 The Chairman called the meeting to order at 6:00 P. M. 

 Mr. Leffel reminded those present that this is EMS Week and encouraged everyone to 

show their support for the County’s volunteer and career EMS personnel. 

 Mr. Leffel also congratulated Mr. Martin on his fortieth wedding anniversary. 

 

 Mr. Williamson then gave a report from the Budget Subcommittee.  He stated that the 

Board held a work session on May 6 to review various budget funding scenarios as developed 

by Mr. Zerrilla and the General Fund Budget Subcommittee.  He noted that these scenarios 

have not changed in the interim. 

 He further noted that Mr. John Busher, Superintendent of Schools, was present at this 

meeting to answer any questions from the Board members. 

 Mr. Leffel then welcomed School Board members Ruth Wallace, Kathy Sullivan, and 

John Alderson to the meeting. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that the Board is required by State law to vote on the School 

budget by May 15, which was on a Sunday this year; therefore, action needs to be taken at 

tonight’s meeting. 

 Mr. Leffel then opened the meeting for general discussion by the Board members. 

 Dr. Scothorn noted that he has received many e-mail messages regarding the County 

and School budget and tax rates since the budget public hearing.  Mr. Dodson stated that he 

also had received numerous e-mails on these issues. 

 Mr. Williamson then made a motion, which was seconded by Mr. Leffel, to adopt the 

following resolution to approve the proposed FY 16-17 School budget which includes $1.5 

million in additional revenues.  This motion failed by the following recorded vote: 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Leffel  

 NAYS:   Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Dr. Scothorn 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-05-03 

WHEREAS, the proposed FY 2016-2017 School budget was duly advertised and a 
public hearing was held on April 26, 2016, in accordance with the Code of Virginia; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Botetourt County Public Schools 
budget for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 is: 
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       Approved 
      FY 16 – 17 
 Revenues: 
 
  School Fund Revenues: 
   Local     $24,349,282 
   State     $24,617,359 
   Federal    $       40,000 
   Other     $  1,465,891 
 
  School Instructional Programs 

      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 
      
   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Revenues   $57,107,505 
 
 Expenditures: 
 

 School Operating Fund   $50,472,532 
 

  School Instructional Program 
      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 

      
   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Expenditures  $57,107,505 
   
 Mr. Dodson then made a motion to adopt the following resolution to approve the pro-

posed FY 16-17 School budget which includes $1.0 million in additional revenues.  This motion 

failed as no second was submitted. 

WHEREAS, the proposed FY 2016-2017 School budget was duly advertised and a 
public hearing was held on April 26, 2016, in accordance with the Code of Virginia; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Botetourt County Public Schools 
budget for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 is: 

 
       Approved 
      FY 16 – 17 
 Revenues: 
 
  School Fund Revenues: 
   Local     $23,849,282 
   State     $24,617,359 
   Federal    $       40,000 
   Other     $  1,465,891 
 
  School Instructional Programs 

      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 
      
   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Revenues   $56,607,505 
 
 Expenditures: 
 

 School Operating Fund   $49,972,532 
 

  School Instructional Program 
      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 
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   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Expenditures  $56,607,505 

 

 On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Williamson, and carried by the following rec-

orded vote, the Board adopt the following resolution to approve the proposed FY 16-17 School 

budget which includes $1.35 million in additional revenues. 

 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  Mr. Martin 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-05-04 

WHEREAS, the proposed FY 2016-2017 School budget was duly advertised and a 
public hearing was held on April 26, 2016, in accordance with the Code of Virginia; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Botetourt County Public Schools 
budget for Fiscal Year 2016-2017 is: 

 
       Approved 
      FY 16 – 17 
 Revenues: 
 
  School Fund Revenues: 
   Local     $24,199,282 
   State     $24,617,359 
   Federal    $       40,000 
   Other     $  1,465,891 
 
  School Instructional Programs 

      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 
      
   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Revenues   $56,957,505 
 
 Expenditures: 
 

 School Operating Fund   $50,322,532 
 

  School Instructional Program 
      with Self-Sustaining Funds  $  3,222,839 

      
   School Nutrition Fund   $  1,730,134 
   Textbook Fund   $  1,175,000 
   Capital Reserve Fund   $     507,000 
 
  Total School Fund Expenditures  $56,957,505 
 

 
 Mr. Williamson then stated that the Board would need to consider whether to schedule 

adoption of the General Fund budget and tax rates at their May 24 regular meeting.  After dis-

cussion, it was noted that this item is included on the draft May 24 agenda as the first “General 

Item;” however, if the Board desired to schedule this discussion at a specific time, 2:15 PM is 

available at this time. 

 Mr. Zerrilla stated that the public hearing on the proposed amendments to the elderly 

and disabled tax exemption ordinance is scheduled for 3:30 P. M. on May 24. 
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 Mr. Dodson questioned whether the elderly exemption public hearing should be held 

prior to the Board’s consideration of the budget and tax rates. 

 Mr. Zerrilla stated that the proposed exemption impacts figure is included in the pro-

posed budget amount; however, it is based on the numbers provided by the Commissioner of 

the Revenue and is a very conservative amount. 

 Mr. Williamson noted that the resolution adopted by the Board of Supervisors this even-

ing eliminates budget funding scenarios 1 and 3 as presented by Mr. Zerrilla at the May 6 meet-

ing.  He noted that scenarios 2 and 3 took into consideration the adjustment of exemption levels 

for tax relief for the elderly and disabled which would provide approximately $125,000 in tax 

relief.  Mr. Williamson stated that, if the Board adopted a budget less than proposed in scenario 

2, it would result in less tax relief for the elderly/disabled. 

 Mr. Williamson stated that the timing of the budget approval at the May 24 regular meet-

ing either before or after the public hearing on the elderly/disabled exemption revisions does not 

appear to matter. 

 After discussion by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Williamson suggested that the Board consider 

approval of the proposed County budget and tax rates early in the May 24 meeting prior to the 

elderly/disabled ordinance public hearing. 

 

 Dr. Scothorn then stated that, at the May 6 meeting, he mentioned that one of his 

patients had heard that someone was interested in taking over the Blue Bird bus factory and 

use it to refurbish buses. 

 After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Busher stated that he had not been contacted by 

the individual Dr. Scothorn is referring to.  Mr. Busher stated that the school system currently 

uses International Blue Bird buses to transport students and use parts from retired buses to 

make repairs to their fleet.  Mr. Busher stated that his staff has contacted various bus compa-

nies to see what they do with old buses to determine if the County could purchase used school 

buses that are in good condition. 

Mr. Busher stated that three counties in northern Virginia are experiencing expansions in 

their school populations and have a turnover of many used buses.  He noted that they will con-

tact these localities to see if any used buses would be suitable for the County to purchase. 

Mr. Busher further stated that the State of Virginia has a law that school buses have to 

be removed from active transportation of students once they travel 200,000 miles.  He noted 

that buses with this mileage can continue to be used as activity buses and other similar uses. 

 Mr. Busher stated that their research indicated that one used bus with 82,000 miles was 

available, but they determined that the odometer was broken and the vehicle actually had been 

driven 382,000 miles.  He noted that a majority of used/secondary buses are sold overseas as a 

package deal. 

 Mr. Busher stated that the school system would like to get back onto their bus replace-

ment cycle but will continue to look at the potential for used buses that may be available in the 

State.  After discussion, he noted that they are unable to receive maintenance/mileage records 

for out-of-state school buses. 

 Dr. Scothorn “challenged” the school system to ensure that they consider the cost sav-

ings of reconditioned school buses and obtain information from the State as to whether school 

buses over 200,000 miles can be used and, if so, what the County’s savings would be. 

 Mr. Busher stated that he will have to check with the Department of Education to deter-

mine if used/reconditioned school buses can be used to transport students on a daily basis. 
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 Dr. Scothorn stated that he met with a group last week and reviewed the pay scale for 

Roanoke City’s teachers compared to Botetourt County.  He noted that some of the people he 

met with are considering going to work for Roanoke City because of the higher salaries. 

 Dr. Scothorn stated that he considers Fire/EMS, Sheriff’s Department, and schools the 

“three-legged stool” of the County’s budget and he wants to make sure that we are staying level.  

He noted that what the individuals had to say at last week’s meeting compelled him to listen.  

Dr. Scothorn stated that he believes that the Board has an open mind. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that the County has some great ideas and opportunities for the future 

and education “is in the middle of it.”  He noted that the County is discussing options that few 

other people are doing.  He noted that the County needs to train our students to get what they 

need to come back to the County to work.  Mr. Leffel stated that “we have to have our people 

prepared if we want them to come back home” to live and work and the County is fortunate now 

to start this process.  He noted that this will not begin overnight. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that the best education will require the best people to do the teaching 

and those teachers will need to be paid.  Mr. Leffel stated that he hopes that the County will get 

a “tiny start” on this in the new fiscal year as this situation will not be resolved next year or the 

next. 

 Dr. Scothorn stated that communication between the Board and School Board is 

important and this is a vital part of working toward the County’s future growth and progress 

along with the Board’s meetings with the Planning Commission and Economic Development 

Authority. 

 Mr. Leffel stated that the County has two new administrators—Mr. Larrowe and Mr. 

Busher—that he could not be more proud of. 

 Mr. Dodson stated that what makes this exciting is that the County has the leadership 

now to make the future look bright. 

 

 There being no further discussion, the meeting was adjourned at 6:21 P. M. 

  

 







































































































































































































MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Members, Botetourt County Planning Commission 
 
FROM:  Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager/Zoning Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments  
 
DATE:  May 9, 2016 
 
CC:  Gary Larrowe, County Administrator 
  David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator 
  Mike Lockaby, County Attorney 
  Amanda McGee, Planner 
 

 

At the April 11 joint work session, staff presented proposed text amendments to the 
Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance.  Staff has incorporated concerns regarding access, and 
have made a few minor changes to the amendments included in the April 11 packet.  The 
Board of Supervisors unanimously authorized the amendments for public hearing at the May 
9 Planning Commission and May 24 Board of Supervisors meetings. 
 
Changes made to the proposed amendments are as follows: 
 

 Added “Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 
Emergency Services” to the supplemental regulations for cabin or cottage, resort, 
bed and breakfast, rural resort, rural retreat, boardinghouse, and recreational 
vehicle park. All of these uses require an SEP, so access will be an item for 
consideration of approval.  

 To address the potential for storage of recreational vehicles rather than prohibit the 
storage at an RV park, modified the following:  

o No recreational vehicle or travel trailer, with the exception of the property 
manager, shall remain occupied on site for a period of longer than thirty 
days. If long-term storage of recreational vehicles or travel trailers are 
proposed, such location of storage shall be depicted on a concept plan 
submitted with the application for the special exception permit. 

 To address sewage disposal at RV parks, the following statement was added: 

o The applicant shall provide plans for sewage disposal facilities on-site as 
part of the application for the special exception permit. Sewage disposal 
facilities may include a sanitary disposal station for the use of guests or 
sewage hookups at individual rental spaces. Service buildings equipped 
with flush toilets and shower facilities may also be provided on site. Plans 
will be reviewed and approved by the Health Department concurrent with 
and as a condition of site plan approval.  
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The amendments are summarized as follows and reflect the information presented to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors at the joint work session on April 11: 

 
Short-term Rental Establishments: These amendments incorporate the recommendations of 
the Vacation Rental and Homestay Advisory Committee. Listings of the permitted uses and 
uses permitted by special exception have been amended and specific uses such as cottage 
or cabins and homestays are permitted as by-right uses in the A-1 and FC Zoning Districts. 
Definitions for new uses are added, and previous definitions are amended or removed. The 
most significant changes occur in regards to Supplemental Regulations (Section 25-434. Bed 
and breakfast and rural lodging establishments). These incorporate new uses into the 
supplemental regulations, and establish requirements for a new permitting process for short-
term rentals. Reference tables are attached in addition to the draft amendments.  
 
In addition to the attached table, minor changes to other sections in the ordinance are 
proposed: 

 Section 25-222. Permitted uses in the Business (B-1) Use District. Removed undefined 
use “General stores, country including residence” Changes to section 25-473. 
Required off-street parking and loading spaces, which incorporate new short-term 
rental uses into the parking requirements established by the ordinance. 

 Changes to the definition of “Dwelling, single-family; single-family detached” which 
specify that a residence being used as a single-family dwelling can only be rented 
out on a monthly or yearly basis, anything more frequent would constitute a short-
term rental. 

 
Timelines: The proposed text primarily aims to clarify the various timelines and procedures 
in regards to zoning map amendments, comprehensive plan amendments, zoning ordinance 
text amendments, rezoning requests, and special exceptions, including special exception 
permits for telecommunication towers. These timelines will bring the ordinance into 
conformance with state and federal requirements, as well as establish timelines for 
procedures that were not previously clear. These amendments are not expected to result in 
changes to current review times or procedures. Specific changes are broken down in a table, 
attached. 
 
RAM: When the Research and Manufacturing (RAM) Use District was adopted, it was 
inadvertently left out of the related sections of the Zoning Ordinance. These are technical 
changes to correct the omissions and include adding RAM to the list of established districts 
in the zoning ordinance, as well as the sign regulations, parking, and the site plan review 
requirements.  
 
Enforcement and Penalties: The text includes new procedures to permit to enforce the zoning 
ordinance by allowing for the collection of civil penalties by the County, and establishes 
procedures and fees. The process for addressing zoning violations with criminal penalties 
has also been clarified. In addition, a new section grants the zoning administrator the 
authority to revoke permits in case of violations on the part of the applicant or owner.  
 
Fee Schedule: The proposed amendments would result in the new short-term rental permit. 
Staff researched other localities and are proposing a short-term rental fee of $50 per unit, 
which is lower than all of the other localities whose ordinances were reviewed. In addition, 
there are applications that are processed for by the Planning and Zoning Department for 
which no fees have ever been formally established. As these fees have not been amended 
since 2005, staff undertook a comprehensive analysis of all fees and reviewed other 
localities as well. The attached revisions represent fees which are remain lower than other 
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localities but are intended to better reflect the amount of resources needed to process each 
type of application. The only fees which were increased were rezoning requests for TND, 
PUD, SC, and POP, as well as an increase in appeals of the zoning administrator’s decisions. 
Because a full metes and bounds description is rarely required for SEP requests, and the 
approval runs with the land, staff has proposed altering the structure and charging fees 
based on the type of request. Changes to the fees only requires a resolution by the Board 
of Supervisors and does not require a public hearing. If agreeable to the members of the 
Board of Supervisors, staff would propose bringing the fee schedule to the Board in May.  
 
 
 

DRAFT MOTIONS 
 
Text Amendments to Revise Zoning Timelines 

 
Approval:   

I move that the text amendments to revise Chapter 25, Article I, Division 3 and Article 
V, Divisions 1 and 6 of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to amend process and 
procedures related to zoning requests, and as included in the memo and package 
information, be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of 
approval on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
Denial: 

I move that the text amendment to revise text amendments to revise Chapter 25, 
Article I, Division 3 and Article V, Divisions 1 and 6, to amend process and procedures 
related to zoning requests, and as included in the memo and package distributed by 
staff, of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance as previously stated, be forwarded 
to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial for the following 
reasons… 
 
…and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 

 
Text Amendments to Revise Zoning Ordinance for the RAM Use District 

 
Approval:   

I move that the text amendments to revise Chapter 25, Article I, Division 6; Article IV, 
Divisions 2 and 3; and Article V, Division 5 of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance 
to incorporate the RAM district into related sections of the ordinance, as provided in 
the packages distributed by staff, be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a 
recommendation of approval on the basis that the proposed text amendments are 
consistent with the comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning 
ordinance. 
 
Denial: 

I move that the text amendment to revise text amendments to revise Chapter 25, 
Article I, Division 6; Article IV, Divisions 2 and 3; and Article V, Division 5 of the 
Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance as to incorporate the RAM district into related 
sections of the ordinance, as provided in the package distributed by staff,, be 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial for the 
following reasons… 
 

May 2016 Text Amendment Package 3/33



…and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 

 
Text Amendments to Revise Civil Penalties 

 
Approval:   

I move that the text amendments to revise Chapter 25, Article V, Division 1 of the 
Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to revise process and procedures for enforcing the 
zoning ordinance, as provided in the package distributed by staff, be forwarded to 
the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval on the basis that the 
proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and the 
purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 
 
Denial: 

I move that the text amendment to revise text amendments to revise Chapter 25, 
Article V, Division 1 of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to revise process and 
procedures for enforcing the zoning ordinance, as provided in the package 
distributed by staff be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a 
recommendation of denial for the following reasons… 
 
…and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 

 
Text Amendments to Revise Short-term Rental Regulations 

 
Approval:   

I move that the text amendments to revise Chapter 25, Article II, Divisions 1 through 
10; Article IV, Divisions 1 and 3; and Article VI of the Botetourt County Zoning 
Ordinance  to incorporate and revise short-term rental regulations, as provided in the 
package distributed by staff, be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a 
recommendation of approval on the basis that the proposed text amendments are 
consistent with the comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning 
ordinance. 
 
Denial: 

I move that the text amendment to revise text amendments to revise Chapter 25, 
Article II, Divisions 1 through 10; Article IV, Divisions 1 and 3; and Article VI of the 
Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to incorporate and revise short-term rental 
regulations, as provided in the package distributed by staff, be forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial for the following reasons… 
 
…and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the 
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. 

 
 
 
Attachments. 
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A‐1 FC RR R‐1 R‐2 R‐3 TND PUD B‐1 B‐2

Bed and 

Breakfast S* S* S* S* S* S* S* S* S* S*

Boardinghouse S* S* S* S* S* S* S* S*

Cabin or Cottage P* P* P* S* S* S* S* S*

Cabin or Cottage, 

Resort S* S* S* S*

Campground S  S 

Homestay P* P* S* S* S* S*

Hunting Lodge, 

Game Preserve S S S 

Recreational 

Vehicle Park S* S*

Rural Resort S*

Rural Retreat S* S*

Short Term 

Rental Use

Zoning District

* indicates supplemental regulations

S = Special Exception Permit

P = Permitted By Right
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Sec. 25-434. - Bed and breakfast and rural lodging establishmentsshort-term rental establishments.  

(a) No occupation of a room or dwelling for short-term rental shall be permitted except in 
compliance with this section. 

(b) No short-term rental establishments may violate the provisions of Chapter 15. Offenses – 
Miscellaneous, Article II. Noise of the Botetourt County Code. In addition, any short-term rental 
establishment which has been granted a special exceptions permit by the board of supervisors 
is not to be exempted from the Noise Ordinance as stated in Sec. 15-54. 

(c) The following uses are permitted subject to all applicable district regulations of this chapter, 
including supplemental regulations listed for each use within this section, and following the 
issuance of a zoning permit and a short-term rental permit. The applicant shall submit the 
short-term rental permit application to the zoning administrator prior to the occupation of a 
room or dwelling for short-term rental and the application shall contain the following 
information.: 

1) All relevant parcel information, including the tax map number, zoning district, address, 
and magisterial district. 

2) The applicant’s name, address, and personal contact information, and the name, 
address, and personal contact information of the owner if different from that of the 
applicant. 

3) Information concerning the dwelling or portion of a dwelling which is to be rented, 
including the number of bedrooms, and whether the owner or applicant currently lives 
in the dwelling or on the property. The applicant shall also provide any additional 
information regarding the proposed use as required by the zoning administrator. 

4) The applicant shall certify the following:  

a. There will be no change to the outside appearance of the dwelling or 
premises. 

b.  All vehicles shall be parked on the lot on which the rental establishment is 
located and shall be parked in driveways or parking areas designed and built 
to be parking areas. 

a.c. Noise generated by the short-term rental use shall not violate the 
provisions of the Botetourt County Noise Ordinance. 

b.d. The owner or manager has a plan to properly dispose of waste. 

c.e. The number and placement of smoke detectors and fire extinguishers shall 
be compliant with the requirements of the current Virginia Construction Code. 

5) In addition, the applicant shall provide: 

a. An approved Sewage Disposal Permit or other similar documentation from 
the Health Department, if applicable. If no permit is available, or the property 
is served by public or community water, the maximum permitted overnight 
occupancy shall be limited to 2 persons over 2 years in age per each 
bedroom. 

b. A concept plan identifying the location of the rental unit(s) on the parcel and 
any additional structures on the property, setbacks, means of access, existing 
or proposed lighting, proposed signage and required on-site tenant parking 
areas. 

c. Manager information, if the manager is not the applicant. 

d. Any required fees. 
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(d) The applicant shall be responsible for updating the short-term rental permit on file with the 
zoning administrator due to any changes. If the change in use or density results in the 
classification of the short-term rental as a different use, it must conform to all of the district 
requirements and supplemental regulations in this section. If the change of use is such that it 
is permitted only upon the granting of a special exception permit by board of supervisors, the 
short-term rental may not be occupied as such without first obtaining a special exception 
permit. 

(e) If the applicant has supplied materially misleading information relating to the approval of a 
short-term rental permit, or if the zoning administrator determines that there are reasonable 
grounds for revocation of short term rental permit, the zoning administrator may take action in 
accordance with Sec. 25-522. If the short term rental permit is revoked, any activities 
continuing pursuant to such permit shall be deemed to be in violation of this chapter and 
subject to the penalties detailed in Sect. 25-522. 

(f) Except as expressly provided in this section, no guest may occupy a short-term rental more 
than thirty consecutive nights in one calendar year. The operator of the short-term rental shall 
maintain a log of all guests, including their name, address, license plate number, and length 
of stay, and shall make the log available to county staff upon request. 

(a) (g)   The regulations listed below shall govern individual short-term rental uses as listed. 

 

2)1) (1) Bed and breakfast homestayHomestay.  

a. a. The owner of the premises shall reside in and provide full-time 
management of this establishment at all times while the homestay is occupied 
by one or more guests. 

b. b. The establishment shall not contain restaurant facilities, but may provide 
food service for transient, overnight guests only.  

c. c. Up to five four (5) guestrooms may be provided for paying guests. Rooms 
may only be rented out under one contract at a time. 

d. d. Outdoor events such as weddings, receptions, and similar activities may 
be conducted for compensation subject to the provisions for temporary uses 
set forth in section 25-442.  

2) Cabin or cottage 

a. There shall be no more than one cabin or cottage per parcel, provided that 
this requirement is in addition to those requirements listed in section 25-
431(e) and in the relevant district regulations listed in Article II of this 
ordinance. Only one dwelling unit may be made available for short term rental 
per parcel. 

b. Twenty-four hour off-site management is required. Contact information for 

the property manager must be kept updated with the zoning administrator 

and posted on the premises. 

c. The maximum number of guests shall be determined by the septic capacity, 
as documented by the Health Department. If no permit is available, or the 
property is served by public or community water, the maximum permitted 
overnight occupancy shall be limited to 2 persons over 2 years in age per 
each bedroom. 

3) Cabin or cottage, resort 

a. The cabin or cottage, resort will have a maximum density of one dwelling unit 
per acre, 
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b.  On-site management is required. Hours and contact information shall be 
updated with the zoning administrator.  

c. The maximum number of guests shall be determined by the septic capacity, 

as documented by the Health Department. In lieu of provision of Health 

Department approval, the applicant may have up to two adult guests per 

bedroom of each dwelling unit. 

d. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

3)4) Bed and breakfast 

(2) Bed and breakfast inn.  

a. a. The owner or manager shall provide full-time management of the 
establishment at all times when the facility is occupied by one (1) or more 
guests.  

b. b. The establishment shall not contain restaurant facilities, but may provide 
food service for transient, overnight guests only.  

c. c. Up to fifteen (15) guestrooms may be provided for paying guests. 

d. Outdoor events such as weddings, receptions, and similar activities may 
be conducted for compensation subject to the provisions for temporary uses 
set forth in section 25-442.  

d. e. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

 The establishment shall have safe access to and from a public road. 

e. Health Department approval for sewage disposal, water supply, and kitchen 
facilities shall be submitted prior to site plan approval and issuance of a short-
term rental permit. 

  

Sec. 25-4354.1 Rural resort 

 (3) Country inn.  

a. The owner or manager shall provide full-time management of the 
establishment at all times when the facility is occupied by one (1) or more 
guests.  

b. The establishment may contain full-service restaurant facilities that provide 
meal service to guests and to the general public.  

c. Up to thirty (30) guestrooms may be provided for paying guests. 

d. Outdoor events such as weddings, receptions, and similar activities may be 
conducted for compensation subject to the provisions for temporary uses set 
forth in section 25-442.  

e. The establishment shall be located on a public road, and the site shall have 
safe access from the public road.  

(4) Rural resort.  

a. a. On-site management is required. Hours and contact information shall be 
updated with the zoning administrator. 
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a.b. The establishment shall be located on parcels no less than twenty-five (25) 
acres, of which no less than seventy (70) percent of the site shall remain in 
natural or common open space, or passive park uses.  

b.c. b. The establishment may contain full-service restaurant facilities 
that provide meal service to guests and to the general public.  

c. c. More than thirty (30) guestrooms may be provided for paying guests. 

d. d. All new buildings, active recreational areas, parking and lighted areas shall 
be set back a minimum of two hundred (200) feet from adjacent properties.  

f. e. The establishment shall be located on a public road, and the site shall 

have safe access from the public road. 

g. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

e. The establishment shall be located on a lot accessed from a public road 
currently in the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) system or from 
a road designed and constructed so as to be accepted in the VDOT system. 

Sec. 25-4354.2. Rural retreat. 

a. On-site management is required. Hours and contact information shall be 
updated with the zoning administrator. 

a.b.  The establishment shall be located on parcels no less than ten (10) acres, 
of which no less than seventy (70) percent of the site shall remain in natural 
or common open space, or passive park uses. 

(5) Rural retreat.  

a. The establishment shall be located on parcels no less than ten (10) acres, of which no less 
than seventy (70) percent of the site shall remain in natural or common open space, or 
passive park uses.  

a. b. The establishment may contain full-service restaurant facilities 
that provide meal service to the lodging guests only.  

b. c. Up to thirty (30) guestrooms may be provided for paying guests. 

c. d. All new buildings, active recreational areas, parking and lighted 
areas shall be set back a minimum of two hundred (200) feet from adjacent 
properties.  

h. e. The establishment shall have safe access to and from the public road. 

i. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

d. The establishment shall be located on a lot accessed from a public road 
currently in the VDOT system or from a road designed and constructed so 
as to be accepted in the VDOT system. 

Sec. 25-4354.3. Boardinghouse. 

a.  A boardinghouse shall provide lodging to long-term guests for periods of over 
thirty days. 

b. Up to fourteen guestrooms may be provided. 

c. Meals may be provided to guests only. 
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d. The owner or manager shall provide full-time management of the 
establishment at all times when the facility is occupied by one (1) or more 
guests. Hours and contact information shall be updated with the zoning 
administrator and posted on the premises. 

e. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

 The establishment shall be located on a lot accessed from a public road 
currently in the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) system or from 
a road designed and constructed so as to be accepted in the VDOT system.  

Sec 25.4354.34 Recreational vehicle park 

a. The recreational vehicle park shall have a maximum density of one 
recreational vehicle or travel trailer per half acre, provided that this requirement 
is in addition to any underlying district regulations or supplemental regulations 
as listed in this chapter. 

b. The owner or manager shall provide full-time management of the 
establishment at all times when the facility is occupied by one (1) or more 
guests. Hours and contact information shall be updated with the zoning 
administrator and posted on the premises.  

c. No recreational vehicle or travel trailer, with the exception of the property 
manager, shall remain occupied on site for a period of longer than thirty days. 
If long-term storage of recreational vehicles or travel trailers are proposed, 
such location of storage shall be depicted on a concept plan submitted with 
the application for the special exception permit. 

d. Access to the property shall be acceptable to the Chief of Fire and 

Emergency Services. 

e. The applicant shall provide plans for sewage disposal facilities on-site as part 
of the application for the special exception permit. Sewage disposal facilities 
may include a sanitary disposal station for the use of guests or sewage 
hookups at individual rental spaces. Service buildings equipped with flush 
toilets and shower facilities may also be provided on site. Plans will be 
reviewed and approved by the Health Department concurrent with and as a 
condition of site plan approval.  

 

a.f. The establishment shall be located on a lot accessed from a public road 
currently in the VDOT system or from a road designed and constructed so as 
to be accepted in the VDOT system. 

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 4-104) 
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Changes in Definitions 

Changed/
Removed
/Added 

Use (with 
changes 
highlighted) 

Definition (with changes highlighted) 

Added Cabin or cottage A single dwelling unit located on a single parcel, which is made 
available for short term rental (less than thirty days) in its entirety. 
More than one dwelling unit being used for short term rental on the 
same parcel shall be known as a Cabin or Cottage, Resort. The owner 
may reside, full-time, in a separate dwelling unit on site. 

Cabin or cottage 
resort 

A lot, or tract of land operated as a commercial enterprise on which 
multiple dwelling units are made available for short term rental, or 
less than 30 days. The owner may live in a separate dwelling unit on 
the site. Cabin or cottage resort does not mean mobile home park as 
defined herein. 

Changed Bed and 
breakfast 
homestay 
Homestay 

An owner-occupied single-family dwelling, or portion thereof, where 
short-term lodging is provided, with or without meals, for 
compensation, to transient guests only. Meals may be provided to 
guests only. Up to five (5)four guest rooms may be provided, but the 
homestay shall be leased exclusively to any one family or group who 
are obligated by any one contract at one time. (also see bed and 
breakfast inn and country inn) 

Bed and 
breakfast inn 
 

A single-family dwelling, or portion thereof, where short-term 
lodging is provided for compensation to transient guests only. The 
operator may or may not live on the premises. Meals may be 
provided to guests only. Up to fifteen (15) guest rooms may be 
provided.. Subject to supplemental regulations. (also see bed and 
breakfast homestay and country inn) 

Boardinghouse 
or rooming 
house 
 

A dwelling where, for compensation, lodging, with or without meals, 
is provided at least three (3) and up to fourteen (14) persons, not 
related by blood, marriage or adoption, typically for periods of 
longer than 30 days. On-site management must be provided. 
Housing provided for juveniles through the department of social 
services is exempted. 

Campground A lot, or tract of land operated either as a commercial or non-
commercial enterprise in which seasonal facilities are provided for 
all or any of the following: camping in tents, picnicking, boating, 
fishing, swimming, outdoor games and sports, and activities 
incidental and related to the foregoing, but not including golf, golf 
driving ranges, miniature golf, or mechanical amusement devices or 
permanent housing facilities for guests. Campground does not mean 
recreational vehicle park, cabin or cottage, resort, nor mobile home 
park as defined herein. 

Motel; tourist 
court; motor 
lodge 

Any group of dwelling units, combined or separated, used for the 
purpose of housing transient guests, each unit of which is provided 
with its own toilet, washroom and off-street parking facility. 
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Travel trailer 
park or camp 
Recreational 
vehicle park 
 

 A lot, parcel or tract of land used, designed or maintained to 
accommodate one (1) or more travel trailersmultiple recreational 
vehicles or travel trailers for the purposes of recreational camping, 
travel, or seasonal use. , including all structures, vehicles, accessories 
and appurtenances used or intended as equipment of such trailer 
camp, whether or not a charge is made for use of the camp or 
facilities. A travel trailer camprecreational vehicle park does not 
include mobile home park as defined herein, nor does it include 
automobile, trailer or mobile home sales lots on which unoccupied 
travel trailers are parked for inspection and sale. 

Rural Resort 
 

A private establishment consisting of a detached structure or 
structures located in a rural setting in which lodging of greater than 
thirty (30) rooms is available to transient guests for compensation as 
the principal use, and which may include conference and meeting 
facilities, restaurant and/or banquet facilities and/or recreational 
amenities of a rural nature. 

Special events 
facility 
 

A place, structure, or other facility used for the assembly of or 
intention of attracting people for cultural, ceremonial, or celebratory 
purposes for which there is a leasing fee. Such assembly includes, 
but is not limited to, anniversary and birthday celebrations, 
reunions, weddings and receptions. This definition does not include 
private parties or private functions that do not meet the above 
stated criteria. Special events are considered an accessory use to 
farm wineries, breweries, bed and breakfast homestays, bed and 
breakfasts inns, commercial recreational uses, rural resorts, 
churches, civic clubs, country clubs, golf courses, property owned by 
Botetourt County, and institutional uses. Special events facilities do 
not apply to music or entertainment festivals as defined by chapter 
3, article IV, outdoor musical or entertainment festivals of the 
Botetourt County Code. 

Trailer, travel 
 

 A vehicular unit mounted on wheels for use on roads propelled or 
drawn by its own or other motor power, and designed and 
constructed to provide for temporary living or sleeping quarters for 
one (1) or more persons. A travel trailer is less than twenty-nine (29) 
feet in length and less than four thousand five hundred (4,500) 
pounds in weight and is designed for human habitation.vehicle 
designed to provide temporary living quarters for recreational, 
camping or travel use of such size or weight so as not to require a 
special highway movement permit when towed by a consumer-
owned tow vehicle. Does not mean mobile home. See also: 
recreational vehicle. 

Removed Camp, boarding 
 

As for campground, except that uses and structures shall be 
permitted for the lodging of guests engaged in outdoor recreation 
activities. Boarding camp does not mean mobile home park as 
defined herein. 
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Country inn  A business which offers accommodations and dining in a rural area. 
Overnight lodging of up to thirty (30) rooms is available and a full-
service restaurant may provide meals to guests and the general 
public. (also see bed and breakfast inn). 

Tourist home (No definition) 
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Proposed Amendments to Timelines and Procedures 5/24/2016 
 

 
 

BOTETOURT COUNTY CODE CHAPTER 25 – ZONING 

… 

Sec. 25-35. Zoning map and district boundaries. 

(a) The county is divided into the zoning districts set forth in this chapter, in article I, 
division 6, and defined in articles I and III, and as shown on the map entitled "Zoning 
Map, Botetourt County, Virginia" which, together with all explanatory matter thereon, is 
hereby adopted by reference and declared to be a part of this chapter. 

(b) The zoning map shall be located in the office of the zoning administrator and shall be the 
final authority as to the current zoning status of land and water areas, buildings and other 
structures in the county save for subsequent amendments enacted by the board of 
supervisors and not yet officially recorded on said map. 

(c) No changes of any kind shall be made to the zoning map except in conformity with the 
procedures and requirements of this chapter. 

(d) Determination of district boundaries. Unless district boundary lines are fixed by 
dimensions or otherwise clearly shown or described, and where uncertainty exists with 
respect to the boundaries of any of the districts as shown on the zoning map, the 
following rules shall apply: 

(1) Where district boundaries are indicated as approximately following or being at 
right angles to the center lines of streets, highways, alleys or railroad main tracks, 
such center line of the right-of-way or prescriptive easement or lines at right 
angles to such center lines shall be construed to be such boundaries, as the case 
may be. 

(2) Where a district boundary is indicated to follow the shoreline of a river, creek, 
branch, pond, lake or other body of water, such boundary shall be construed to 
follow the shoreline at low water or at the limit of the jurisdiction, and if there is a 
change in the shoreline, such boundary shall be construed as moving with the 
actual shoreline. Where a district boundary is indicated to follow the centerline of 
a river, creek, branch or other body of water, such boundary shall be construed to 
follow the centerline at low water or at the limit of the jurisdiction, and if there is 
a change in the shoreline, such boundary shall be construed as moving with the 
actual shoreline. 

(3) Boundaries indicated as approximately following platted lot lines shall be 
construed as following such lot lines. 

(4) Where areas appear to be unclassified, or where territory is added to the 
jurisdictional area, it shall be considered to be classified as A-1 until action is 
taken to amend the zoning map or otherwise determine the boundary and/or 
district, in accord with the provisions of this chapter. 

(5) If no distance, angle, curvature description or other means is given to determine a 
boundary line accurately and the foregoing provisions do not apply, the same 
shall be determined by the use of the scale shown on such zoning map. 

May 2016 Text Amendment Package 14/33



Proposed Amendments to Timelines and Procedures 5/24/2016 
 

 
 

(e) When uncertainties continue to exist, the question shall be presented to the zoning 
administrator for interpretation and be so noted on the mapAny party with a concrete, 
particularized interest in the location of the boundary between zoning districts may apply 
to the zoning administrator for a determination of the location of the line. The application 
shall be in writing and shall include such information as is in the possession of the 
applicant or is publicly available, including applicable deeds and plats, the name and last 
known address of the owner or owners of all parcels bordering on the parcel which the 
boundary line between districts may cross or separate, and an application fee to be set by 
the board of supervisors. The zoning administrator shall notify the applicant within 30 
days of receipt of the complete application of such other and further materials as will be 
necessary to render a complete opinion. The zoning administrator shall render a final and 
binding opinion, in writing, within 90 days following receipt of a complete application, 
and send certified copies thereof to all landowners identified in the initial application. In 
case of subsequent dispute, the matter may be appealed to the board of zoning appeals 
within 30 days thereafter in accordance with the provisions of this chapter. 

… 

Sec. 25-521. Administration.  

(a) Zoning administrator…. 

… 

(3) To issue interpretations of this chapter upon proper application. Such 
interpretations shall be binding as to the applicant and as to the specific facts 
presented in the application for interpretation after the completion of the thirty 
(30) day appeal period. In administering this chapter and rendering determinations 
as to the uses permitted or allowed by special exception permit in the various 
zoning districts, the zoning administrator shall have the power and authority to 
render decisions as to whether a specific proposed use, although not listed as 
permitted or allowed by special exception permit, is so substantially similar in 
substance and effect to a permitted use or a use allowed by special exception 
permit, that it should be allowed as if expressly permitted or allowed by special 
exception permit. Such interpretations shall include notification of appeal 
procedures and timelines. 

… 

(c) Submission requirements. The board of supervisors shall adopt by resolution regulations 
enumerating those materials required to be included with each application provided for in 
this chapter, which materials shall constitute the minimum submission requirements for 
such application and be consistent with the requirements of this chapter. Such submission 
requirements shall include a letter signed by the applicant and by the owner of the 
property granting the right of entry upon the property to the zoning administrator, law 
enforcement agents, and county inspectors for the purpose of inspecting, and bringing 
law enforcement to the property, during the term of any permit which may be issued. 
Such submission requirements shall also include, in the case of any application for a 
zoning map amendment, zoning ordinance modification, zoning concept development 
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Proposed Amendments to Timelines and Procedures 5/24/2016 
 

 
 

plan amendment, special exception permit, variance, site plan or zoning permit, the 
provision of satisfactory evidence from the treasurer's office that any real estate taxes due 
and owed to the county which have been properly assessed against the property have 
been paid. Revisions to the list of those materials required necessitated by an amendment 
to this chapter shall be attached to such amendment for concurrent consideration and 
adoption by resolution of the board of supervisors. If the application is a reclassification 
to a non-planned unit development district, a rezoning plat shall be required. 

Sec. 25-523. Public hearings. 

… 

(4) Additional notice required. 

a. DeferralTabling indefinitely. If an item public hearing is not heard at the time for 
which it was noticed advertised but is deferred at that time to another datetabled 
indefinitely without the opening of the public hearing, all notice required by this 
section shall be given of the deferred public hearing. 

b. Tabling to a date and time certain. If a public hearing is not heard at the time for 
which it was advertised but is tabled to a date, time, and place certain without the 
opening of the public hearing, no further notice shall be required, but may be 
given in the discretion of the board of supervisors. 

b. Recessed public hearings. If a public hearing is begun but the agenda not 
completed, thereby requiring the meeting to be recessed, no additional notice is 
required as long as the dates for completion of the public hearing agenda is 
announced at the hearing which has been recessed is recessed to a date, time, and 
place certain, but further notice may be given in the discretion of the planning 
commission or  board of supervisors, whichever body has recessed the public 
hearing. 

(5) Speakers at public hearings. All witnesses and speakers presenting facts and evidence at 
any public hearing shall provide their name, address and affiliation, if any, for the record. At the 
discretion of the person presiding over the hearing, witnesses or speakers may be required to give 
oath or affirmation regarding the truth of their statements. 

… 

REMOVE CURRENT §§ 25-581 & 25-582, AND REPLACE WITH: 

Sec. 25-581. Zoning map amendment—owner-initiated. 

(a) Who may apply. The owner or the agent of the owner of any parcel of real property may 
file an application to rezone the parcel to another zoning district. The application must 
show concern of all those who have a legal ownership interest in the property under 
consideration, excluding those whose only interest is a security interest. The application 
must be filed on a form to be prescribed by the zoning administrator. The zoning 
administrator may require satisfactory evidence that any delinquent real estate taxes owed 
to the county have been paid. 
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(b) Preapplication conference. An applicant may request a preapplication conference with 
the zoning administrator to discuss the requirements for an application under this section. 
The zoning administrator shall schedule the preapplication conference at a mutually 
convenient time not later than 10 days following the request, unless otherwise agreed 
between the zoning administrator and the applicant. 

(c) What application to contain; completeness. The form prescribed by the zoning 
administrator must, at a minimum, include: 

(1) Name of the owner(s) and applicant(s), including any agency agreement giving 
authority to the applicant to apply on the owner’s behalf, if applicable; 

(2) Tax Map Number and GIS-quality map of the property showing the area to be 
rezoned, its current zoning, and its proposed new zoning classification; 

(3) A written statement of justification from the applicant explaining the reasons why 
a rezoning is requested. 

(4) Such other and further information as may be required in individual district 
regulations. 

Upon submission of an application to the zoning administrator, including any application 
fee, the zoning administrator shall, within 10 days, determine whether it is substantially 
complete. If the application is not substantially complete, then the zoning administrator 
shall notify the applicant in writing of the materials that must be submitted to complete 
the application. Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit the zoning administrator, 
planning commission, or board of supervisors from requesting, or the applicant from 
submitting, such other and further information as may be necessary to analyze the 
application fully. 

(d) Planning commission recommendation. The zoning administrator shall transmit the 
application to the planning commission, along with a staff report making a 
recommendation on the application. The planning commission shall hold a public hearing 
and make a recommendation on the application not later than 100 days following its next 
meeting following submission of a complete application to the zoning administrator, 
unless such time period is extended by written agreement between the applicant and the 
planning commission. 

(e) Action of the board of supervisors. The planning commission shall transmit its 
recommendation to the board of supervisors. The zoning administrator may revise any 
previously-submitted staff report making a recommendation on the application. The 
board of supervisors shall hold a public hearing and make a final decision on the 
application not later than 12 months following submission of a complete application to 
the zoning administrator, unless such time period is extended by written agreement 
between the applicant and the board of supervisors. 

(f) Withdrawal of application. An applicant may amend or withdraw an application until the 
clerk of the board of supervisors has ordered advertisement of the board’s public hearing 
on the application. Once the board of supervisors has advertised its public hearing, the 
applicant may only withdraw the application by leave of the board of supervisors. The 
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board of supervisors may put such conditions on the withdrawal as it may find 
reasonable, including prohibiting substantially the same application being brought again 
for not more than 12 months. 

Sec. 25-581.1. Zoning ordinance text or map amendment—board or planning commission 
initiated. 

(a) Initiation. At any time, the board of supervisors or the planning commission may initiate 
by resolution an amendment to the zoning map or the text of the zoning ordinance. 

(b) Planning commission recommendation. If the amendment originates in the planning 
commission, the commission may make a recommendation on the amendment at any 
time following a public hearing thereon. If the amendment originates with the board of 
supervisors, the commission shall hold a public hearing and make a recommendation 
thereon not later than 100 days following its next meeting following referral to it by the 
board of supervisors, unless such referring resolution specifies a longer time. 

(c) Action of the board of supervisors. The planning commission shall transmit its 
recommendation to the board of supervisors forthwith. The zoning administrator may 
revise any previously-submitted staff report making a recommendation on the 
application. The board of supervisors shall hold a public hearing and make a final 
decision on the application. 

(d) Stale recommendations. If not acted upon by the board of supervisors within 12 months 
of the planning commission’s public hearing, the recommendation shall be considered 
“stale” and must be re-referred to the planning commission for further public hearing 
thereon. 

Sec. 25-581.2. Zoning ordinance text amendment—owner-initiated. 

(a) Who may apply. The owner or the agent of the owner of any parcel of real property may 
file a petition for a change in the text of the zoning ordinance. The petition must be filed 
on a form to be prescribed by the zoning administrator. The petitioner shall state with 
reasonable specificity the text that he wishes to be added, deleted, or amended. 

(b) Action by the board of supervisors. The zoning administrator shall transmit the petition to 
the clerk of the board of supervisors, who shall place such petition on the board’s agenda 
in accordance with its bylaws or practices. The zoning administrator shall also transmit a 
staff report and recommendation relating to the petition. The board of supervisors may 
refer the petition to the planning commission, and it shall then be treated as a board-
initiated text amendment in accordance with § 25-581.1. 

Sec. 25-581.3. Comprehensive plan amendment—owner-initiated. 

(a) Who may apply. The owner or the agent of the owner of any parcel of real property may 
file a petition for an amendment to the comprehensive plan or the official map. The 
petition must be filed on a form to be prescribed by the zoning administrator. The 
petitioner shall state with reasonable specificity the amendment he seeks. 

(b) Action by the board of supervisors. The zoning administrator shall transmit the petition to 
the clerk of the board of supervisors, who shall place such petition on the board’s agenda 
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in accordance with its bylaws or practices. The zoning administrator shall also transmit to 
the board of supervisors a staff report and recommendation relating to the petition. The 
board of supervisors may, but need not, refer the petition to the planning commission, 
and it shall then be processed in accordance with § 25-581.4. 

Sec. 25-581.4. Comprehensive plan amendment and review. 

(a) Initiation. If the board of supervisors desires an amendment to the comprehensive plan or 
the official map, whether on its own motion or upon citizen petition approved as set forth 
in § 25-581.3, it may prepare such amendment and refer it to the planning commission or 
direct the planning commission to prepare such amendment and submit it to public 
hearing within 60 days or such longer time as may be specified in the referring resolution. 

(b) Action of the board of supervisors. In acting on any amendment to the plan or official 
map, the board of supervisors shall act within 90 days of any recommendation of the 
planning commission or the expiration of the time the board of supervisors granted the 
planning commission under subsection (a), whichever is longer. If the board of 
supervisors does not act, the planning commission’s recommendation shall become 
“stale” and must be re-referred to the planning commission for further public hearing 
thereon. 

Sec. 25-581.5. Proffered and master planned rezonings. 

As set forth in § 25-47 of this Code, an applicant for a change to the zoning map in 
accordance with § 25-581 may voluntarily proffer written conditions and/or a master plan as set 
forth in individual district regulations. Proffered conditions shall be signed by all persons having 
an ownership interest in the property and shall be notarized.   

(Statutory Reference: Va. Code § 15.2-2297.) 

(Cross-References: Cnty. Code §§ 25-188, 25-202.) 

Sec. 25-582. Rezoning to planned development districts. 

Rezoning to a planned development district shall be as for other rezoning applications. 

Sec. 25-583. Special exceptions. 

(a) Purpose. The special exception permit procedure is designed to provide the board of 
supervisors with an opportunity for discretionary review of requests to establish or 
construct uses or structures which have the potential for a deleterious impact upon the 
health, safety, and welfare of the public; and, in the event such uses or structures are 
approved, the authority to impose conditions that are designed to avoid, minimize or 
mitigate potentially adverse effects upon the community or other properties in the vicinity 
of the proposed use or structure. 

(b) Authorized special exception uses. A special exception is a conditional use that is 
permitted within a use district after review and recommendation by the planning 
commission and approval by the board of supervisors. Only those special exception 
permits that are expressly authorized as such in a particular zoning district, or elsewhere 
in this chapter may be approved. The board of supervisors hereby reserves unto itself the 
right to issue such special exceptions. 
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(c) Who may apply. The owner or the agent of the owner of any parcel of real property may 
file an application for a special exception when permitted under the applicable district 
regulations. The application must show concern of all those who have a legal ownership 
interest in the property under consideration, excluding those whose only interest is a 
security interest. The application must be filed on a form to be prescribed by the zoning 
administrator. The zoning administrator may require satisfactory evidence that any 
delinquent real estate taxes owed to the county have been paid. 

(d) Preapplication conference. An applicant may request a preapplication conference with 
the zoning administrator to discuss the requirements for an application under this section. 
The zoning administrator shall schedule the preapplication conference at a mutually 
convenient time not later than 10 days following the request, unless otherwise agreed 
between the zoning administrator and the applicant. 

(e) What application to contain; completeness. The form prescribed by the zoning 
administrator must, at a minimum, include: 

(1) Name of the owner(s) and applicant(s), including any agency agreement giving 
authority to the applicant to apply on the owner’s behalf, if applicable; 

(2) Tax Map Number and GIS-quality map of the property showing the area to be 
rezoned, its current zoning, and its proposed new zoning classification; 

(3) A written statement of justification from the applicant explaining the reasons why 
a special exception is requested. 

(4) Such other and further information as may be required in individual district 
regulations. 

Upon submission of an application to the zoning administrator, including any application 
fee, the zoning administrator shall, within 10 days, determine whether it is substantially 
complete. If the application is not substantially complete, then the zoning administrator 
shall notify the applicant in writing of the materials that must be submitted to complete 
the application. Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit the zoning administrator, 
planning commission, or board of supervisors from requesting, or the applicant from 
submitting, such other and further information as may be necessary to analyze the 
application fully. 

(f) Planning commission recommendation. The zoning administrator shall transmit the 
application to the planning commission, along with a staff report making a 
recommendation on the application. The planning commission shall hold a public hearing 
and make a recommendation on the application not later than 100 days following its next 
meeting following submission of a complete application to the zoning administrator, 
unless such time period is extended by written agreement between the applicant and the 
planning commission. 

(g) Action of the board of supervisors. The planning commission shall transmit its 
recommendation to the board of supervisors. The zoning administrator may revise any 
previously-submitted staff report making a recommendation on the application. The 
board of supervisors shall hold a public hearing and make a final decision on the 
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application not later than 12 months following submission of a complete application to 
the zoning administrator, unless such time period is extended by written agreement 
between the applicant and the board of supervisors. 

(h) Withdrawal of application. An applicant may amend or withdraw an application until the 
zoning administrator has ordered advertisement of the planning commission’s public 
hearing. Once the planning commission has advertised its public hearing, the applicant 
may only withdraw the application by leave of the planning commission.  Following the 
planning commission public hearing, an applicant may amend or withdraw an application 
until the clerk of the board of supervisors has ordered advertisement of the board’s public 
hearing on the application. Once the board of supervisors has advertised its public 
hearing, the applicant may only withdraw the application by leave of the board of 
supervisors. The board of supervisors may put such conditions on the withdrawal as it 
may find reasonable, including prohibiting substantially the same application being 
brought again for not more than 12 months. 

(c) Application, review of application. Wherever a use of structure is listed either as a 
permissible use or structure or is listed as a special exception, application shall be made 
to the zoning administrator who shall refer such application to the planning commission. 
A written application for a special exception shall be submitted with satisfactory evidence 
that any delinquent real estate taxes owed to the county which have been properly 
assessed against the subject property have been paid and with indication of the section of 
this chapter under which the special exception or use is sought, and statement of the 
grounds on which it is requested. 

Special exception and special use requests will be reviewed by the planning commission 
upon referral by the zoning administrator. 

An application for a special exception permit shall be filed, containing such material and 
be processed in the same general fashion as detailed for zoning amendments as provided 
for in section 25-581. 

The board of supervisors may permit a special exception permit as part of a zoning map 
amendment, or by special exception permit procedures at any time after a zoning map 
amendment. 

(d) Planning commission hearing. A public hearing shall be held. Any party may appear in 
person or by agent or attorney. 

(e) Report by planning commission. The commission shall make a recommendation on the 
subject use after a public hearing is held. 

(a) Board of supervisors hearing. The final determination on the request will be made 
by the board of supervisors, after the following procedure is completed: 

Sec. 25-583.1. Special exceptions subject to the Telecommunications Act of 1996. 

(a) When applicable. This section applies to all special exception applications to which 
Section 704 of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (47 U.S.C. § 332(c)(7), as amended) 
is applicable and shall supersede any conflicting requirements of this chapter. 
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(b) Who may apply. The owner or the agent of the owner of any parcel of real property may 
file an application to rezone the parcel to another zoning district. The application must 
show concern of all those who have a legal ownership interest in the property under 
consideration, excluding those whose only interest is a security interest. The application 
must be filed on a form to be prescribed by the zoning administrator. The zoning 
administrator may require satisfactory evidence that any delinquent real estate taxes owed 
to the county have been paid. 

(c) Preapplication conference. An applicant may request a preapplication conference with 
the zoning administrator to discuss the requirements for an application under this section. 
The zoning administrator shall schedule the preapplication conference at a mutually 
convenient time not later than 10 days following the request, unless otherwise agreed 
between the zoning administrator and the applicant. 

(d) What application to contain; completeness. The form prescribed by the zoning 
administrator must, at a minimum, include: 

(1) Name of the owner(s) and applicant(s), including any agency agreement giving 
authority to the applicant to apply on the owner’s behalf, if applicable; 

(2) Tax Map Number and GIS-quality map of the property showing the area to be 
rezoned, its current zoning, and its proposed new zoning classification; 

(3) A written statement of justification from the applicant explaining the reasons why 
a rezoning is requested. 

(4) Such other and further information as may be required in individual district 
regulations as well as Article IV.-Supplemental Regulations of this chapter. . 

Upon submission of an application to the zoning administrator, including any application 
fee, the zoning administrator shall, within 30 days, determine whether it is substantially 
complete. If the application is not substantially complete, then the zoning administrator 
shall notify the applicant in writing of the materials that must be submitted to complete 
the application. The time limitations set forth in subsections (e) and (f) shall be tolled 
during the period between the date the zoning administrator gives written notice and the 
date such information is received. Nothing herein shall be construed to prohibit the 
zoning administrator, planning commission, or board of supervisors from requesting, or 
the applicant from submitting, such other and further information as may be necessary to 
analyze the application fully. 

(e) Planning commission recommendation. The zoning administrator shall transmit the 
application to the planning commission, along with a staff report making a 
recommendation on the application. The planning commission shall hold a public hearing 
and make a recommendation on the application not later than 90 days following 
submission of a complete application to the zoning administrator, unless such time period 
is extended by written agreement between the applicant and the planning commission. If 
the planning commission fails to act, the application shall be deemed forwarded without 
recommendation, and the zoning administrator shall forward the application to the board 
of supervisors for action in accordance with subsection (f). 
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(f) Action of the board of supervisors. The planning commission or zoning administrator, as 
applicable, shall transmit the application and recommendation to the board of 
supervisors. The zoning administrator may revise any previously-submitted staff report 
making a recommendation on the application. The board of supervisors shall hold a 
public hearing and make a final decision on the application not later than 150 days 
following submission of a complete application to the zoning administrator, unless such 
time period is extended by written agreement between the applicant and the board of 
supervisors. 

(g) Collocations. Collocations to which 25-573.3 of this Code are not applicable shall be 
subject to limitations of 60 days before the planning commission and 120 days before the 
board of supervisors, but otherwise processed as set forth in subsections (e) and (f), 
mutatis mutandis. 

(h) Withdrawal of application. An applicant may amend or withdraw an application until the 
clerk of the board of supervisors has ordered advertisement of the board’s public hearing 
on the application. Once the board of supervisors has advertised its public hearing, the 
applicant may only withdraw the application by leave of the board of supervisors. The 
board of supervisors may put such conditions on the withdrawal as it may find 
reasonable, including prohibiting substantially the same application being brought again 
for not more than 12 months. 

(i) Written record and verbatim transcriptions. The zoning administrator shall make a 
written record of all proceedings relating to the processing of any application to which 
this section applies. The written record shall contain all public records relating to the 
application, as the term “public record” is used in the Virginia Freedom of Information 
Act. The planning commission and board of supervisors shall cause any meeting that is 
open to the public relating to such application to be recorded and/or transcribed by a 
verbatim transcriptionist, and such recording or transcription shall be made a part of the 
written record. 

(j) Written decision. The board of supervisors shall adopt a written rationale for its decision 
on an application under this section within two days after its decision. Such decision shall 
be adopted in substance by the board of supervisors, but the final draft may be drafted, if 
so directed by the board of supervisors, by the zoning administrator with the concurrence 
of the county attorney. 

Sec. 25-583.2. Special exceptions—considerations and conditions. 

(b)(a) Issues for consideration. In considering whether to grant or impose conditions on a 
special exception permit application, the following factors shall be given reasonable 
consideration. The applicant shall address all the following in its statement of 
justification or special exception permit plat unless not applicable, in addition to any 
other standards imposed by this chapter: 

(1) Whether the proposed special exception permit is consistent with the 
comprehensive plan. 

(2) Whether the proposed special exception permit will adequately provide for safety 
from fire hazards and have effective measures of fire control. 
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(3) The level and impact of any noise emanating from the site, including that 
generated by the proposed use, in relation to the uses in the immediate area. 

(4) The glare or light that may be generated by the proposed use in relation to uses in 
the immediate area. 

(5) The proposed location, lighting and type of signs in relation to the proposed use, 
uses in the area, and the sign requirements of this chapter. 

(6) The compatibility of the proposed use with other existing or proposed uses in the 
neighborhood, and adjacent parcels. 

(7) The location and area footprint with dimensions (all drawn to scale), nature and 
height of existing or proposed buildings, structures, walls, and fences on the site 
and in the neighborhood. 

(8) The nature and extent of existing or proposed landscaping, screening and 
buffering on the site and in the neighborhood. 

(9) The timing and phasing of the proposed development and the duration of the 
proposed use. 

(10) Whether the proposed special exception permit will result in the preservation or 
destruction, loss or damage of any topographic or physical, natural, scenic, 
archaeological or historic feature of significant importance. 

(11) Whether the proposed special exception permit at the specified location will 
contribute to or promote the welfare or convenience of the public. 

(12) The traffic expected to be generated by the proposed use, the adequacy of access 
roads and the vehicular and pedestrian circulation elements (on and off-site) of the 
proposed use, all in relation to the public's interest in pedestrian and vehicular 
safety, efficient traffic movement and access in case of fire or catastrophe. 

(13) Whether, in the case of existing structures proposed to be converted to uses 
requiring a special exception permit, the structures meet all code requirements of 
Botetourt County. 

(14) Whether the proposed special exception permit will be served adequately by 
essential public facilities and services. 

(15) The effect of the proposed special exception permit on groundwater supply. 

(16) The effect of the proposed special exception permit on the structural capacity of 
the soils. 

(17) Whether the proposed use will facilitate orderly and safe road development and 
transportation. 

(18) The effect of the proposed special exception permit on environmentally sensitive 
land or natural features, wildlife habitat and vegetation, water quality and air 
quality. 
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(19) Whether the proposed special exception permit use will provide desirable 
employment and enlarge the tax base by encouraging economic development 
activities consistent with the comprehensive plan. 

(20) Whether the proposed special exception permit considers the needs of agriculture, 
industry, and businesses in future growth. 

(21) The effect of the proposed special exception permit use in enhancing affordable 
shelter opportunities for residents of the county. 

(22) The location, character, and size of any outdoor storage. 

(23) The proposed use of open space. 

(24) The location of any major floodplain and steep slopes. 

(25) The location and use of any existing non-conforming uses and structures. 

(26) The location and type of any fuel and fuel storage. 

(27) The location and use of any anticipated accessory uses and structures. 

(28) The area of each use, if appropriate. 

(29) The proposed days/hours of operation. 

(30) The location and screening of parking and loading spaces and/or areas. 

(31) The location and nature of any proposed security features and provisions. 

(32) The number of employees. 

(33) The location of any existing and/or proposed adequate on and off-site 
infrastructure. 

(34) Any anticipated odors which may be generated by the uses on site. 

(35) Whether the proposed special exception permit uses sufficient measure to mitigate 
the impact of construction traffic on existing neighborhoods and school areas. 

(36) Refuse and service areas, with particular reference to the items in (a1) and (b2) of 
this subsection. 

(37) Utilities, with reference to location, availability and compatibility. 

(37)(38) Any other matter reasonably related to the public health, safety, and 
general welfare. 

(c)(b) Conditions and restrictions. In approving a special exception permit, the board of 
supervisors may impose such conditions, safeguards and restrictions upon the premises 
benefited by theproperty to which the special exception permit is applicable as may be 
necessary to avoid, minimize or mitigate any potentially adverse or injurious effect of 
such special exception permits upon the community or other property in the 
neighborhood, and to carry out the general purpose and intent of this chapter. Conditions 
and restrictions may include, but are not limited to, those related to fencing, planting or 
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other landscaping, additional set backs from property lines, location and arrangement of 
lighting, setting of reasonable time limitations and other reasonable requirements deemed 
necessary to safeguard the interest of the general public. The board may require a 
guarantee or bond to ensure that conditions imposed will be complied with. All required 
conditions shall be set out in the documentation resolution approving the special 
exception permit. 

(f)(i) Effect of issuance of permit for a special exception. The issuance of a permit for a special 
exception permit shall not authorize the establishment or extension of any use nor the 
development, construction, reconstruction, alteration or moving of any building or 
structure, but shall merely authorize the preparation, filing, and processing of applications 
for any permits or approvals which may be required by the codes and ordinances of the 
county, including, but not limited to, a building permit, a certificate of occupancy, site 
plan, and subdivision approval and a zoning permit, as appropriate. 

(g)(j) Period of validity. 

(1) Unless a longer period of validity is specifically approved as a part of such 
application, no special exception permit shall be valid for a period longer than 
five (5) years from the date on which the special exception permit was granted, 
unless within such five- (5) year period: (1) a building permit is obtained and the 
erection or alteration of a structure is started and diligently pursued, or (2) an 
occupancy permit is obtained and a use commenced; or (3) issuance of a zoning 
permit. Such period of validity may be extended for good cause shown, by 
application to the body that approved the special exception permitboard of 
supervisors. 

(2) As a condition of approval, a special exception permit may be granted for a 
specific period of time less than five (5) years with expiration of the approval to 
occur at the termination of said period. In such case, an extension may be granted 
prior to expiration by the original approving body, upon written application, 
without notice or hearing. After expiration, no extension may be granted without 
complying with the requirements for an initial application for a special exception 
permit. 

(h)(k) Rehearing. A request for rehearing shall be made in writing, filed with the zoning 
administrator within fifteen (15) calendar days after the date of the decision, and shall 
cite the reasons for the request. A rehearing may be granted only upon the affirmative 
vote of a majority of the board of supervisors. No amendment to an application shall be 
permitted in the rehearing process. Any amendment to an application after decision by 
the board constitutes a new application. 

(i)(l) Exception for emergencies. When there is an urgent and immediate need for housing for 
persons who have been displaced by a natural or man-made disaster, the requirements of 
this chapter may be waived by the zoning administrator for a period not to exceed twelve 
(12) months when, in the exercise of his discretion, he feels is of the opinion that the 
imposition of such requirements would create a hardship for such displaced persons. 
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Selected Timelines & Notes for Land Use Actions 

Type of Application Time to Process Advertising or Other 
Requirements 

Old Code 
Section  

New Code 
Section 

Zoning Map Amendment 
(ZMAP) 
(Owner-Initiated) 

Pre-application meeting must be 
scheduled within 10 days of the 
request. Substantial completeness of 
application determined within 10 
days of submission. The Planning 
Commission must make a 
recommendation on the application 
100 days after the meeting 
following the submission of a 
complete application. The Board of 
Supervisors must make a decision 
within 12 months of submission of 
the application unless the applicant 
agrees to an extension. Va. Code § 
15.2-2286(A)(7). Board decision is 
appealable to circuit court within 30 
days. 

Must go to the Planning 
Commission for public 
hearing prior to Board 
action. Both the 
Commission and Board 
must hold public hearings 
following notice as set 
forth in Va. Code § 15.2-
2204. 

Sec. 25-581 
Zoning 
Amendment 

Sec. 25-581 
Zoning map 
amendment – 
owner-initiated 

Zoning Map Amendment 
(ZMAP) 
(Board-Initiated) 

The Planning Commission must 
make a report and recommendation 
to the Board within 100 days 
following its first meeting after 
referral or such longer time as the 
Board may direct. Va. Code § 15.2-
2285(B). Board must take action on 
the Planning Commission’s 
recommendation within 12 months 
or re-refer to the Planning 
Commission. Board decision is 
appealable to circuit court within 30 
days. 

Same as owner-initiated 
ZMAP. 

Sec. 25-581 
Zoning 
Amendment 

Sec. 25-581.1 
Zoning 
ordinance text 
or map 
amendment – 
board or 
planning 
commission 
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Zoning Text Amendment 
(ZOAM) 
(Citizen Petition) 

Board of Supervisors must make a 
decision on the petition within one 
year on whether to deny it or refer 
to the Planning Commission for 
preparation of text. Va. Code § 
15.2-2286(A)(7); Cnty. Code § 25-
581. Following Board action on 
petition, follows process for Board-
initiated ZMAP. Not appealable. 

Simple resolution; no 
special advertising 
requirements. 

Sec. 25-581 
Zoning 
Amendment 

Sec. 25-581.2 
Zoning 
ordinance text 
amendment – 
owner-initiated 

Zoning Text Amendment 
(ZOAM) 
(Board-Initiated) 

Same as Board-initiated ZMAP. Same as Board-initiated 
ZMAP. 

Same as Board-
initiated ZMAP. 

Same as Board-
initiated ZMAP. 

Special Exception (SEP) 
(Owner-Initiated) 

Follow the timelines for ZMAP.  
Board decision is appealable to 
circuit court within 30 days. 

Same as owner-initiated 
ZMAP. 

Sec. 25-583 Sec. 25-583 

Special Exception (SEP) 
(Telecommunications Act; 
Major) 

Applicant may request a pre-
application meeting. Meeting must 
be scheduled within 10 days of the 
request. 
Completeness: Must determine and 
notify applicant in writing within 30 
days of initial submission. 24 
F.C.C.R. 13994, 14015 ¶ 53 (2009). 
Process: The Planning Commission 
will make a recommendation within 
90 days for a new tower, and 60 
days for a collocation, or the 
application is automatically 
forwarded to the Board. The Board 
must make final decision within 150 
days for new towers and within 120 
days for collocations. 

Must follow § 15.2-2204. 
However, remember that 
you must make a written 
record, and this is all that 
a court will look at. So 
save every piece of paper 
or email that has anything 
to do with the application. 
Cannot base decision on 
consideration of RF 
emissions. Board must 
provide a written 
rationale for its decisions 
within two days of the 
decision. 

Sec. 25-583 (No 
special section) 

Sec. 25-583.1 
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Appeal: Board decision appealable 
to federal district court within 30 
days. 

Special Exception (SEP) - 
Conditions 

Section re-organized for clarity. A 
request for rehearing on an SEP 
must be filed within 15 days of the 
decision. 

SEP is generally valid for 
no longer 5 years, but a 
condition may be 
required that could lessen 
that time. 

Sec. 25-583 Sec. 25-583.2 

Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment (CPAM) 
(Board-Initiated) 

Planning Commission has 60 days 
to prepare the amendment and make 
the recommendation, unless the 
Board specifies longer. If no 
recommendation is made within 60 
days, proposed amendment comes 
directly to the Board. Board must 
act within 90 days of 
recommendation/expiration or it 
goes stale and must be re-referred to 
the Planning Commission. Va. Code 
§ 15.2-2229. 

Must follow § 15.2-2204. No prior process Sec. 25-581.4 

Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment (CPAM) 
(Citizen Petition) 

Process in accordance with Sec. 25-
581.4 

Process in accordance 
with Sec. 25-581.4. 

No prior process 
 

Sec. 25-581.3 

Zoning Determinations for 
Zoning Map and District 
Boundaries 

Determination of completeness of 
application within 30 days. Zoning 
Administrator determination 
completed by 90 days. Appealable 
to the BZA within 30 days of the 
determination. 

Must advertise for BZA. Sec. 25-35  Sec 25-35 (e) 

Processes for Public 
Hearings 

 Additional notice 
required to table a public 
hearing indefinitely.  

Sec. 25-523(4) Sec. 25-523(4) 
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Sec. 25-57. - Districts established.  

Research and Advanced Manufacturing RAM.  

… 

Sec. 25-462. - Sign standards and regulations.  

…  

Unless expressly permitted elsewhere in this ordinance, in no instance shall the following square footage 
maximums be exceeded:  

For properties within the RAM M-1, M-2 and M-3 districts: One hundred fifty (150) square feet.  

 

DIVISION 3. - PARKING  

Sec. 25-472. - General standards.  

… 

(e) … 

Parking areas for all commercial and industrial uses in the B-1, B-2, B-3, SC, PUD, TND, PIP, POP, 
RAM, M-1, M-2, and M-3 districts shall be paved with hard surface asphalt or concrete. The zoning 
administrator may grant a waiver of the paving requirement if the applicant submits sufficient written and 
graphic evidence that the paving requirement is not appropriate to the specific site and use due to the 
location, size, intensity of use or other unique, site-specific conditions. Parking areas shall have appropriate 
bumper guards where needed, as determined by the zoning administrator.  

 

Sec. 25-573. - Site plan review.  

A site plan shall be required for the following uses in the enumerated districts unless waived by the 
zoning administrator if the type, scale and/or location of the proposed development does not necessitate 
such plans:  

(1) Duplexes, multi-family dwellings, town houses and mobile home subdivisions and mobile home 
parks . . . . R-1, R-2, R-3  

(2) All uses . . . . PUD, TND 

(3) All uses . . . . M-1, M-2, M-3, PIP, RAM 

(4) All uses . . . . SC 

(5) All uses . . . . B-1, B-2, B-3, POP 

(6) For all special exceptions. 

 

Sec. 25-601. - Definitions.  

 

Industrial district: Any district zoned M-1, M-2, M-3, PIDP, RAM 
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Sec. 25-522. - Enforcement and penalties.  

(a) Zoning administrator. Whenever a violation of this chapter occurs, or is alleged to have occurred, any 
person may file a written complaint. Such complaint shall state fully the cause and the basis thereof 
and shall be filed with the zoning administrator. The administrator shall properly record such complaint, 
immediately investigate and take action thereon as provided by this chapter.  

Upon his becoming aware of any violation of any provision of this chapter, the zoning administrator 
shall serve notice of such violation on the person committing or permitting such violation. If such 
violation has not ceased within such reasonable time as the zoning administrator has specified in such 
notice, he shall institute such action as may be necessary to terminate the violation.  

The zoning administrator shall order the discontinuance of illegal use of land, buildings or structures, 
removal of illegal building or structures or of illegal additions, alterations or structural changes and 
discontinuance of any illegal work being done, or shall take any other action authorized by this chapter 
to ensure compliance with, or to prevent violation of, its provisions.  

Notice of a zoning violation or a written order of the zoning administrator shall include a statement 
informing the recipient that he may have a right to appeal the notice of a zoning violation or a written 
order within thirty (30) days, and that the decision shall be final and unappealable if not appealed within 
thirty (30) days.  

The zoning administrator may initiate injunction, mandamus, abatement or any other appropriate 
action to prevent, enjoin, abate or remove such erection or use in violation of any provision of this 
chapter.  

 

(b) Violations. Any person, whether as owner, lessee, principal, agent, employee or otherwise, who 
violates any of the provisions of this chapter, or permits any such violation, or fails to comply with any 
of the requirements hereof, or who erects any building on any land in violation of any detailed statement 
or plan submitted by him and approved under the provisions of this chapter, shall be guilty of a Class 
1 misdemeanor. Each day upon which such violation continues shall constitute a separate offenseThe 
following are violations of this chapter and are declared to be unlawful:. 

(1) Uses. Any use of a structure, improvement or land, established, conducted, operated or 
maintained in violation of any provision of this chapter, approved, site plan, building and zoning 
permit, or condition accepted or imposed in conjunction with any county approval under this 
chapter, or without any required permit, certificate or other required approval under this chapter. 

(2) Structures without building permits. Any structure for which a building permit application is 
required that is started, established, constructed, reconstructed, enlarged or altered without a 
building permit. 

   
(3) Use of structure or site without certificate of occupancy. Any use of a structure or site for which 

a certificate of occupancy is required that is conducted, operated or maintained without a 
certificate of occupancy. 

(1)(4)  Requirements and standards. The failure to comply with any other requirement or standard 
of this chapter. 

Any building erected contrary to any of the provisions of this chapter and any use of any building or 
land which is conducted, operated or maintained contrary to any of the provisions of this chapter shall be a 
violation of this chapter and the same is hereby declared to be unlawful. The zoning administrator may 
initiate injunction, mandamus, abatement or any other appropriate action to prevent, enjoin, abate or 
remove such erection or use in violation of any provision of this chapter.  

(c) Penalties. The remedies provided for in this section are cumulative and not exclusive and shall be 
in addition to any other remedies provided by law.  
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(1) Civil penalties. Any person, whether the owner, lessee, principal, agent, employee or 
otherwise, who violates any provision of this chapter as provided in section 25-522 (b), or 
permits either by granting permission to another to engage in the violating act or by not 
prohibiting the violating act after being informed by the zoning administrator that the act 
violates this chapter as provided in section 25-522 (a), shall be subject to the following: 

a. Procedure. Proceedings seeking civil penalties for all violations of this chapter under 
this section shall commence either by filing a civil summons in the general district 
court or by the zoning administrator or his deputy issuing a ticket. 

b. Minimum elements of a civil summons or ticket. A civil summons or ticket shall 
contain, at a minimum, the following information: (i) the name and address of the 
person charged; (ii) the nature of the violation and the section of this chapter 
allegedly violated; (iii) the location and date that the violation occurred or was 
observed; (iv) the amount of the civil penalty being imposed for the violation; (v) the 
manner, location and time in which the civil penalty may be paid to the county; (vi) 
the right of the recipient of the summons to elect to stand trial and that a signature to 
an admission of liability will have the same force and effect as a judgment of a court; 
and either the date scheduled for trial, or the date for scheduling of such trial by the 
court. 

c. Amount of civil penalty. Any violation of this chapter shall be subject to a civil penalty 
of two hundred dollars ($200.00) for the initial summons, and a civil penalty of five 
hundred dollars ($500.00) for each additional summons arising from the same set of 
operative facts. 

d. Maximum aggregate civil penalty. The total civil penalties from a series of violations 
arising from the same set of operative facts shall not exceed five thousand dollars 
($5,000.00). After the civil penalties reach the five thousand dollar ($5,000.00) limit, 
the violation may be prosecuted as a criminal misdemeanor under section 25-
522(c)(2). 

e. Each day a separate offense; single offense in 10-day period; stay. Each day during 
which a violation is found to exist shall be a separate offense. However, the same 
scheduled violation arising from the same operative set of facts may be charged not 
more than once in a ten (10) day period. 

f. Option to prepay civil penalty and waive trial. Any person summoned or ticketed for a 
violation of this chapter may elect to pay the civil penalty by making an appearance in 
person or in writing by mail to the department of finance prior to the date fixed for trial 
in court. A person so appearing may enter a waiver of trial, admit liability, and pay the 
civil penalty established for the offense charged. A signature to an admission of 
liability shall have the same force and effect as a judgment of court. However, an 
admission shall not be deemed a criminal conviction for any purpose. If a person 
charged with a violation does not elect to enter a waiver of trial and admit liability, the 
violation shall be tried in the general district court in the same manner and with the 
same right of appeal as provided by law. A finding of liability shall not be deemed a 
criminal conviction for any purpose. 

g. Civil penalties are in lieu of criminal penalties. A violation enforced under section 25-
522 (c)(1), shall be in lieu of any criminal penalty except as provided in section 25-
522(c)(1)d. and section 25-522(c)(2)  and, except for any violation resulting in injury 
to any person, such a designation shall preclude the prosecution of the particular 
violation as a criminal misdemeanor, but shall not preclude any other remedy 
available under this chapter. 

h. Violations excluded. Section 25-522 (c)(1), shall not be construed to allow the 
imposition of civil penalties: (i) for activities related to land development where, for 
the purposes of this section, the term “land development” means a human-made 
change to, or construction on, the land surface including, but not limited to, land 
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disturbing activity or the construction of buildings, structures or improvements under 
an approved site plan or subdivision plat, but does not mean the land development 
project’s compliance with this chapter; or (ii) for the violation of any provision of this 
chapter relating to the posting of signs on public property or public rights-of-way. 

i. Assessment of civil penalties during appeal period. No civil penalties shall be 
assessed by a court having jurisdiction during the pendency of the thirty (30) day 
appeal period provided under section 25-522(a).  

(2) Criminal Penalties. Any person, whether the owner, lessee, principal, agent, employee or 
otherwise, who violates any provision of this chapter that results in injury to any person, or to 
whom the five thousand dollar ($5,000.00) maximum aggregate civil penalty provided in 
section 25-522(c)(1)d. has been reached and who continues to violate any provision of this 
chapter as provided in section 25-522(b), or permits either by granting permission to another 
to engage in the violating act or by not prohibiting the violating act after being informed by the 
zoning administrator that the act continues to violate this chapter as provided in section 25-
522(a), shall be subject to the following: 

(1) The person shall have committed a misdemeanor offense punishable by a fine of not less 
than ten dollars ($10.00) nor more than one thousand dollars ($1,000.00).  
 

(2)  If the violation is uncorrected at the time of conviction, the court shall order the person 
convicted to abate or remedy the violation in compliance with this chapter, within a time 
period established by the court. Failure to remove or abate such violation within the time 
period established by the court shall constitute a separate misdemeanor offense 
punishable by a fine of not less than ten dollars ($10.00) nor more than one thousand 
dollars ($1,000.00), and any such failure during any succeeding ten (10) day period shall 
constitute a separate misdemeanor offense for each ten (10) day period, punishable by a 
fine of not less than one hundred dollars ($100.00) nor more than one thousand five 
hundred dollars ($1,500.00). 

 

(d) Revocation of Administrative Permits. This section shall apply to any situation where the applicant 
has supplied materially misleading information relating to the approval of a permit issued by the 
Zoning Administrator or the change of a use that increases in intensity or invalidates the 
requirements of the permit.  

If the Zoning Administrator determines that there are reasonable grounds for revocation of a zoning 
permit, home occupation permit, mobile home permit or a short term rental permit, or approval, the 
Zoning Administrator shall notify the permit holder in writing. Such notice shall inform the permit 
holder of the alleged grounds for the revocation and shall include specific reasons or finding of face 
that support the revocation. Revocation of a permit by the Zoning Administrator may be appealable 
to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

A decision to revoke aforementioned permit shall become final thirty calendar days after the date 
the decision is rendered, unless appealed. After such effective date of revocation, any activities 
continuing pursuant to such permit shall be deemed to be in violation of this chapter and subject to 
the penalties detailed herein. 

The right to revoke a development permit, as provided in this section, shall be cumulative to any 
other remedy allowed by law. 

 

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 5-102) 
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 BACKGROUND REPORT 
Planning Commission – Public Hearing 
May 2016 

 
Prepared by the Department of Development Services 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
Barbara and Richard Woodard request a special exception permit for a commercial kennel to house 
breeding dogs on their 100-acre property located at 172 Firetower Lane, Eagle Rock. 
 
 

 PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION   
The Planning Commission must make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors as to the 
approval, approval with conditions, or denial of this request.  

STAFF COMMENTS 
Richard and Barbara Woodard have requested a special exception permit (SEP) to allow a commercial kennel 
following a complaint of violation received by staff in October 2015. Despite the lack of special exception 
permit before opening their business, the Woodards have constructed a good facility for their breeding dogs. 
The application provided contains positive letters from several members of the community, including Sheriff 
Ronald Sprinkle, who states that no noise complaints or traffic issues have arisen from this use; the Pet Health 
Clinic veterinarian Robert K. Faust; Animal Control Officer G.E. May; and Dr. William Pierson of Virginia Tech, 
who helped the Woodards to develop their facility. The application also contains character references. It is 
therefore staff’s opinion that this breeding facility is one of quality.  
 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Applicant:  Richard and Barbara Woodard 
Request:      Special Exception Permit for a Commercial Kennel 
Tax Map Number: 27-39 
Magisterial District:   Fincastle 
Report Prepared By:  A. McGee 
PC Meeting:    May 9, 2016  
BOS Meeting:    May 24, 2016 
 
LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT 
Fincastle Magisterial District: Richard V. and Barbara J. Woodard request a Special Exception Permit on the 
Forest Conservation (FC) portion of a 100.29-acre parcel in the Forest Conservation (FC) and the Agricultural-
Rural Residential (AR) Use Districts for a commercial kennel to breed a maximum of fifteen adult dogs, with 
possible conditions,  at 172 Fire Tower Lane, Eagle Rock, VA; entrance located approximately 0.5 miles west of 
its intersection with Mt. Moriah Road (State Route 681) and is identified on the Real Property Identification 
Maps of Botetourt County as Section 27, Parcel 39. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND 
This property is an approximately 100 acre parcel primarily zoned Forest Conservation (FC), a zoning district 
typically characterized by steep slopes and forests. A small section of the southern end of the property is zoned 
Agricultural-Rural Residential (AR). The Woodards use a portion of their property for logging and forestry 
related activities. The majority of the 100 acres is heavily forested, with a small cleared area. There is a small 
pond on the property as well. The property contains one dwelling and several accessory structures, one of 
which contains the kennel facility. 
 
The Little Bullies kennel, owned and operated by the Woodards, is a currently operating breeding facility, and 
is believed by staff to have been operating for around three years. Currently, no special exception permit has 
been issued to enable this operation. Likewise, the Commissioner of the Revenue does not have a business 
license for this facility on record. Staff was made aware of this facility following an anonymous complaint filed 
in October of 2015. Staff reached out to Animal Control following this complaint, and received favorable 
reports concerning the facility from Officer Thrasher, who stated that this kennel was one of the best in the 
county. Staff then reached out to the Woodards to begin bringing their property into compliance with the 
county zoning ordinance. 
 
ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA 
The surrounding properties are also intensely rural and heavily wooded, with some cleared fields and houses 
interspersed throughout. Information regarding the surrounding properties is included in the table below. 
 

 Zoning Owner (Land Use) 
North Forest Conservation (FC) Agriculture/Natural Area/Single-family Dwelling 

East 
Forest Conservation 

(FC), Agricultural Rural 
(AR), Agricultural (A-1) 

Agriculture/Natural Area/Single-family Dwelling 

West Forest Conservation (FC) Agriculture/Natural Area/Single-family Dwelling 

South  
Forest Conservation 

(FC), Agricultural Rural 
(AR), Agricultural (A-1) 

Agriculture/Natural Area/Single-family Dwelling 

 
 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
The applicant proposes a commercial kennel use on their 100.29 acre property in order to breed and sell 
French Bulldogs as part of their limited liability company, Little Bullies. The kennel facility is in a 24 by 24 foot 
accessory building with a maximum capacity of twelve adult occupants, located approximately 300 yards 
from any lot line. The kennel is served by its own independent septic system, washer and dryer, and backup 
generator. It is cleaned three times daily by a purification system recommended by staff at Virginia Tech. The 
Woodards estimate that they receive perhaps two outside vehicles per month or 26 vehicles per year as a 
part of this enterprise.  
 
PROPOSED CONDITIONS 
If approved, staff recommends the following conditions: 
 

1. No more than 15 adult dogs will be kept on the parcel at any one time, including pets. 
2. No boarding of dogs will occur on the property. 
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3. All commercial kennel operations must be confined to the Forest Conservation (FC) Use District 
portion of the property. 

 
These conditions have been previously discussed with, and were recommended by, the owners of the 
property. The Planning Commission may wish to impose additional conditions. 
 
2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies the future land use in this area as Conservation/100 Year 
Floodplains.    
          

Conservation/100 Year Floodplains 
This category includes steep slopes, lands protected by conservation easements, 100-year floodplains, 
and properties that are within the Carvins Cove watershed. Future development in these areas should 
be prohibited or extremely limited. 
 

UTILITIES 
This site is currently served by well and septic. 
 
TRAFFIC 
2014 VDOT traffic data indicates there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) of 310 vehicles per day on the 
segment of  Mt Moriah Road (State Route 681) extending from Sugar Tree Hollow Road (State Route 682) to 
Botetourt Road (US 220). Fire Tower Lane was not reported upon in the VDOT traffic data. 
 
VDOT 
VDOT comments not required. 
 
FIRE AND RESCUE 
This property is served by Eagle Rock Fire and Rescue, located approximately 4 miles from the site according 
to Google Maps. 
 
SCHOOLS 
The school system will not be  impacted by this request. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
No public comments have been submitted at this time. Additional comments may be forthcoming at the 
public hearings. 
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DRAFT MOTIONS 
 

Approval (Special Exception Permit):   
 
I move that the special exception permit for a commercial kennel on the property of Richard and 
Barbara Woodard be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of (approval, or 
approval with the conditions mentioned in the background report and by staff, or approval subject to 
the following conditions): 

1. 
2. …. 

 
And on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the Zoning Ordinance have been satisfied, 
and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good 
zoning practice. 
 
Denial (Special Exception Permit): 
 
I move that the special exception permit for a commercial kennel on the property of Richard and 
Barbara Woodard be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial.   Based 
upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 the following items have not been satisfied: 

1. 
2. (list findings/reasons for denial) 
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BACKGROUND REPORT 
Planning Commission – Public Hearing 
May 2016 

 
Prepared by the Department of Community Development 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
Orchard Hills Church Inc. requests a Special Exception Permit for a day care center in the Agricultural, (A-1) 
Use District, with possible conditions.  

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION   
The Planning Commission must make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors as to the approval, 
approval with conditions, or denial of this request. The Planning Commission has the authority to place 
conditions on a Special Exception Permit as may be necessary to avoid, minimize or mitigate any potentially 
adverse or injurious effect of such special exception permits upon other properties, and to carry out the 
general purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance. 

STAFF COMMENTS   
Day care centers are only permissible by Special Exception Permit in the Agricultural, A-1 Use District, which 
allows for conditions to be placed on an approval to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts on surrounding 
properties.  The day care center is proposing to utilize the existing building and parking facilities of the 
church.  They are planning to construct a fence to create an outdoor play area, which is shown upon the site 
plan included with their application.  The outdoor play area is located to the rear of the church and is located 
approximately 50 feet from the Western property line and approximately 300 feet from the residence 
located upon the Agricultural, A-1 Use District property.  No other alterations to the building footprint or site 
are being proposed for the day care center. 

APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Applicant:  Orchard Hills Church Inc.  
Request:      Special Exception Permit for a day care center  
Tax Map Number: 107-244A 
Magisterial District:   Valley 
Report Prepared By:  D. Pearson 
PC Meeting:    May 9, 2016  
BOS Meeting:     May 24, 2016  
 
LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT 
Valley Magisterial District: Orchard Hills Church Inc. requests a Special Exception Permit in the Agricultural  
(A-1) Use District for a day care center, with possible conditions, on a 9.95-acre parcel, at 6032 Cloverdale 
Road, Roanoke, VA, located approximately 0.07 miles northwest of its intersection with Eastpark Drive (State 
Route 1499) and is identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 107, 
Parcel 244A. 
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EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND 
The subject property consists of a 9.95 acre parcel, which is the home of Orchard Hills Church.  Orchard Hills 
Church purchased the property in December of 2002 and began holding services on the property in January 
of 2003.  The church began an expansion to their facilities in June of 2015 and are expected to be completed 
in June of 2016.  
 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
Orchard Hills Church is requesting a Special Exceptions Permit in order to operate a day care center utilizing 
their current building facilities that are already designed for children programs by the church.  The church is 
planning to enroll approximately 65 children ranging from 6 weeks through pre-school, as well as, to provide 
after school care.  The church is proposing to utilize existing parking and drives for the drop-off and pick-up 
of the children.  They are proposing to install a fence to create an outdoor play area that would be utilized by 
the day care center, along with a 2,500 square foot indoor play area within the existing building.  No other 
alterations are planned to the exterior of the building, the parking or the grounds in association with the day 
care center.  The day care center would operate on weekdays from 6:30 a.m. to 6 p.m. 
 
ZONING 
The existing church is classified as a conforming land use within the Agricultural, A-1 Use District, however, 
by definition, daycare or educational uses are treated as separate land uses.  The day care center requires a 
Special Exception Permit in order to locate within the Agricultural, A-1 Use District. 
 
Church: A place of worship, an institution that people regularly attend to participate in or hold religious 
services, meetings and other related activities. The term "church" shall not carry a secular connotation and 
shall include any building used for religious services by any denomination. Day care or educational activities 
uses, other than those conducted in conjunction with worship services, are not part of the definition of a 
church. 
 
Day care center (child or adult): A licensed establishment operated as a commercial enterprise or public 
facility which is operated only during a part of any twenty-four (24) hour day for the purpose of providing 
care, protection and supervision for compensation of six (6) or more children or more than four (4) aged, 
infirm, or disabled adults who reside elsewhere, at a time during any twenty-four-hour period. This term 
includes nursery schools, preschools, day care centers, after-school care, elder care centers, and other similar 
uses, but excludes public and private educational facilities or any facility offering care to individuals for a full 
twenty-four-hour period. 
 
ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES 
The subject property is adjacent to a vacant Agricultural, A-1 Use District and an industrial building to the 
North, another industrial building and the Read Mountain Fire & Rescue building to the East, retail and 
convenience store use with gas sales across Cloverdale Road to the South and another Agricultural, A-1 Use 
District that contains a house and barn structure to the West. 
 

 Zoning Land Use 
North Industrial (M-1) & Agricultural (A-1) Industrial / Vacant 
West Agricultural (A-1) Agricultural / Residential 
 East Industrial (M-1) Institutional / Industrial 
South  Industrial (M-1) & Business (B-2) Mini-Warehouse / Retail 
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2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses in this area as Medium Density Residential.  
 
 UTILITIES 
This development is served by both public water and sewer from the Western Virginia Water Authority. 
 
TRAFFIC  
2014 VDOT traffic data for ALT 220 Cloverdale Road indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) of 18,000 vehicles.  
 
VDOT COMMENTS 
VDOT commented that no further improvements would be required for the proposed day care center since 
the site was already accessed by a right in right out driveway located on a four lane divided highway with a 
declaration lane.  
 
FIRE AND RESCUE 
The Read Mountain Fire and Rescue Station is adjacent to the subject property.   
 
SCHOOLS 
The school system will not be directly impacted by this request. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
No public comments have been submitted at this time. Additional comments may be forthcoming at the 
public hearings. 
 
SUGGESTED CONDITIONS 
If approved, the Planning Commission may recommend conditions upon said approval, such as, but not 
limited to: 

1. The project shall be developed in substantial conformance with site development plan, dated 
3/10/2016, and included in the application. 

 
DRAFT MOTIONS 
Approval:   

I move that the Special Exception Permit authorizing a day care center for Orchard Hills Church, Inc. 
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of (approval or approval with the 
following conditions)  

1. 
2. 

And on the basis that the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposed use will have 
little to no adverse effects upon the community or other properties in the vicinity of the proposed 
use or structures according to the Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 and that the proposal would 
serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good zoning practice. 

Denial: 
I move that the Special Exception Permit authorizing a day care center for Orchard Hills Church, Inc. 
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial.   Based upon Zoning 
Ordinance Section 25-583 the following items have not been satisfied:  

1. 
2. (list findings/reasons for denial) 

 

































May 9, 2016 

Board of Supervisors and 
Planning Commission of Botetourt County 
1 West Main Street Box 1 
Fincastle, Virginia 24090 

Attn:  Ms. Nicole Pendleton 
Planning Manager / Zoning Administrator 

Re:  Summerfield Village Multifamily Rezoning Request - Amendment 

Dear Nicole: 

Based on our recent conversations and meeting, Summers Properties, LLC., is pleased 
to provide this amendment to their rezoning request for the Planning Commission 
meeting scheduled for tonight.  The amendment includes the following: 

1. Revised concept plan.

2. Revised proffered conditions.

3. Additional traffic counts updated to the Trip Generation Manual’s 9th Edition.

The chart shown in its entirety on the next page updates expected trips generated by 
the project to the most current Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition. 



Trip Generation Period Dwelling 
Units 

Rate % In % Out Trips 
In 

Trips 
Out 

Total 
Trips

Weekday 74 6.65 50% 50% 246 246 492 

Saturday 74 6.39 50% 50% 236 236 473 

Sunday 74 5.86 50% 50% 217 217 434 

Peak Hour Adj Street AM 74 0.51 20% 80% 8 30 38 

Peak Hour Adj Street PM 74 0.62 65% 35% 30 16 46 

AM Peak 74 0.55 29% 71% 12 29 41 

PM Peak 74 0.67 61% 39% 30 19 50 

Saturday Peak 74 0.52 50% 50% 19 19 38 

Sunday Peak 74 0.51 50% 50% 19 19 38 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bobby Wampler, P.E. 
Vice President 

cc: Summers Properties, LLC. 



PROFFERED CONDITIONS 

On behalf of the attached rezoning request, Summers Properties, LLC. hereby voluntarily proffers that 

the property which is the subject of this application will be developed in accordance with the following 

conditions.  The applicant, the owners, their successors and assigns, voluntarily proffer for the property 

as follows: 

1. The maximum number of dwelling units shall be 74.

2. The maximum number of dwelling structures developed on the property shall be three.

3. The dwelling structures shall not exceed three floors.

4. The dwelling structures shall have at least two roof lines.

5. The  dwelling  structure materials  shall  be  like  those  utilized  in  the  adjacent  Summerfield
Village development.  No vinyl siding shall be utilized.

6. A Knox Box will be provided for each dwelling structure for emergency services access.

7. Any proposed dwelling structure that  is within 200 feet of an existing residential structure
shall not exceed two floors.

8. The property will be developed to the exclusion of all other uses other than those indicated
in this application for rezoning.

9. Proposed  sight  lighting  shall  be Dark  Sky  FriendlyTM  in  accordance with  the  International
Dark‐Sky Association.

10. A project sign shall be located at the entrance to the development along Summerfield Court.
The project sign shall be a monument type sign with lighting.

11. A 25’ landscape buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of the project.

12. The project shall be developed  in substantial conformance with the concept rezoning plan
dated May 9, 2016.

The undersigned hereby warrants that all of the owners of a legal interest in the subject property have 

signed this proffer statement, that they have full authority to bind the property to these conditions, and 

that the proffers are entered into voluntarily. 

_________________________ 
Agent for Summers Properties, LLC. 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me on this _______ day of _______________, 

_______, by ________________________ of _________________________. 

____________________________    My commission expires: ____________. 
Notary Public 
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BACKGROUND REPORT 
Planning Commission – Public Hearing 
May 9, 2016 

Prepared by the Department of Planning & Zoning 

PROJECT SUMMARY 
Summers Properties LLC requests a text amendment, rezoning from Agriculture, (A-1) and Business (B-2) 
Use Districts to the Residential, (R-3) Use District with a Special Exception Permit, for up to 16 multi-family 
dwelling units per net acre located adjacent to Summerfield Court (State Route 1117).     

STAFF COMMENTS 
This will be the first rezoning for only multi-family dwellings as far as records exists in Botetourt County. 
This rezoning request represents a trend of increased multi-family dwelling and supports a need for a 
range of housing options in Botetourt County. As the first set of apartments to be considered by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, this project serves to set an example for new, high density housing 
in the county.  After meeting with Mr. Wampler to discuss the application in more detail, we received a 
revised set of voluntary proffers to include substantial conformance with the concept plan at your table. 
The latest submittal provided to us by the applicant appears to alleviate concerns from staff regarding 
lack of detail which were provided in your background report. If the text amendment to increase the 
maximum density to 16 units per net acre is approved, the applicant will be required to  meet the maximum 
density requirements of 16 units per net acre, as well as all other county code requirements, prior to 
obtaining site plan approval. 

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION   

The Planning Commission is requested to make recommendations to the BOS as to the approval, or 
approval with modifications, or denial of the text amendment; the approval with proffered conditions, or 
denial of the rezoning, and approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the special exception 
request.   

APPLICATION INFORMATION 
Applicant: Summers Properties LLC 

Request: ●Text Amendment,

●Rezoning to Residential, (R-3),

●SEP for up to 16 multi-family dwelling units per net acre
Tax Map Number: 107-200 
Magisterial District: Valley 
Report Prepared By:  N. Pendleton 
PC Meeting:   May 9, 2016 
BOS Meeting: May 24, 2016 
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LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT 
Valley Magisterial District:  Summers Properties, LLC requests to amend Chapter 25, Zoning, Article II. 
District Regulations Generally, Division 6. Residential District R-3 of the Botetourt County Code as follows:  
Sec.25-163 – Uses permissible by special exception, from (5) “Dwelling, multi-family, up to ten (10.0) 
dwellings per net acre.” to “(5) Dwelling, multi-family, up to sixteen (16.0) dwellings per net acre”; and 
requests to rezone a 4.73-acre lot from an Agricultural (A-1) Use District and Business (B-2) Use District to 
a Residential (R-3) Use District, with possible proffered conditions, for the construction of dwellings, multi-
family, containing up to 74 dwelling units, with a special exception permit with possible conditions for the 
use of dwelling, multi-family, up to sixteen (16.0) dwellings per net acre, at 168 Bonny View Lane, 
approximately 0.16 miles north of its intersection with Read Mountain Road (Route 654), identified on the 
Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 107, Parcel 200.  The development is 
proposed to be accessed via Summerfield Court (Route 1117). 

EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND 

The property is currently zoned Agricultural (A-1) and Business (B-2). A vacant two-story home and a shed 
currently occupy the site. Aerial maps indicate that the home was served by access from Bonnie View Lane. 
However, the property has over 200 feet of road frontage on Summerfield Court (Route 1117). 

The property is fairly flat and tree cover exists only to the north and east of the existing house. The property 
is currently served by a gravel access that is named “Bonnie View Lane.” However, this 50 foot right of 
way is not public. The total acreage of the site is 5.843 acres because all of Bonnie View Lane is included 
as part of this property.  It appears that between four and six neighboring residential properties are 
served exclusively by this private access off of Read Mountain Road.  

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
Summerfield Properties, LLC is proposing to create a multifamily development as part of the Summerfield 
Village development project. The applicant is requesting that 4.82 acres be rezoned to the Residential 
(R-3) Use District.  In addition, a special exception permit is requested to increase the maximum density of 
up to 16 units per acre, rather than the 8 units per acre permitted by right in the Residential (R-3) Use 
District.  

Site design: 
The applicant states that there are a total of three buildings proposed with a total of 74 dwellings units. 
The building design has not been fully determined, but is expected to include approximately 22 one-
bedroom units and 52 two-bedroom units. The applicant states that no units are proposed to have three or 
more bedrooms. The applicant also states that the final design of the buildings will determine the proposed 
height. No accessory structures, such as a clubhouse, pool, maintenance building, or onsite rental building is 
proposed. 

The concept plan dated May 9, 2016, shows a layout which is intended to meet the requirements of the 
zoning ordinance. It shows the acreage of the total site as 5.843 because all of Bonnie View Lane (a width 
of 50 feet) is a part of this property. The applicant is excluding Bonnie View Lane from this rezoning request 
and it is to remain zoned Agricultural (A-1).Based on the acreage of the site as submitted, the applicant 
will be required to provide 25,452 sf of open space for active and/or passive park/recreation use. 
Currently, the applicant shows two areas identified as passive recreation areas and one area identified 
as passive park use. The applicant does not identify the exact location or amount on the site plan, but did 
provide the following in an email: 

“Passive park use is 8,500sf and is envisioned to include picnic tables for use by the 
residents.  Passive recreation areas consist of 18,500sf of lawn area for use by the residents.” 
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No stormwater management is identified on the concept plan. The applicant states that 

“stormwater management is a complex element that will be determined during final 
design….stormwater management is expected to be handled with a combination of pervious 
surfaces, grass swales, bioretention, and manufactured BMP devices.”  

The applicant will be required to comply with all local, state and federal regulations during the site plan 
review process. Because the applicant submitted a concept plan and related proffer, any deviations to the 
final site design will be required to be in substantial conformance to this document.  

Sec. 25-581(i)(6). Substantial conformance defined. For the purpose of this section, substantial 
conformance shall be determined by the zoning administrator and shall mean that conformance 
which leaves a reasonable margin for adjustment due to final design or engineering data but 
conforms with the general nature of the development, the specific uses, and the general layout 
depicted by the plans, profiles, elevations, and other demonstrative materials proffered by the 
applicant. 

Infrastructure:  
The applicant states that existing infrastructure is in place, adjacent to, and adequate to serve the proposed 
development. There are no extensions required to provide water, sewer or public roads. 

Parking and access:  
The applicant has indicated that based on the conceptual plan submitted, the site can accommodate the 
parking requirements for the proposed 74 units.  

The property is proposed to be accessed only by Summerfield Court. The applicant proposes to restrict 
access to Bonnie View Lane by permanently prohibiting access by installing the proposed 25’ perimeter 
landscaping buffer across the access to the property. Staff also has provided a suggested condition of the 
granting of the special exception permit that vehicular access via Bonnie View Lane shall be prohibited, as 
should any construction traffic.  

Sidewalks are proposed to provide access from the parking lots to the buildings. A sidewalk is also planned 
to allow pedestrian access from the buildings to the entrance of the multi-family development from 
Summerfield Court. Staff would have recommended additional sidewalks, perhaps even off-site, to further 
connect the apartment complex to Carilion Wellness, the adjacent daycare, office and retail uses.  

Architectural renderings: 
While the applicant did provide images in the concept plan, no component of the included graphics for 
lights or building renderings should be considered finalized at this time.  

The applicant provided proffers related to building design. The proffers state: 

 The dwelling structures shall not exceed three floors

 The dwelling structures shall have at least two roof lines.

 The dwelling structure materials shall be like those utilized in the adjacent Summerfield Village
development. No vinyl siding shall be utilized.

 Any proposed dwelling structure that is within 200 feet of an existing residential structure shall
not exceed two floors.
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Landscaping and screening:  
Parking lot landscaping is required. However, the applicant has provided a proffer to provide a 25’ 
landscape buffer around the perimeter of the entire site.  
 
Lighting:  
The applicant states that:  

“Lighting and landscaping are expected to be similar to the multi-family development located at 
the Daleville Town Center in Botetourt County. The lighting fixtures proposed match those of the 
Daleville Town Center.” 

 
However, the applicant did provide a proffer that proposed sight lighting shall be Dark Sky FriendlyTM in 
accordance with the International Dark-Sky Association. 
 
Signage:  
The applicant states that “the use of this tract of land is compatible with surrounding properties and is well 
situated to transition between the commercial uses in Summerfield Village to the existing single-family 
residential uses.” The applicant provides a proffer that a monument type sign, with lighting, will be located 
at the entrance to the development along Summerfield Court. 
 

 
PROFFERS 
The applicant submitted the following proffers, to govern development on the portion of the property that 
is being rezoned. 
 

1. The maximum number of dwelling units shall be 74. 
2. The maximum number of dwellings structures developed on the property shall be three. 
3. The dwelling structures shall not exceed three floors 
4. The dwelling structures shall have at least two roof lines. 
5. The dwelling structure materials shall be like those utilized in the adjacent Summerfield Village 

development. No vinyl siding shall be utilized. 
6. A Knox Box will be provided for each dwelling structure for emergency services access. 
7. Any proposed dwelling structure within 200 feet of an existing residential structure shall not 

exceed two floors. 
8. The property will be developed to the exclusion of all other uses other than those indicated in this 

application for rezoning. 
9. Proposed sight lighting shall be Dark Sky FriendlyTM in accordance with the International Dark-Sky 

Association. 
10. A project sign shall be located at the entrance to the development along Summerfield Court.  The 

project sign shall be a monument type sign with lighting.  
11. A 25’ foot landscape buffer shall be provided around the perimeter of the project.  
12. The project shall be developed in substantial conformance with the concept rezoning plan dated 

May 9, 2016.  
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ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES / ZONING 

Zoning  Land Use 

North 
Agricultural, A-1 

Business, B-2 
Dale Ridge Church of Christ, Journey Church, 
Joyful Noise Daycare 

East 
Business, B-2 

Cloverdale Road 

Vistar Properties LLC, Office and Medical Office 
Carilion Wellness 
Restaurant, Pharmacy and Office 

West 

Agricultural, A-1 
Residential, R-1 

Bonnie View Lane 

Vacant parcels 
Single-family residential 

South 
Residential, R-1 

Business, B-2 
Single-family residential, Summers Properties LLC, office use 

TEXT AMENDMENT 

The applicant is requesting that Section 25-163. Uses permissible by special exception of the zoning 
ordinance be modified to increase the maximum allowable density by SEP from 10 dwellings per net acre, 
to 16 dwellings per net acre.  Currently, regulations in the R-3 Use District permit densities of up to 8 
dwellings per net acre, by right, and up to 10 dwellings by SEP only.  

The applicant states that “The County could continue to restrict developments to the current maximum of 10 
units per acre but would have the flexibility to allow greater densities where appropriate.”   

The applicant also provided a comparison of other local zoning ordinances which show that, in those R-3 
and R-4 districts, densities are allowed between 12 and 24 gross acres without the granting of a special 
exception permit.  

Planning staff generally agrees with the applicant’s findings. This request is not expected to have a 
significant impact on properties within the County. The proposed amendments would only impact future 
developments for consideration through the SEP process and no changes are proposed to uses or densities 
permitted by right. 

When this request to advertise was presented to the Board, members inquired if the maximum density to 
be considered by SEP should be increased higher than 16. It is staff’s opinion that densities greater than 
16 per acre may be more appropriate in a higher density zoning district, such as an R-4, which the county 
currently does not have. This will be a part of a review of the zoning ordinance in relation to the adoption 
of Urban Development Areas (UDAs) and a Gateway Center Overlay District.  

In addition to Section 25-163, Section 25-164(b). Lot requirements., also makes reference to the maximum 
allowable density. If approved, this section should also be changed concurrently.  
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ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS – RESIDENTIAL (R-3) 

Criteria Code Requirements 

District Limitations 

~ All development shall be served by public (community) water and public sewer. 
~ 10% gross area preserved permanent, useable common open space, developed 
as active recreation and/or passive park use 

Minimum Lot Area: 40,000 sq. ft. (2 net acres minimum site) 

Minimum Lot Width: 200’ of frontage 

Setbacks:     
Front, Side, Rear 

25’ (buildings must be separated by minimum of 20’ 

Density, SEP 16.0 dwelling units per net acre 

Impervious Surface 75% 

Lot Coverage 50% 

Maximum height 40’ 

The applicant has submitted a concept plan which provides a listing of the code requirements. However, 
the applicant has not provided any voluntary proffered conditions regarding conformity with the concept 
plan. If the project is approved, the applicant will be required to meet all of the code requirements listed 
in the table. However, the actual net density was not provided with the application, nor were further details 
on the required preserved common open space. 

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses of properties in this area as Commercial and 
Medium Density Residential.  

Commercial: This category designates areas where commercial developments have occurred and where 
future commercial developments are encouraged. Public water and sewer is generally available or 
planned for these areas. 

Medium Density Residential: This category includes areas where suburban patterns of residential 
development have occurred and are encouraged to occur in the future. Although single family homes are 
the predominant land use in this category, higher density residential development such as townhomes and 
apartments may also be suitable. Allowable future densities in these areas should be based upon the 
availability and adequacy of public facilities and the compatibility of the proposed land use with 
surrounding properties. Public water and/or sewer typically serve or are planned for these areas. Most 
of these areas are and will be located in the southern portions of the county. 

UTILITIES 
This development will be served by Aquasource water. There are sewer lines in place throughout the 
Summerfield development. 

TRAFFIC 
2014 VDOT traffic data indicates that there are an estimated 18,000 Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
on Cloverdale Road (US Alt. 220) between Lee Highway (Route 11) and the Roanoke County Line. There 
is no traffic data for Summerfield Court.  

The project is expected to generate 492 vehicle trips per day, and will not require a Traffic Impact 
Analysis. However, the applicant provided traffic data on only the PM traffic rates, rather than AM and 
PM rates. No off-site traffic improvements or analysis, such as a signalized intersection at Cloverdale Road 
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and Summerfield Court, can be required of the applicant. To account for concerns related to the increase 
in traffic turning onto Cloverdale Road, staff asked for an analysis of traffic, such as office or other uses 
which could be generated by a B-2 use, similar to what exists in the development now, that could be 
provided as a comparison but did not receive this information prior to this report. 
 
There are currently two access roads that can serve the development. The intersection of Summerfield Court 
and Cloverdale Road provides for vehicular traffic in both directions via a median crossing, while Summers 
Way (a private road) provides for vehicular traffic that is right-in, right-out only. There is a signalized 
intersection at Cloverdale Road and Read Mountain Road, approximately 0.2 miles to the south of Summers 
Way.  While the property is currently served by Bonnie View Lane, a gravel road accessed via Read 
Mountain Road, there are no plans to access the development via Bonnie View Lane. Staff suggests that a 
condition of the granting of the SEP, that all traffic, including construction traffic, be prohibited to use Bonnie 
View Lane and that a permanent barrier, such as the landscaping buffer, serve to permanently restrict 
traffic from the development through Bonnie View Lane.  
 
VDOT COMMENTS 

VDOT comments are attached.  
 
FIRE AND RESCUE 
The Read Mountain Fire and Rescue Station provides fire and rescue services for this property.  The station 
is located approximately 1.5 miles from the proposed development.   
 
Jason Ferguson, acting Chief of Fire and EMS, provided the following comments: 

1) There should be strong consideration into the size of the entry/exit way if there is only going to 
be one. Access in and out for fire apparatus would be extremely important, so the wider the 
better.  

2) The initial drawings plot the buildings in such a way that there is really only access to two or more 
sides of one of the three buildings. As I discussed with you, a higher occupancy facility that may 
need emergency evacuations or a building of this size heavily involved in fire may require the use 
of an aerial apparatus that can require significant space and/or access  to be setup and 
efficiently reach.  

3) Hydrant locations would be important throughout the complex as well. 
4) We are recommending larger signage labeling for the Fire Department Connection “FDC”  
5) We would also recommend the purchase and installation of a knox box for each building to allow 

for quick emergency access to any apartment, should an unattended apartment catch fire. 
 
 
 
SCHOOLS 
The schools serving this project will be Cloverdale Elementary, Read Mountain Middle School and Lord 
Botetourt High School.  Using the following model the maximum number of school age children is 
approximately twenty-nine (29): 
 

[74 (# of proposed homes)] x [2.55 (persons/household)] x 15% = # of school aged children. 
 
 

 
 

The projected number of school aged children from this development: 29 
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This number may be lower given the mix of apartment units by bedroom, and that no three-bedroom units 
are proposed. However, no proffers related to the types of units were submitted.  
 
FLOODPLAIN    
This property is not within a designated FEMA 100-year Flood Hazard Area. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

Two households who reside on Bonnie View Lane met with Planning and Zoning staff to voice their concerns 
over traffic to and from the development, had concerns regarding construction traffic, and also expressed 
concerns over separating the apartment complex by a more physical barrier, such as a fence, in order to 
keep the residents of the property from trespassing onto the adjacent vacant properties. Neighboring 
property owners visited the office to also inquire about stormwater management and drainage during rain 
events. You all also received a letter from Mr. and Mrs. Poff, who reside on Bonnie View Lane.  
 
SUGGESTED CONDITIONS 
 
In addition the voluntary proffers submitted by the applicant, staff suggests the following conditions 
related to the increased density of the project. 
 

1. Construction vehicle access shall be only from Summerfield Court, and shall be prohibited on 
Bonnie View Lane.  

2. A 25’ foot landscaping buffer shall be installed along the entire property line adjacent to Bonnie 
View lane and should restrict access. This buffer shall be installed prior to the approval of a 
certificate of occupancy. The buffer shall be maintained so as to restrict access via Bonnie View 
lane and any alteration or damage to the buffer must be repaired within 30 days.  
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DRAFT MOTIONS: 

Text Amendment 

Approval: 
I move that the Text Amendment application for Summers Properties LLC to revise Sec. 25-163 
and 25-164(b), to allow up to 16 multi-family dwelling units per net acre be forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors with recommendation for approval on the basis that the text amendment 
would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and is good zoning practice. 

Denial: 
I move that the Text Amendment application for Summers Properties LLC to revise Sec. 25-163 to 
allow up to 16 multi-family dwelling units per net acre be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors 
with recommendation for denial on the basis of the following reasons: 

1) 
2) 

…and that the proposal would NOT serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and
is not good zoning practice. 

Rezoning 
Approval for Rezoning:  
I move that the zoning map amendment for Summers Properties LLC be forwarded to the Board of 
Supervisors with the proffered conditions as submitted by the applicant and included in the staff report. 

This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581(k)(4) of the Zoning 
Ordinance have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare, and is good zoning practice. 

Approval, with revisions, Rezoning:  
I move that the zoning map amendment for Summers Properties LLC be forwarded to the Board of 
Supervisors with recommendation for approval subject to the following revisions of proffers 

 [list any recommended changes], 

on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581(k)(4) of the Zoning Ordinance have been 
satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare, and 
is good zoning practice. 

Denial, Rezoning: 
I move that the zoning map amendment for the property of Summers Properties LLC be forwarded 
to the Board of Supervisors with recommendation for denial on the basis that the requirements of 
Section 25-581(k)(4) of the Zoning Ordinance have not been satisfied due to the following 
reasons:________________ 
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Special Exception Permit 
 

Approval, SEP:   
 

I move that the special exception permit to allow up to 16 multi-family dwelling units per net 
acre for Summers Properties LLC be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation 
of approval with the conditions as stated in the background report, or the following conditions (if 
revised) 

1…. 
2. …. 

 
And on the basis that the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposed use will have 
little to no adverse effects upon the community or other properties in the vicinity of the proposed 
use or structures according to the Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 and that the proposal would 
serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good zoning practice. 

 
Denial, SEP: 

 
I move that the special exception permit to allow up to 16 multi-family dwelling units per net 
acre for Summers Properties LLC be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation 
of denial.   Based upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 the following items have not been 
satisfied 

1. 
2. (list findings/reasons for denial) 
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