
 

  

 
AGENDA 

BOTETOURT COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 22, 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. 
  Introduction of new employee and presentation of County watch to a retiring 

employee. (Vest/Farmer) 
  Public comment period. 
 
II. Consent Agenda: 
   1. Approval of minutes of the regular meeting held on October 25, 2016. 
  

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

(Zerrilla) 
 
III. General Items: 

  4. Consideration of an amendment to a Performance Agreement and authorization of a 
Purchase Agreement for the sale of real estate to Dynax America Corporation. 
(Moorman) 

 
  5.  Ratification of the Director of Emergency Management’s declaration to ban open 

burning in the County. (Fuqua/Larrowe) 
 
  6. Consideration of a resolution requesting that the General Assembly amend the Code 

of Virginia to allow all counties to levy a tax on cigarettes. (Larrowe) 
 
  7. Other Items: 

 Committee reports-- 
 Greenfield Historic Preservation Advisory Commission (Sexton) 

 
 
IV. Appointments: 
   8. A.  The term of the Amsterdam District representative on the Planning Commission 

expires on January 1, 2017.  This is a four year term.  
 
  B.  Ratification of the appointment of Colonel Bobby Russell as an at-large member 

of the Blue Ridge Behavioral Healthcare Board of Directors.  This term will expire on 
December 31, 2018. 

 
V. Items at Specific Times: 
   9. 12:45 P. M. Closed session to discuss personnel matters regarding specific individ-

uals; 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 bargaining position or negotiating strategy of the 
public body; discussion concerning a prospective business or industry 
or the expansion of an existing 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. 

 



 

  

V. Items at Specific Times (cont.): 
 
 
 10.  2:30 P. M. Highway Department: 
   A.  Monthly update report. (Hamm) 
 
   B.  Consideration of resolution of support for an application by the 

Town of Fincastle for VDoT Revenue Sharing Program funds for a 
sidewalk improvement project. (Tickner) 

 
 11.  3:00 P. M. Presentation on The Advancement Foundation’s program to increase 

small business start-ups/expansions. (Annette Patterson) 
 
 12.  3:15 P. M. Update on the 2016 General Election process. (Clark) 
 
 13.  3:30 P. M. Presentation on School System Energy Efficiency and Performance 

Contracting Opportunities. (Busher) 
 
 14.  4:00 P. M. Public hearing to amend the 2010 Comprehensive Plan to incorporate 

the Gateway Crossing Area Plan, update the Future Land Use Maps to 
incorporate new future land use designations in the Gateway Crossing 
(Interstate 81, Exit 150) study area, and to designate Urban Develop-
ment Areas (UDAs) in accordance with Section 15.2-2223.1 of the Code 
of Virginia. (Pendleton) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended approval of these amend-

ments. 
 
   6:00 P. M. Public hearings: 
   15.  Amsterdam Magisterial District, Timberbrook Associates LLC, 

Timberbrook Associates X LLC, and GW Botetourt Commons LLC, 
request a Change of Proffers in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District 
to modify existing proffers which restricted the type, color, size, and 
font of signage, to develop a signage plan for the Botetourt Commons 
development located from 125 to 137 Commons Parkway (Route 
1044); 20 to 56 Kingston Drive; and 100 to 124 Kingston Drive, Dale-
ville, which are located 0.12 miles west of the Commons Parkway/ 
Kingston Drive intersection and 0.09 miles north of the Commons 
Parkway/Kingston Drive intersection, identified on the Real Property 
Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101(13), Parcels 2, 
and 5, and Section 101 (14), Parcel 7. (Pearson) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended approval of this request. 
 
   16.  Amsterdam Magisterial District, Ashley Investments, LLC, requests 

a Commission Permit in accord with §15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia 
for the construction of a public road, in addition to a request for rezon-
ing from an Agricultural (A-1) Use District to a Residential (R-1) Use 
District, with possible proffered conditions, on 32.081 acres of a 
35.154-acre parcel for residential use at 2763 Trinity Road, Troutville. 
The development is proposed to be accessed via Scarlet Drive (Route 
1129).  This parcel is located approximately 0.45 miles south of the 
Roanoke Road (U.S. Route 220)/Trinity Road (State Route 670) inter-
section, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt 
County as Section 88, Parcel 82F. (Pendleton) 

 
   The Planning Commission recommended denial of this request. 
 
 
Continue the meeting until 8:30 A. M. on December 9 or 10, 2016, in Room 229 of the Green-
field Education and Training Center for a strategic planning session. 
 
NOTE:  The December regular meeting will be held on Thursday, December 22, 2016, 
beginning at 2:00 P. M. in Rooms 226-228 at the Greenfield Education and Training Center. 
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The regular meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Tuesday, 

October 25, 2016, in Rooms 226-228 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center in Dale-

ville, 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  
   Dr. Donald M. Scothorn 
   Mr. Billy W. Martin, Sr. 
 
 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 12:47 P. M. 

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

vote, the Board went into Closed Session to discuss personnel matters regarding specific indi-

viduals; 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 bargaining position or 

negotiating strategy of the public body; discussion concerning a prospective business or indus-

try or the expansion of an existing 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-

3711A (1), (3), (5), and (7) of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended. (Resolution Number 

16-10-02) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 2:06 P. M. 

On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Dodson, 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 16-10-03) 

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

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. 
 
 

 Mr. Leffel welcomed everyone to the meeting and asked for a moment of silence.  

Mr. Martin then led the group in reciting the pledge of allegiance. 

 

Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks and Recreation, then introduced Mr. Morgan Edwards 

and Mr. Zack Saunders to the Board as new Parks Maintenance staff members.  He noted that 

Mr. Edwards has a two-year degree from Virginia Tech and previously worked at Radford Uni-

versity and Mr. Saunders previously worked at a local landscaping firm. 
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The Board welcomed Mr. Edwards and Mr. Saunders to employment with Botetourt 

County. 

 

Mrs. Katherine Carter, Botetourt Unit Coordinator with the Cooperative Extension 

Service, then introduced Ms. Kathleen Reid to the Board.  She stated that Ms. Reid was 

recently hired as the Agricultural and Natural Resources Agent for Roanoke and Botetourt coun-

ties.  She noted that Ms. Reid’s office will be located in Roanoke but she will serve the citizens 

of Botetourt County as well. 

Mrs. Carter stated that Ms. Reid is originally from Indiana, received her Master’s degree 

from Michigan State University, and has six years of experience in urban and rural gardening. 

The Board welcomed Ms. Reid to the Roanoke Valley. 

Ms. Reid stated that she is happy to be here and looks forward to working with the 

Roanoke and Botetourt communities. 

Mr. Leffel stated that this is a good time for Ms. Reid to be working in Botetourt County 

due to our efforts to increase agricultural-related businesses. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Ms. Reid stated that she will be based at the 

Roanoke County Extension Service Office and will have meetings and appointments in 

Botetourt whenever necessary. 

 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one present to speak 

during the public comment period. 

 

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

by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the following consent agenda items: (Reso-

lution Number 16-10-04) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Approval of minutes of the regular meeting held on September 27, 2016; 
Approval of minutes of the joint meeting with the School Board held on October 3, 2016; 
  
Approval of the following transfers and additional appropriations: 
 

Transfer $927.64 to Sheriff’s Department - Vehicle & Power Equipment Supplies, 
100-4031200-31200-6009, from the various departments as follows for vehicle 
repairs at the County Garage:  

 
$  15.79 Dep. Co. Admin-Rep. & Maint –Veh., 100-4012120-12120-3312 
$  83.58 Devel. Svces.-Rep. & Maint.–Vehicles, 100-4081200-81200-3312 
$101.03 Animal Control – Veh. & Power Supp., 100-4035100-35100-6009 
$  20.65 Sports Complex–Rep. & Maint.–Veh., 100-4071300-71300-3312 
$192.94 Maintenance –Rep. & Maint.–Vehicles, 100-4043000-43000-3312 
$275.01 Fire & EMS. – Rep. & Maint.–Vehicles, 100-4035500-35500-3312 
$  39.40 General Svces.-Rep. & Maint.–Veh., 100-4040000-40000-3312 
$  65.31 Parks & Rec. – Veh. & Power Supp., 100-4071100-71100-6009 
$  57.18 Van Program–Rep. & Maint.–Vehicles, 100-4071500-71500-3312 
$  67.25 Library – Repairs & Maint. – Vehicles, 100-4073100-73100-3312 
$    9.50 Econ. Devel. – Veh. & Power Supp., 100-4081500-81500-6009 

 
Transfer budgeted funds totaling $334,064.99 from Tourism Department, 100-
4081600-81600 to Economic Development Department, 100-4081500-81500.  This 
will combine budget resources from each area into one department. 
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Transfer budgeted funds of $300,000 from CIP – Industrial Site Infrastructure, 100-
4094000-81510-9402-808, to Transfer to EDA, 100-4091800-91800-3800-000.  
These are reappropriated funds accumulated to support EDA payment obligations 
involving the Shell Building in Greenfield.  
 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,352.39 to the following Correction & 
Detention accounts:  $1,252.39 to Medical and Lab Supplies, 100-4033100-33100-
6004; and $100.00 to Uniforms, 100-4033100-33100-6011.  These are medical co-
pays and miscellaneous cost reimbursements. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $85.83 to Dispatch – Uniforms, 100-
4031400-31400-6011.  This represents an expenditure reimbursement.  

  
Additional appropriation in the amount of $2,054.77 to Sheriff’s Department – various 
accounts, 100-4031200-31200.  These funds represent several cost reimburse-
ments, including Forest Patrol, providing police services at events, and the sale of 
brass casings from the firing range. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,732.50 to Sheriff’s Department – RAID 
Patrol, 100-4031200-31200-5830.  This is a quarterly reimbursement of RAID Pro-
gram expenses for the Botetourt County Sheriff’s Office Alternative Program. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $125.00 to Library – Books and Subscrip-
tions, 100-4073100-73100-6012.  These are donated funds from the Bonsack Ruri-
tan Club and the Tuesday Morning Club. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $22,918.93 to Volunteer Fire & Rescue – 
County Volunteer Fire Depts., 100-4032200-32200-5641.  This is an insurance claim 
reimbursement for damages to an apparatus. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,540.00 to Volunteer Fire & Rescue – 
Part-Time Wages, 100-4032200-32200-1300.  These are funds received for precept 
services. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,599.00 to Volunteer Fire & Rescue – 
Instruction & Training, 100-4032200-32200-3180.  These are funds received for EMT 
student books and testing fees.  

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $25,000 to Volunteer Fire & Rescue – Cap-
ital Outlay – Other Capital, 100-4032200-32200-8012.  These are funds received 
from Arkay Packaging Corporation. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $6.93 to Library – Maintenance Service 
Contracts, 100-4073100-73100-3320.  This is a refund check received from Canon 
Solutions. 

 
Additional appropriation in the amount of $58.50 to Deputy County Administrator – 
Convention & Education, 100-4012120-12120-5540.  These are reimbursed funds 
regarding a Botetourt County Chamber of Commerce event.;  

 
 Approval of Accounts Payable and ratification of the Short Accounts Payable List; and 
 
 Approval of the following resolution congratulating the First Baptist Church of Cloverdale on 

their 150th anniversary: 
 

WHEREAS, since 1866, the First Baptist Church of Cloverdale has been a valued 
member of the Cloverdale community and Botetourt County as a whole; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the Church has offered assistance, guidance, and fellowship for its 
members and the community at large through good times and bad and has been a 
place for those in need to seek security and wisdom within its walls; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Church is celebrating its 150th anniversary in November 2016; and, 
 
WHEREAS, this is an historic and noteworthy occasion for both the County and the 
congregation; 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors of Botetourt 
County extends the First Baptist Church of Cloverdale and its membership congratu-
lations on its 150th anniversary and expresses its appreciation for the Church’s past 
and future years of service to the Cloverdale community and Botetourt County. 
 
 

Consideration was then held on approval of the FY 2017 reappropriation resolution.  Mr. 

Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated that this reappropriation is to continue programs and 

capital equipment purchases begun in the FY 2016 budget that were not completed by the end 

of the fiscal year (June 30, 2016).  

Mr. Zerrilla stated that this request totals $224,163; $132,000 for matching grant funds 

for the purchase of volunteer fire and rescue breathing apparatus, $75,000 for a new ambulance 

which is on order, and $17,163 to Correction and Detention for security system upgrades at the 

Regional Jail. 

Mr. Zerrilla stated that there was approximately $3.1 million remaining in the FY 16 Gen-

eral Fund budget balances as of June 30, and with the reappropriations approved by the Board 

over the past few months including today’s requests, there is approximately $595,565 remain-

ing.  Mr. Zerrilla stated that including Debt Service, Social Services, and School balances, 

$913,213 in funds remain from the FY 16 budget allocation. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Zerrilla stated that these funds will remain in the 

General Fund. 

Mr. Williamson further stated that with the Board having to consider reappropriation 

requests for the past four months due to the State’s requirement that, if more than 1% of the 

total budget is rolled over into the next fiscal year that a public hearing be held, the General 

Fund Budget Committee and the staff should consider whether, if needed, to schedule a public 

hearing next year instead of several months’ of reappropriation/rollover requests. 

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

Scothorn, and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the following supple-

mental appropriation request for FY 2017. (Resolution Number 16-10-05) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 
 

Destination Acct # Account Description Amount Explanation/Reason For 

100-4032200-32200- 8005 
Vol Fire & Res.-Cap Out.-Mtr. Veh. 
Equip.  $132,000  

Matching grant funds – 
breathing apparatus 

100-4035500-35500- 8012 Fire & EMS-Cap. Outlay-Other Cap.  $75,000  For ambulance on order 

100-4033100-33100- 8001 
Corr. & Detention – Cap. Outlay- 
Mach. & Equip.   $17,163  

FY16 invoices previously 
held 

TOTAL General Fund Operations   $224,163  

 

Consideration was then held on a contract to purchase approximately 6 acres for the 

development of Eagle Rock Park along the James River.  Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks and 

Recreation, stated that in October 2015, the Board adopted a resolution in support of develop-

ing a greenway in Eagle Rock to be used in future grant applications.  He further stated that in 

July 2016 the Board appropriated $72,000 for a matching grant to purchase approximately 6 

acres on the James River north of Eagle Rock owned by Jeremy Thomas. 
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Mr. Farmer stated that in September the County was awarded a $72,000 grant for up to 

50% of the appraised value of the property.  He noted that the County has negotiated a contract 

for an agreed-upon sales price of $90,000 for this property. 

Mr. Farmer noted that the County Attorney has reviewed this contract and staff is rec-

ommending Board approval of this agreement. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Farmer stated that incidental costs, including a 

phase 1 environmental review ($6,000), for this property’s purchase will be approximately 

$24,500.  He noted that the incidentals will be paid out of the balance of the $72,000 after the 

County’s one-half of the purchase price ($45,000) is deducted. 

Mr. Leffel stated that he appreciated the work done by Mr. Farmer to negotiate this 

property’s purchase as it will be a great asset for Eagle Rock and the James River. 

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

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board accepted the sales contract for the pur-

chase of approximately 6 acres from Mr. Jeremy Thomas [Tax Map 27B (2), Parcels 2, 2A, 2B 

and 2C] and authorized the County Administrator to sign the contract on the County’s behalf, 

upon final review and approval by the County Attorney. (Resolution Number 16-10-06) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

Consideration was then held on a resolution of support for Scenic River designation for 

the James River between Iron Gate and Eagle Rock.  Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks and 

Recreation, stated that the Scenic River program began in 1970 to encourage protection and 

preservation of the State’s rivers.  He noted that this designation constitutes official recognition 

of value and provides a measure of protection not afforded other rivers.  Mr. Farmer stated that 

this designation does not give the State control over land use and carries no land use controls. 

 He noted that the section of the James River from Eagle Rock to Springwood received 

scenic designation in 1985 and the County approved a resolution of support in August 2016 that 

the section from Springwood to the Botetourt/Rockbridge County line be designated as a Scenic 

River by the Virginia General Assembly. 

 Mr. Farmer stated that in September 2016 the County requested that the Virginia 

Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) evaluate the 14 mile section of the James 

River from Iron Gate to Eagle Rock to ascertain whether it meets the criteria for Scenic River 

designation.  He noted that this review was completed and received a favorable recommenda-

tion from DCR and a resolution in support has been drafted to this effect for the Board’s consid-

eration today. 

 Mr. Farmer noted that, if approved, the Virginia General Assembly will be requested to 

amend State Code Section 10.1-413A to include the entire length of the James River from Iron 

Gate to the Botetourt/Rockbridge County line as a Scenic River during their 2017 session. 

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

ried by the following recorded vote, the Board adopted the following resolution in support of the 

extension of the Scenic River designation for the James River from Iron Gate to Eagle Rock and 

requesting that the Virginia General Assembly amend Section 10.1-413A of the Code of Virginia 

to include the entire length of the James River from Iron Gate to the Botetourt/Rockbridge 

County line as a Scenic River. 
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 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-10-07 

WHEREAS, the Virginia Scenic Rivers Program was enacted by the Virginia General 
Assembly in 1970 for the purpose of identification, protection, and preservation of certain 
rivers, or sections of rivers, which possess high quality natural beauty; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Virginia Department of Conservation and Recreation has been charged 
with administering the Scenic Rivers Program and developing an objective evaluation 
process to judge the suitability of river segments; and 
 
WHEREAS, the James River in Botetourt County from Eagle Rock to Springwood 
received Scenic River Designation in 1985; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of Buchanan and Botetourt County asked the Virginia Department 
of Conservation and Recreation to evaluate the 14-mile length of the James River in 
Botetourt County from Springwood to the Botetourt/Rockbridge County line for consider-
ation of extending the existing designation of this section as a Scenic River as enabled 
by the Code of Virginia; and 
 
WHEREAS, Botetourt County subsequently asked the Virginia Department of Conserva-
tion and Recreation to evaluate the 16-mile length of the James River in Botetourt 
County from Iron Gate to Eagle Rock for Scenic River Designation as enabled by the 
Code of Virginia; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Department of Conservation and Recreation conducted the evaluation 
and determined both sections of the James River meet the criteria for Scenic River 
designation; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors would like to pursue formal designation through 
this process, which requires a resolution of support from the Board of Supervisors and a 
request to the Virginia General Assembly to amend the Code of Virginia to include this 
extension; 
 
NOW, THERFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the Botetourt County Board of Super-
visors supports the formal designation of the extension of the Scenic River designation 
for the James River from Springwood to the Botetourt/Rockbridge County line, and from 
Iron Gate to Eagle Rock, and hereby requests the Virginia General Assembly to amend 
VAC 10.1-413 A, James River State Scenic River to this effect. 

 
 

Consideration was then held on a resolution declaring November 26, 2016, as “Small 

Business Saturday.”  Mrs. Dolores Vest, with the Botetourt County Chamber of Commerce, 

stated that the Chamber is requesting that the Board adopt a resolution declaring November 26 

as “Small Business Saturday” in the County.  She noted that a majority of the County’s busi-

nesses have 20 employees or less. 

Mrs. Vest stated that the “Small Business Saturday” designation began several years 

ago to encourage citizens to shop small and shop local on the Saturday after Thanksgiving.  

Mrs. Vest stated that she will be working with area Chambers of Commerce and local busi-

nesses to publicize this event. 

She requested that the Board adopt the resolution declaring November 26 as “Small 

Business Saturday.” 

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

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

November 26, 2016, as “Small Business Saturday.” 
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 AYES:  Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn 

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-10-08 

WHEREAS, Botetourt County believes that small businesses are the backbone of our 
economy and the glue that holds communities together; and 
 
WHEREAS, small businesses employ 90 percent of the employees in the private sector 
in Botetourt County; 
 
WHEREAS, Botetourt County supports our local businesses that create jobs, boost our 
local economy, and preserve our neighborhoods; and 
 
WHEREAS, a majority of consumers agree it is important to support the small busi-
nesses they value in their communities; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Botetourt County Chamber of Commerce, along with advocacy groups 
and public and private organizations across the country have endorsed the Saturday 
after Thanksgiving as Small Business Saturday; and 
 
WHEREAS, residents of our community, and communities across the country, are being 
asked to support small businesses and merchants on Small Business Saturday and 
throughout the year; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors do hereby proclaim 
November 26, 2016, as: 
 

“Small Business Saturday” 
 

And that Botetourt County: 

 supports the designation of a “Small Business Saturday”; and 
 supports efforts— 

o to encourage consumers to shop locally; and 
o to increase awareness of the value of locally owned small businesses and the 

impact of locally owned small businesses on the economy of Botetourt County. 
 
 

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

text amendments to Chapter 25. Zoning of the Botetourt County Code to permit residential units 

above business uses in certain zoning districts.  Mr. Drew Pearson, County Planner, stated that 

the Planning Office received a request from Mr. Tim Lucas, owner of Downhome Pharmacy, 

that the Board consider a Zoning Ordinance amendment to create a use category that would 

allow residential units to be located above commercial development within certain zoning dis-

tricts.  Mr. Pearson stated that Mr. Lucas is interested in constructing a new building to house 

his pharmacy at the entrance to the Cottages of SteepleChase off of Read Mountain Road and 

would like to develop residential units on the second floor of this structure. 

Mr. Pearson stated that the Planning Office staff has reviewed this request and believe 

that it is a good opportunity to review the Zoning Ordinance to determine the viability of allowing 

different housing options in the County.  He noted that the staff has drafted some preliminary 

ordinance language and believe that these proposed amendments would be available for con-

sideration by the Planning Commission and Board in December. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson and Mr. Williamson regarding the safety issues of hav-

ing residential units located above commercial businesses, Mr. Pearson stated that he has 

worked with these types of uses in the past.  He noted that any project of this type, whether new 

construction or the retrofit of an existing structure, would be considered a change in use and all 

appropriate building permits would have to be obtained.  He noted that the Building Official’s 
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review of these permit applications would include whether the proposal is in compliance with the 

appropriate building and fire codes which includes requirements for appropriate fire separation 

between the two uses. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Pearson stated that the wording of these ordi-

nance amendments on whether to allow residential uses above commercial properties through a 

Special Exceptions Permit (SEP) process would be based on the Supervisors’ preferences.  He 

noted that this use could be considered “by right” in the Business B-1 and B-2 Use Districts and 

then, for example, considered as a SEP in the Shopping Center and Traditional Neighborhood 

Districts. 

After discussion, Mr. Pearson stated that the safety of allowing residential and commer-

cial uses in the same structure would be ensured through the County’s building and fire codes 

during the plan review process.  Mr. Pearson noted that he previously worked on several such 

projects and the building codes are stringently involved in the building permit review and 

approval process. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Pearson stated that the staff have developed a 

rough draft of these proposed Zoning Ordinance amendments based on Mr. Lucas’ request.  He 

further stated that staff is requesting permission from the Board to move forward with develop-

ment of these Zoning Ordinance text amendments and the public hearing process. 

Dr. Scothorn stated that he has discussed this request with Mr. Lucas.  Dr. Scothorn 

stated that the County needs additional housing options for new residents. 

Mr. Leffel suggested that the staff and Board members consider the “big picture” issues 

with these proposed ordinance amendments and their potential impacts on the entire County 

and not just on Mr. Lucas’ specific request.  Mr. Leffel stated that he would like to be assured 

that the staff has done their due diligence in drafting these proposed amendments. 

Mr. Pearson stated that he and Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager, have discussed 

these amendments and will conduct further review of whether this proposed use would be suit-

able in other zoning districts.  He noted that they do not believe that it will take long to draft 

these amendments. 

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

and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board directed staff to advertise for a public 

hearing at the December regular Planning Commission meeting and, with Planning Commission 

action, the Board of Supervisors’ December regular meeting on proposed amendments to Divi-

sion 9 – Business District B-1 Section 25-222. Permitted Uses and other applicable sections of 

the Zoning Ordinance to permit residential units above commercial developments within certain 

zoning districts. (Resolution Number 16-10-09) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Mr. Williamson stated that he thinks that this is a great idea but it will be a big change for 

the County to allow residential dwellings in B-1 and B-2 Use Districts.  He requested that the 

Supervisors receive a draft copy of the proposed amendments as soon as they are available. 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Pearson stated that the rough draft of these 

amendments has not yet been forwarded to the County Attorney for his review and input but this 

will be done now that the Board has directed staff to proceed with Mr. Lucas’ text amendment 

request. 
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Mr. Dodson stated that he likes the idea of residential uses located above commercial 

entities but wants to ensure that it is done right. 

 

A public hearing was then held on the removal of language from the Diamondback Sub-

division, Section 1, plat regarding the potential acceptance of British Woods Drive into the State 

Secondary System of Highways.  Mr. Kevin Shearer, General Services Manager, stated that as 

reviewed with the Board last month, British Woods Drive (Route 1010) runs through British 

Woods and Diamondback Subdivisions, both of which were developed in the 1970s/1980s.  He 

stated that the portion of this road in British Woods Subdivision is currently in VDoT’s Second-

ary System of Highways; however, the approximately one mile section in Diamondback is a 

private road. 

Mr. Shearer stated that the Diamondback property owners have requested that the road 

be accepted into the Secondary System for ownership and maintenance; however, the “Notes” 

section on the 1981 plat contains language (“NOTE:  Street Right-Of-Way is not presently in the 

Secondary System of the State Highway Department and will not be taken into such system 

until it has been brought up to the standards for such highways set by the State Department of 

Highways.  The cost of bringing such Right-of-Way up to such standards shall be the responsi-

bility of the developer of the parcels or the owner of the parcel or both.”) that bringing the right-

of-way up to VDoT standards is the responsibility of the landowners.  He noted that this lan-

guage prevents the road from being eligible for improvements under VDoT’s Rural Addition 

funds program. 

Mr. Shearer stated that the landowners have requested that this language be removed 

from the plat.  He noted that the Virginia General Assembly recently approved Section 55-50.4 

of the Code of Virginia which allows private roads such as this section of British Woods Drive to 

be eligible for State funding to bring the roadway up to current VDoT standards and be accepted 

into the Secondary System.  He further noted that this State Code Section requires that 100% of 

the property owners on this private section of road agree to amend the plat to remove the rec-

orded limitation on use of State funds and the County has received signed Deeds of Consent 

from all of the landowners in the subdivision to this effect. 

Mr. Shearer stated that the plat also contains contradictory language as follows:  “NOTE: 

Street Right-of-Way hereby dedicated to the State Department of Highway.”  He stated that typ-

ical language on such plats is that the right-of-way is dedicated to the “County” for road use and, 

by removing this language, the property becomes eligible for Rural Addition funds and can be 

turned over to the VDoT after it is upgraded. 

Mr. Shearer stated that a public hearing on this plat vacation request has been duly 

advertised as per Section 15.2-2272 of the Code of Virginia.  He requested that the Board open 

the hearing and allow any citizens present to speak and, if agreeable, adopt the “Ordinance of 

Vacation” as drafted by the County Attorney. 

Mr. Williamson stated that this has been a “long road” to travel to have this road eligible 

for funding and future acceptance into the VDoT Secondary System. 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one present to speak 

regarding this request.  The public hearing was then closed. 

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

orded vote, the Board adopted the following “Ordinance of Vacation” pertaining to the removal 

of two “Notes” from the Diamondback Subdivision, Section 1, plat and authorized staff to enter 

into discussions with VDoT to determine the next and best steps to proceed with upgrading the 



10 
 

  

private road using VDoT funds for the ultimate purpose of acceptance of the roadway into the 

VDoT Secondary System of Highways. 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

Resolution Number 16-10-10 

WHEREAS, the plat of Section 1 of the Diamondback Subdivision was duly recorded in 
Plat Book 10, Page 105 in the Clerk’s Office of the Circuit Court of Botetourt County on 
July 9, 1981; and, 
 
WHEREAS, said plat contains notes reading: 
 

NOTE: Street Right-Of-Way is not presently in the Secondary System of the 
State Highway Department and will not be taken into such system until it has 
been brought up to the standards for such highways set by the State Depart-
ment of Highways. The cost of bringing such Right-of-Way up to such stand-
ards shall be the responsibility of the developer of the parcels or the owner of 
the parcel or both. 

 
And, 
 

NOTE: Street Right-of-Way hereby dedicated to the State Department of 
Highways. 

 
Which plat notes must be removed; and, 
 
WHEREAS, in accordance with § 55-50.4 of the Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended, all 
landowners in the subdivision have consented to the removal of the note regarding 
responsibility for improvement of the road in the Diamondback Subdivision to State 
standards, and by resolution dated September 27, 2016, the Board of Supervisors has 
accepted same; and, 
 
WHEREAS, a public hearing has been advertised and held as required by law and the 
Botetourt County Board of Supervisors has maturely considered all public comments, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED AND ORDAINED THAT: 
 
The plat notes are hereby vacated; and 
 
The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall cause a certified copy of this ordinance to be 
recorded in the deed books in the Clerk’s Office of the Circuit Court of Botetourt County, 
Virginia, and indexed appropriately in the Grantor’s and Grantee’s Index. 
 
 
Mr. Brian Blevins, Area Land Use Engineer with the Virginia Department of Transporta-

tion, was then present to speak to the Board. 

In reviewing the monthly report, Mr. Blevins stated that the project to replace two narrow 

bridges on Route 220 north of Eagle Rock is in the beginning stages.  He noted that work is 

being done to install construction signs and environmental controls, construct field office 

entrances, staging/borrow area, clearing and grubbing, etc.  Mr. Blevins stated that work contin-

ues on the I-81 bridge repair projects over the James River and Tinker Creek near Troutville.  

Regarding the Exit 150 project, he noted that base pavement has been installed on Gateway 

Crossing.  Mr. Blevins stated that it is too early to know when the new roadway will be open to 

traffic; however, the project is moving along and is almost on schedule. 

Mr. Blevins stated that work continues on the bridge at the Route 779/672 intersection 

and the estimated completion date is November/December 2016.  He further noted that a major-

ity of the paving work scheduled in the County this year has been completed and the sweeper 

should be out beginning in the first week of November to sweep gravel off of the roadways. 
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Mr. Blevins noted that VDoT is conducting a second review of Roanoke Gas’s land 

development/land use permit to upgrade its gas lines in the County.  He further noted that two 

private entrance, 5 utility, and 1 special event permits were issued by VDoT in the past month.  

Mr. Blevins stated that VDoT staff is continuing with pavement patching work on Brugh’s Mill 

Road, Blue Ridge Turnpike, Farmer’s Road, and Breckinridge Mill Road, as well as tree trim-

ming and mowing along secondary roadways.  He also stated that signage warning drivers 

about areas along Route 640 (Lithia Road) being prone to flooding have been installed. 

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Blevins stated that VDoT personnel reviewed the 

McFalls Road project two weeks ago.  He noted that they hope to begin work on the roadway 

this year with construction/paving scheduled for next summer.  Mr. Martin asked that he be kept 

informed about this project. 

Mr. Williamson thanked VDoT for the pavement improvements along the shoulders of 

Brugh’s Mill Road, Blue Ridge Turnpike, and Farmer’s Road.  He then questioned the status of 

the environmental review of Lithia Road. 

Mr. Blevins stated that this study has been prepared; however, VDoT personnel are still 

reviewing and finalizing the report.  He noted that the report includes options for roadway 

improvements from minimal impacts up to a more substantial project with costs varying from 

$200,000 to $2 million based on the alternatives. 

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Blevins stated that VDoT personnel are 

still reviewing possible funding sources for this project. 

Mr. Williamson stated that Trevey Road was again washed out during the heavy rains a 

couple of weeks ago.  He noted that there is now a 30” drop-off in the shoulder/ditch area along 

sections of this gravel roadway.  Mr. Williamson stated that he believes that the road should be 

designated a one-way street with turnouts installed for vehicles to pass each other. 

After discussion, Mr. Blevins stated that it would probably be a couple of years before 

money was available to do any significant work on Trevey Road. 

Mr. Williamson then requested that a pothole on the left-hand side of Old Hollow Road 

coming from the Route 11 end be repaired.  Mr. Williamson also asked that VDoT review a sight 

distance issue at the Poor Farm Road/Springwood Road intersection and determine whether 

the dirt bank on the left-hand side of the intersection could be cut back 12” – 18” to improve 

driver visibility of traffic coming toward Fincastle from Springwood. 

Mr. Blevins stated that he will have their staff review the sight distance at this intersec-

tion. 

Mr. Dodson then stated that he appreciates VDoT’s work in the County.  He noted that 

the monthly report does not include an update listing for the Route 220 traffic study from Green-

field to Route 460. 

Mr. Blevins stated that he will obtain the necessary information and have this traffic 

study update included on the next monthly report. 

Mr. Leffel stated that it is nice to see work beginning on the Route 220 safety improve-

ment project north of Eagle Rock. 

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

 

Consideration was then held on various appointments. 

It was noted that, due to term limits, Mrs. Wanda Wingo is not eligible for reappointment 

as the Blue Ridge District representative on the Library Board of Trustees.  It was noted that Mr. 

Scot Finley has been contacted and he is willing to be appointed to this position. 
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Mr. Martin noted that Mr. Finley is present at today’s meeting. 

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

orded vote, the Board appointed Mr. J. Scot Finley of 191 White Oak Drive, Blue Ridge, Virginia 

24064, as the Blue Ridge District representative on the Library Board of Trustees for a four year 

term to expire on December 31, 2020, and directed staff to send a letter to Mrs. Wanda Wingo 

thanking her for her eight years of service on the Library Board. (Resolution Number 16-10-11) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

It was noted that Ms. Judith Barnett has declined to serve on the Greenfield Historic 

Preservation Commission and the County had received a letter from the Botetourt County 

Historical Society requesting that Ms. Cheryl Sullivan Willis be appointed to fill this vacancy. 

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

vote, the Board appointed Ms. Cheryl Sullivan Willis of 1853 Roanoke Road, Daleville, Virginia  

24083 to the Greenfield Historic Preservation Commission. (Resolution Number 16-10-12) 

 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 reappointed Mrs. Donna Henderson as the County’s representative on the Blue 

Ridge Behavioral Healthcare Board of Directors for a three year term to expire on December 31, 

2019. (Resolution Number 16-10-13) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

The Chairman then called for a 10 minute break. 

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 3:03 P. M. 

 

Mr. Charlie Johnson, Development Manager with Apex Clean Energy, was then present 

to provide an update on the Rocky Forge wind farm project.  Mr. Johnson stated that to date 

they have been very busy in following through on the State and federal permitting process for 

this facility.  He noted that the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has been 

the State’s point of contact during this permitting process, along with several of their “sister 

agencies.” 

Mr. Johnson stated that a supplemental public comment period was implemented based 

on new information received and this should be completed within a couple of weeks.  He noted 

that the minimal environmental impact report should be completed by January 27, 2017 and 

they have received approval of their fish and wildlife plans from the Department of Game and 

Inland Fisheries.  Mr. Johnson stated that they are also working with the Army Corps of Engi-

neers and the Virginia Resources Commission on reviews of the project’s impact, as well as 

with VDoT on the needed improvements to State Route 622 (Dagger Spring Road).  He noted 

that VDoT requirements are more stringent than on their previous projects. 

After discussion, Mr. Johnson stated that they are still waiting on a determination from 

the Federal Aviation Administration on the project’s impact on air traffic but they expect to 

receive a response soon.  He further stated that Apex continues to comply with the County’s 
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conditions on their Special Exceptions Permit for this project.  He noted that there are four 

meteorological towers on the site and they continue to take wind measurements for their use in 

evaluating this site. 

Mr. Johnson stated that this is a large investment for Apex and they have been working 

hard to find a purchaser of the electrical power that will be generated by this project.  He stated 

that they continue to refine the project and noted that there are a “lot of pieces” involved in trying 

“to maintain their schedule.”  Mr. Johnson stated that they are on schedule for commercial 

operations to begin in 2018 with construction anticipated to start in 2017.  He noted that this is a 

little later than what was originally anticipated; however, this is the first commercial wind project 

in the State and the review and permitting process is taking longer than anticipated. 

Mr. Johnson stated that they continue to believe that this is a great project for the County 

and the State. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Johnson stated that the turbines should be 

delivered in the summer of 2017 with commercial generation of electricity to begin in October 

2018. 

There being no further discussion, the Board thanked Mr. Johnson for this update. 

 

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

Comprehensive Plan to incorporate Urban Development Areas (UDAs) and the Gateway Cross-

ing Area Plan.  Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager, stated that through various studies 

and plans, an assessment has been ongoing for two years to determine the development poten-

tial and vision for how the Exit 150 area could develop over time through infill and redevelop-

ment. 

She noted that two immediate action plans were realized in the Exit 150 Market Study 

and Conceptual Land Use Plan’s implementation strategies:  update the Comprehensive Plan to 

incorporate the Gateway Crossing vision including the Future Land Use Map, and update the 

Zoning Ordinance to align the development regulation with the vision. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that Renaissance Planning was hired in June 2016 to conduct this 

study after the County’s receipt of $65,000 in technical assistance funds from the Virginia Office 

of Intermodal Planning and Investment (OIPI).  She noted that field visits and stakeholder meet-

ings were held to obtain public comment on the issues and needs for the Exit 150 area.  Mrs. 

Pendleton noted that over 60 people attended the stakeholder meeting held in September. 

Mrs. Pendleton requested authorization for a public hearing at the Board’s November 

regular meeting to amend the Comp Plan to incorporate the Gateway Crossing Area Plan and 

designate UDAs at Exit 150 and Daleville Town Center.  She noted that the outcome of this pro-

cess is to have an area plan that takes the concept for Exit 150 and turns it into a policy frame-

work for a walkable and bikeable community. 

After discussion, Mrs. Pendleton further noted that staff believes that both the Gateway 

Crossing and Daleville Town Center areas should be considered as UDAs.  She stated that, 

once the Comp Plan is amended, staff will then work with Renaissance Planning to develop 

Zoning Ordinance amendments to incorporate the Plan’s updates into enforceable regulations. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the consultant also reviewed the County’s future growth 

potential; however, this review did not include the repercussions of the recent economic devel-

opment announcements, i.e., Eldor Corporation, Ballast Point, and the Community College 

System’s Shared Services Center.  
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She stated that, in addition to the amendments to the Future Land Use Maps, an addi-

tional public hearing will be required to designate two separate UDAs—Daleville Town Center 

consisting of 185 acres, and Gateway Crossing consisting of approximately 741 acres. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that she hopes that there will 

be another round of State funding available in the future to assist the Towns in the UDA devel-

opment process. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the Exit 150 Market Study was used to create the vision for 

this area.  She noted that the area was divided into 4 quadrants—north, south, east and west. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that feedback from the public meetings included a request for 

better access and connection between the Appalachian Trail and the regional greenway system, 

more affordable housing, more commercial businesses, Route 220 access management, and a 

continuation of the focus on tourism and landscaping. 

She stated that the Study’s goals are to develop a mixed use center, walkable areas, 

and unlock new development opportunities by providing street access on Routes 220 and 11.  

Mrs. Pendleton then reviewed the Study’s details for each of the four quadrants including layout 

out concepts for general land use, transportation, and design features. 

She noted that the north quadrant includes the land on both sides of Route 220 from 

Tinker Mountain Road to Commons Parkway.  She further noted that the proposal includes a 

mixed-use neighborhood including commercial, a trail along Route 220 from Gateway Crossing 

to Daleville Town Center, and an improved Park and Ride facility. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated the options for Appalachian 

Trail hikers to cross Route 220 include the potential for a lighted crosswalk, a resting median in 

the middle of the northbound and southbound lanes of traffic, or a pedestrian bridge over the 

entire roadway. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the west quadrant between the Appalachian Trail and I-81 is 

proposed to consist of a mixed use residential area; however this area needs improved vehic-

ular access.  She noted that the consultant suggested that an extension of Commons Parkway 

could be developed to allow better access to this property or some other access route that does 

not involve Tinker Mountain Road.  Mrs. Pendleton noted that there is the potential for a waiver 

to be obtained from VDoT regarding the addition of intersections on Route 220 as shown in the 

proposed plan. 

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the east quadrant includes the property from I-81 to the 

Norfolk Southern Railroad and Alternate 220 including Gateway Crossing.  She noted that this 

area is proposed to include a mix of uses including high-density commercial, trails, and addi-

tional lighting and landscaping.  Mrs. Pendleton further noted that it is proposed that Gateway 

Crossing be extended southward across Alternate 220 to Old Route 604 in order to keep the 

commercial properties to the east and south of I-81. 

She stated that the south quadrant is the area between Alternate 220 and I-81 and south 

to Simmons Industrial Park and includes the existing industrial/commercial/shopping center 

properties.  She further stated that the market study suggested that the large undeveloped par-

cel between Route 11 and I-81 could be a hospital, corporate headquarters, or destination retail 

outlet. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that the Exit 150 Study did 

not include review of a potential greenway under I-81 and Route 11 south along Tinker Creek. 
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Mr. David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator, stated that this trail is a possibility 

being explored via staff participation in greenway planning but there is a concern regarding 

availability of easements for the use as a greenway. 

After further discussion, Mrs. Pendleton requested that authorization be given for staff to 

advertise these Comprehensive Plan amendments, which include the Gateway Crossing Plan, 

designation of the Urban Development Areas, updates to the “Trends” section, and various 

maps, for public hearing at the November PC and Board meetings. 

She noted that, with these proposed amendments, the County is in compliance with the 

State requirements to update the Comprehensive Plan every five years.  She noted that the 

staff will continue to review possible updates to the Comp Plan over the next few months includ-

ing future land use and housing.  Mrs. Pendleton stated that these updates, which are to keep 

the Comp Plan “alive and functioning,” will include scheduling community meetings to obtain 

citizen input. 

After discussion, Mrs. Pendleton stated that staff will receive a “high-level” analysis by 

the end of the year from the consultants on new Zoning Ordinance definitions and zoning map 

amendments to correspond to the Comp Plan updates.  She noted that major amendments to 

the commercial zoning districts are anticipated. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that staff may review the 

zoning maps and the Zoning Ordinance changes together; however, this will be determined 

based on the timing and the costs to do so.  She further stated that updating the Comprehen-

sive Plan would “drive” updates to the Zoning Ordinance.  She noted that the Gateway Crossing 

Overlay District may have different regulations such as setbacks, parking, landscaping, access, 

etc., than other zoning districts. 

After further discussion by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that the staff and con-

sultant will consider all options to determine what is most appropriate to meet the County’s 

needs. 

There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Mr. William-

son, and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board directed staff to advertise for a public 

hearing at the November regular Planning Commission meeting and, with Planning Commission 

action, the Board of Supervisors’ November regular meeting, on proposed amendments to the 

Botetourt County Comprehensive Plan to incorporate the Gateway Crossing Area Plan and 

designate Urban Development Areas in accordance with the Section 15.2-2223.1 of the Code of 

Virginia. (Resolution Number 16-10-14) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Ken McFadyen, Economic Development Direc-

tor, stated that a kick-off meeting with the consultant and County staff on the housing study was 

held last week.  He noted that a lot of data was received from the marketing study that was 

updated 2015.  Mr. McFadyen stated that a listing of available areas where additional housing 

could be constructed was created; however, potential development of these properties is 

dependent on the availability of utilities.  Mr. McFadyen anticipated that the consultant’s report 

would be available for staff review in approximately 30 days. 

Mr. Williamson stated that the housing study information is an important component of 

the Board’s strategic planning process.  He noted that it has been two years since the Board 
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adopted this plan and he believes that Mr. Dodson has been in discussions with the County 

Administrator about scheduling a one-half day meeting of the Board and staff to discuss the 

status of these projects and what updates are needed. 

Mr. Larrowe stated that he is in the process of scheduling a meeting with County staff to 

begin planning for this session.  He noted that it is anticipated that this session would be sched-

uled in December. 

 

Mr. Larrowe then stated that some of the Board of Supervisors members will be attend-

ing the Virginia Association of Counties annual meeting at The Omni Homestead in Bath County 

in early November.  He noted that it is possible that some County business may be discussed 

during this conference. 

 

Mr. Williamson then suggested that the County contact Roanoke County and Roanoke 

City to see if there are any topics in their 2017 legislative agendas that the County could provide 

endorsement or support for with our General Assembly representatives. 

Mr. Larrowe stated that he will discuss joint issues of concern with the Roanoke County 

Administrator and Roanoke City Manager.  He noted that the County had sent letters to Senator 

Steve Newman and Delegates Terry Austin and Chris Head a couple of months ago requesting 

a State funding/taxation option to provide monies for improvements along the I-81 corridor simi-

lar to those implemented in the eastern part of the State and northern Virginia. 

Mr. Larrowe stated that he knows that transportation funding is a top priority for some of 

the Roanoke Valley localities.  He noted that the Board’s resolution regarding a designated 

funding stream for I-81 improvements was forwarded to the I-81 Corridor Coalition based in 

Blacksburg for dissemination to their members. 

 

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Larrowe stated that the County will notify the resi-

dents of Diamondback Subdivision regarding the Board’s action vacating language from the 

development’s recorded plat.  He noted that the next step in this process is to work toward hav-

ing this roadway brought up to VDoT standards for future consideration of acceptance into the 

Secondary System for maintenance. 

 

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Cody Sexton, Information Specialist, stated that 

the Greenfield Historic Preservation Commission held their first meeting on October 11 and 

reviewed the group’s project guidelines and charge of action.  He noted that the Commission 

has agreed to the idea of hiring a consultant to provide a menu of options for the future devel-

opment of Greenfield preservation area including developing a fundraising plan for site im-

provement costs. 

Mr. Sexton stated that the group’s next meeting is scheduled for November 15 on-site as 

some of the members have not visited the property.  He noted that the deadline for completion 

of the Commission’s work is August 2017. 

 

There being no further discussion, the Chairman then called for a break at 3:47 P. M. 

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 4:30 P. M. 

 

A public hearing was then held on a request in the Buchanan Magisterial District from 

Paul G. and Joyce T. Pillion to rezone four lots ranging in size from 0.25 to 0.89 acres from an 



17 
 

  

Agricultural-Rural Residential (AR) Use District to an Agricultural (A-1) Use District, with possi-

ble proffered conditions, to maintain the existing single family dwelling and combine the lots, 

located at 319 Thrasher Road (State Route 625), Buchanan, approximately 0.13 miles south-

east of its intersection with Springwood Road (State Route 630), and identified on the Real 

Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 51A, Parcels 33, 34, 36, and 37. 

It was noted that the Planning Commission had recommended conditional approval of 

this request. 

Mr. Drew Pearson, County Planner, stated that the applicants would like to combine 

these four lots into one lot which would total 2.65 acres. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Pearson stated that these lots are currently 

considered non-conforming lots under the Zoning Ordinance due to their small size. 

Mr. Pearson stated that these properties consist of one single family dwelling and 

approximately 6 accessory structures.  He noted that the property is located within the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) 100 year floodplain (Zone A) for the James River.  

He noted that this designation would not prohibit structures from being built in the floodplain; 

however, any structures would be required to elevate their first floors above the base flood ele-

vation. 

Mr. Pearson stated that this issue was brought to the County’s attention when the Build-

ing Official was notified that a carport was being constructed on the Pillions’ property without a 

building permit.  He noted that the Planning/Zoning staff reviewed the building permit application 

and discovered that the carport was not located on the same parcel as the single family dwell-

ing.  Mr. Pearson stated that the property owners were given several options to bring this site 

into compliance with the Zoning and Building Codes and they decided to rezone the property 

from an Agricultural-Rural Residential AR Use District to an Agricultural A-1 Use District which 

has a minimum lot size of 2.25 acres and combine these four small lots into one parcel. 

Mr. Pearson then read the following proffered conditions recommended by the Planning 

Commission for this request--“The four parcels included in the application will be combined 

together as shown upon the survey prepared by McMurry Surveyors, Inc., dated August 3, 

2016; The proposed 3-bay carport will remain open on all sides and only be used for the parking 

of vehicles.” 

Mr. Pearson stated that the adjacent parcels consist of a mix of A-1 and AR districts as 

well as the James River.  He noted that the 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as a 

conservation/100 year floodplain use. 

After discussion, Mr. Pearson stated that no other single family dwelling can be con-

structed on this property once the four parcels are combined into one lot. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Pearson stated that from the staff’s standpoint it 

would be preferable that this property be rezoned so that this use would be consistent with the 

Comp Plan’s designation for this area. 

Mr. Pearson noted that the Planning Office has not received any calls or comments from 

the adjacent property owners about this proposed rezoning.  He further noted that the applicants 

were present at the meeting to answer any questions. 

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Pillion stated that there has not been any flood-

water in the house since the flood of 1985.  He noted that floodwaters encroached on the prop-

erty in 1996 but did not get into the house. 

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Pillion stated that he purchased the 

gazebo and dug the post holes to install the decks around the structure himself. 
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Mr. Martin stated that he attended the Planning Commission meeting on this request.  

He noted that the applicant was not aware of the building/zoning requirements when he began 

construction of the carport.  Mr. Martin stated that there was no citizen opposition to this request 

and the Planning Commission unanimously recommended conditional approval of this rezoning. 

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one present to speak 

regarding this request.  The public hearing was then closed. 

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

recorded vote, the Board approved this rezoning request with the following conditions.  There-

fore, be it ordained by the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors that the Botetourt County Zon-

ing Ordinance and the Botetourt County Real Property Identification Maps be amended in the 

following respect and no other. (Resolution Number 16-10-15) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

PAUL G. AND JOYCE T. PILLION 
 
In the Buchanan Magisterial District to rezone four lots ranging in size from 0.25 
to 0.89 acres from an Agricultural-Rural Residential (AR) Use District to an Agri-
cultural (A-1) Use District, with possible proffered conditions, to maintain the 
existing single family dwelling and combine the lots, located at 319 Thrasher 
Road (State Route 625), Buchanan, approximately 0.13 miles southeast of its 
intersection with Springwood Road (State Route 630), and identified on the Real 
Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 51A, Parcels 33 
(0.25 acre), 34 (0.26 acre), 36 (0.5 acre), and 37 (0.89 acre). 
 
1. The four parcels included in the application will be combined together as 
shown upon the survey prepared by McMurry Surveyors, Inc., dated August 3, 
2016. 
 
2. The proposed 3-bay carport will remain open on all sides and only be used 
for the parking of vehicles. 
 
 
There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, 

and carried by the following recorded vote, the meeting was adjourned at 4:43 P. M. (Resolution 

Number 16-10-16) 

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

 NAYS:  None 

 ABSENT:  None   ABSTAINING:  None 

 



















































































































































MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:  Members, Botetourt County Planning Commission 
  Members, Botetourt County Board of Supervisors 
 
FROM:  Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager/Zoning Administrator 
 
SUBJECT: Comprehensive Plan Amendments  
 
DATE:  November 14, 2016 
 
CC:  Gary Larrowe, County Administrator 
  David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator 
  Mike Lockaby, County Attorney 
  Jerod Myers, Planner 
 

 

Planning staff have been working towards realizing updates to the Comprehensive Plan to better 
reflect local trends and conditions. This will allow the County to continue planning for the future with 
confidence, accuracy, and sensitivity to the needs of the community. The following memo is written 
in regards to two forthcoming amendments that are being considered at November public Planning 
Commission public hearings.  
 
Building off the efforts of the “Exit 150 Market Study and Conceptual Land Use Plan” which was 
presented in June of 2015, Renaissance Planning is presenting the Gateway Crossing Area Plan, 
which serves to update the 2010 Comprehensive Plan and Future Land Use Map to better capitalize 
on roadway development in the area and to solidify the vision for how the area could develop 
over time through infill development and redevelopment. In addition, this plan designates two Urban 
Development Areas (UDAs) that are in conformance with Section 15.2-2223.1 of the Virginia State 
Code. The purpose of the UDA is to encourage compact, mixed-use development in those areas of 
the county where it is most appropriate. The UDA designation does not restrict development outside 
of the UDA.  
 
The following timeline illustrates actions to date in 2016 regarding the proposed amendments:  
 

 March: Board of Supervisors authorized application for assistance 

 April: Award notification received 

 June: Long-range work session with Planning Commission; members authorized proposed 
timeline for amendments; consultant conducted field visits and interviews with stakeholders 
and staff members 

 August: UDA and Gateway Crossing Stakeholder Committee Kickoff Meeting 

 September: Stakeholder Committee 2nd Meeting and Community Meeting with over 100 
residents in attendance. 

 October: At the October 11 work session, Renaissance Planning presented the proposed 
plan to the Planning Commission; members authorized public hearing of the Gateway 



Crossing Area Plan amendment at the November 14 Planning Commission and 
November 22 Board of Supervisors meeting.   

 
Following the meeting on October 11th, updates to the Gateway Crossing Plan have been made to 
strengthen and clarify several elements. Regarding land use and connectivity, text was added 
describing the addition of a signalized section on US Route 220 at the Howard Johnson Inn driveway 
crossover. The signal would have an additional benefit of providing access to parcels on the east 
side of US Route 220 between the highway and Interstate 81. A new signal at this location would 
also provide for a safer crossing of US Route 220 for pedestrians and Appalachian Trail hikers. A 
section further detailing access management was added, identifying key access issues in the 
US Route 220 corridor from Glebe Road to the new Gateway Crossing Road, and on Route 11 
within the Gateway Crossing study area. The section concludes with a toolbox of options for 
improving access management in this area. The consultants also added a brief summary, which 
highlights next steps after the comprehensive plan update—the most important being to update the 
zoning ordinance to align development regulation with the vision created by the comprehensive 
plan. Renaissance Planning staff will be presenting the county with a high-level analysis of zoning 
challenges and opportunities and based on this report, staff is prepared to prepare a request for 
proposal for updates to the zoning ordinance in early 2017. 
 
In addition to the above amendment, “Chapter II: Population and Demographics” of the 
2010 Comprehensive Plan has been updated. This chapter provides an overview and analysis of 
trends that may shape the future of the County. Evaluating changes in a community's population 
over time helps a locality better understand current needs and can help the community anticipate 
future needs that should be addressed in the plan's goals, objectives and policies. The Chapter is 
objective in nature and opens with six key trends that should serve as “food for thought” regarding 
future policy actions. These trends include an aging population, polarized age demographics, 
educational attainment, a highly mobile workforce and housing. Of note, localities that comprise 
the Roanoke MSA were selected as peer comparisons, allowing Botetourt to benchmark itself 
against surrounding jurisdictions.   
 
In collaboration with the above initiatives, Robert Beatty, GIS Technician, has been working to 
update maps found in the 2010 Comprehensive Plan. With your recommendation and the Board of 
Supervisors approval, the attached maps will be formally adopted. Further maps will be updated 
and presented for adoption as their corresponding chapter is updated and approved. 
 
Pending discussion at the Planning Commission Public Hearing, staff respectfully asks for your 
recommendation for these amendments to the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Attachment 



 
 
 



 
 
 

 

 

 
 
 

prepared by: 

 

 
 

 

on behalf of:  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Area Plan Purpose 
Gateway Crossing is the front door to Botetourt County. It is where three major routes – U.S. 220, U.S. 
11, and Interstate 81 – come together, and is also a key passage between ridges for the world famous 
Appalachian Trail. The area has been a critical juncture for travelers and local residents for decades. As 
the county grew, the area’s main arteries for traffic became increasingly congested, hindering its 
development potential. But changes are coming to Gateway Crossing. The Virginia Department of 
Transportation is rebuilding the exit 150 interchange. This project is designed to improve safety and traffic 
flow along U.S. routes 220 and 11. This major project will also improve access to land for new 
development. As a result, the county decided that the timing was right to take a closer look at how the 
land around the interchange may develop over time and create a vision for the future of this critical area. 
The purpose of this area plan is to clarify the county’s preferred vision for the Gateway Crossing district 
and to establish policy for future development of the area so that the vision may be realized.  

1.2 Gateway Crossing District Goals 
This area plan builds on a study conducted in 2015 of market potential for various types of development. 
This study, named the Exit 150 Market Study and Conceptual Master Plan (hereafter referred to as the 
Exit 150 study) also yielded a vision for how the area could develop over time through infill development 
and redevelopment. The overarching vision is of a walkable district with a mixture of uses including 
housing and locally-serving shops and offices to the west of Interstate 81, and both local and highway-
serving shops, hotels, and services to the east of Interstate 81. New sidewalks, greenways, bicycle lanes, 
and a local street network would knit the area together and better connect it to the Roanoke Valley region. 
This vision points to six key goals for the future development of Gateway Crossing. 

1. Develop a mixed use center that is an attractive gateway to Botetourt County. 

2. Create a walkable district connected by trails and a network of walkable and bike-friendly streets. 

3. Revitalize Gateway Crossing as an economic hub of Botetourt County.  

4. Update the county’s development policies and codes to support the Gateway Crossing vision. 

5. Unlock new development opportunities by providing street access from Routes 220 and 11. 

6. Build a stronger connection to the Appalachian Trail to leverage this unique asset. 

1.3 Relationship to the County Comprehensive Plan 
This area plan will become an amendment to the county’s comprehensive plan upon its adoption by the 
Board of Supervisors. It will supersede previously adopted policies, such as the future land use map 
adopted in 2011, for the Gateway Crossing study area. It will also amend the comprehensive plan to 
designate urban development areas, which are described in chapter 2.4.  

1.4 Planning Process 
The Gateway Crossing Area Plan builds upon the vision of the Exit 150 study. This study identified 
market-supported development opportunities in this district and illustrated a conceptual land use plan for 
the area. This vision, while enjoying broad support, has not officially been adopted as county policy. 
Setting policy is a key outcome of this area plan. Therefore, the planning process for the area plan picked 
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up where the Exit 150 study left off. The county engaged a stakeholder committee through meetings and 
a design charrette meeting, and held an open public meeting, during the development of the Exit 150 
study. For the area plan, the county reconvened a Stakeholder Committee to provide its consulting team 
with guidance on key elements of this plan, such as the future land use map, the connectivity plan, and 
the design principles. The members of the Stakeholder Committee are listed in the table below. 

Name Affiliation 

Todd Dodson,  Board of Supervisors, Amsterdam District 

Mac Scothorn,  Board of Supervisors, Valley District 

Joyce Kessinger Botetourt County Economic Development Authority 

Lyn Hayth CEO, Bank of Botetourt 

Bill Thurman Chair, Planning Commission, Valley District 

Hiawatha Nicely Planning Commission, Amsterdam District 

B Painter Developer and study area property owner 

Andy Kelderhouse President, Fralin and Waldron  

Les Talbot Study area property owner 

Steve Mabry  Study area property owner 

Andrew Downs Regional Appalachian Trail Conservancy Regional Director 

 

The county also held an open house on September 19, 2016 at the Greenfield Education and Training 
Center to share initial land use, connectivity, and design concepts and gather feedback. More than 60 
people attended the open house and shared their thoughts on the future of Gateway Crossing. A 
summary of their ideas is provided below: 

 Having a mix of land uses in the area is important, especially for attracting younger people. 
 The Appalachian Trail is a key asset that brings a lot of business to the area. 
 The Appalachian Trail could use a safer crossing of Route 220; a bridge would be preferable. 
 A new public park connected to an Appalachian Trail trailhead is an exciting possibility. 
 A regional tourist information center would be a good use of land in this area. It could provide 

information about the county’s history, the Appalachian Trail, and other tourist attractions.  
 Clean industries are desirable. 
 The U.S. Bike Route 76 also comes close to the Gateway Crossing district on Routes 11 and 779 

(Catawba Road), bringing the potential for more tourists to the area. 
 Providing sufficient water and sewer capacity to serve the Gateway Crossing area is important. 
 Several vacant properties on Route 220 between Interstate 81 and Commons Parkway are 

development opportunities. 
 Attractive development in Gateway Crossing is important for drawing people into the county. 
 Access and visibility are keys to business success in Gateway Crossing. 
 Access and traffic congestion are keys for residential success in Gateway Crossing. 
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 The Pilot service station is an important tax revenue generator and it will be difficult to access 
after the VDOT project is complete. Maintaining a left turn from Route 220 south to Route 11 north 
is important.  

 New development in the Gateway Crossing area will bring additional traffic that will need to be 
accommodated.  

 Botetourt County has great mountain views that are important to its residents. Future development 
should fit within the landscape and minimize disruption of view sheds. 

 The county could use more affordable housing options, especially with new jobs coming. 
 Consider accommodating a branch of the local community college in Gateway Crossing. 
 The area could use more upscale restaurants.  

2. PLANNING CONTEXT 

2.1 Comprehensive Plan 
Botetourt County adopted its first comprehensive plan in 
1975. The county adopted the current version in 2004 and 
updated it in 2011. The current plan has a 2030 planning 
horizon. 

The 2011 update emphasizes the desire for managed 
growth, and that growth along 220 and I-81 should be 
largely commercial development that caters not just to 
through travelers, but transforms the area into a place. 
That place has since been designated as Gateway 
Crossing.  

Land Use Elements 

The land use section of the comprehensive plan 
acknowledges the importance of the County’s agricultural 
heritage and rural, small town character. The plan states 
that the county “should mitigate rapid growth along US 
220 to preserve the rural character north of Daleville, and promote more growth around incorporated 
towns.” (page 35) 

The plan calls for balanced and compatible growth, development that respects rural and natural areas, 
and recommends focusing future growth towards Urban Development Areas. The plan emphasizes infill 
development, discourages scattered development, highlights the importance of protecting view sheds, 
and encourages cluster development as well as mixed use centers with multi-modal connections. It also 
calls for the continual review and update of the plan, zoning, and subdivision ordinances, in coordination 
with the county’s towns. New growth is encouraged close to existing towns and centers in a compatible, 
context sensitive manner, with coordination and careful planning.   

Mixed Use Centers and Urban Development Areas 

The county in 2011 called for promoting growth in Urban Development Areas (UDAs). UDAs are a 
planning tool that helps local governments in Virginia create great places by focusing capital investments 
on target growth areas. Virginia authorized UDAs in 2007 (Virginia Code § 15.2-2223.1.) as a requirement 

Comprehensive Plan Vision 
"Envision a community where 
County residents are attaining higher 
educational and economic goals; are 
enjoying a quality of life marked by 
safety and security, environmental 
protection, quality business and 
residential development, and a 
variety of recreational and cultural 
opportunities; and are pleased with 
the value and cost of government 
services.” (Comprehensive Plan, 
Page 1) 
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for certain high growth localities, such as Botetourt County, to designate areas “sufficient to meet 
projected residential and commercial growth in the locality for an ensuing period of at least 10 but not 
more than 20 years.” In 2012, however, the state amended the Code to define UDAs more broadly and 
make them optional. UDAs now can be any areas designated by a locality in their comprehensive plan 
for higher density development that incorporate the principles of Traditional Neighborhood Development 
(TND). These principles embody classic characteristics of traditional communities such as: 

 Walkable neighborhood centers 
 Interconnected streets and 

blocks 
 Diversity of land uses and 

housing types 
 Easy access to jobs, housing and 

recreation by a variety of travel 
options (auto, bus, walk, bike) 

In 2016 the county proposed designating 
Daleville Town Center and Gateway 
Crossing as Urban Development Areas. 
This designation will become official 
once the county amends its 
comprehensive plan to identify these 
areas as UDAs. This action is consistent 
with the comprehensive plan, which 
identified both areas as Mixed Use 
Target Areas. These are areas where 
the county envisions a mix of medium 
and high density residential and non-
residential uses within a walkable and 
bicycle-friendly area. The plan further 
defines the Gateway Crossing Area as Regional Mixed Use, calling it an area that may be appropriate 
for housing, office development, hotels, movie theaters, and region-serving retail uses such as 
department stores and specialty stores. Therefore, the Mixed Use Target Areas are generally 
consistent with intent of Urban Development Areas and designating them as such is appropriate.  

Once the county designates UDAs, it will also open an additional avenue through which the county can 
qualify for transportation funding under the state’s new Smart Scale project selection process. 
Transportation projects are eligible for funding through Smart Scale if they relate to a designated need 
in a Corridor of Statewide Significance or Regional Network, or a UDA. Members of the Stakeholder 
Committee and the public raised concerns about access management and traffic flow along Route 220. 
The UDA designation could help the county secure funding for improvements to this critical arterial 
highway, which connects the two proposed UDAs.  

Transportation and Streetscape Design Standards 

The transportation section of the comprehensive plan highlights the importance of key gateways, such 
as Gateway Crossing, for shaping the impressions that people form about Botetourt County. Both their 
function and aesthetics are important. The plan states that “generally, future development along Botetourt 
County's primary highways should increasingly be a mixture of land uses conditioned upon the provision 

Mixed Use Centers 
“Mixed-use centers bring together medium-to high-
density residential and non-residential uses within a 
walkable, bicycle-friendly, and/or transit-accessible 
development framework. Uses can be mixed 
vertically, within buildings; or horizontally, when 
tightly clustered in a pedestrian-friendly arrangement. 
Due to the diversity of uses and activities, mixed-use 
centers are typically vibrant destinations that attract 
attention due to their level of activity. Fundamentally, 
a mixed-use center should provide a full service 
environment and diverse land uses (residences, 
offices, retail, service, entertainment, civic, and open 
space) for residents, employees, and visitors.” 
(Comprehensive Plan, page 51) 
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or existence of adequate public facilities, the preservation of highway capacity, and improvements to 
access control.” (Page 54). Mixed use development and interconnectivity of new streets are important 
strategies for achieving this desire. Mixed use development allows people to meet some of their needs 
within their community without needing to travel on the primary highway system, such as Routes 220 and 
11. Transportation planners call this concept internal capture. Interconnected streets are also important 
because they provide people with multiple ways of getting from point A to point B, rather than funneling 
all travel onto major highways. This area plan, by encouraging a mix of uses in Gateway Crossing, and 
by encouraging a network of interconnected streets, will help the county meet its goal of providing safe 
and efficient mobility for all modes of transportation. (page 62)  

The county’s comprehensive plan also calls for streetscape design standards. The standards are not 
specified in the comprehensive plan. But this area plan supports the comprehensive plans call for 
streetscape design standards for the Gateway Crossing area. The plan states that “applied to I-81, at 
Exit 150, streetscape design standards can greatly improve the aesthetics and sense of safety for the 
area surrounding the interchange. This would improve the gateway into the Botetourt community from 
the south, and help change the overall character of land uses. Visually cohesive streetscapes use a 
variety of techniques including landscaping, undergrounding of utilities, and other streetscape 
improvements along street frontages that reflect adjacent land uses.” (Page 50) 

2.2 Botetourt County 2017-2021 Capital Improvements Plan 
The Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) guides continued investment in the county’s physical infrastructure 
and facilities and is reviewed and adopted annually. It reflects priorities for growth and development 
outlined in the comprehensive plan. The 2017-2021 budget1 does not include any streetscape, bicycle, 
or pedestrian improvements in the Gateway Crossing area. The CIP is a tool that the county can use to 
implement some of the ideas embodied in this plan, such as a new park space with parking, local trails, 
and signage for an enhanced Appalachian Trail trailhead, or for the network of shared use paths 
envisioned in this area plan.  

2.3 Exit 150 Market Study and Conceptual Master Plan 
The Exit 150 Study produced two main outcomes. The first is an assessment of potential future demand 
for land uses in the Gateway Crossing District. The second is a conceptual land use plan for the area. 
This area plan builds on the Exit 150 study, translating those market opportunities and development 
concepts into county policy. This section provides a summary of the market study component. The 
conceptual master plan is described in chapter 4.  

The market assessment found that within the study area, which is slightly smaller than the area covered 
by this area plan, there are 360 acres of underutilized or unimproved properties. Of these acres, 229 are 
agriculturally zoned and 57 are zoned residential. There are 268 acres, encompassing 72 properties, that 
have substantial improvements. Of this group, 13 properties on less than 50 acres are considered to 
have moderate redevelopment potential. In summary, the Exit 150 study found substantial development 
and redevelopment opportunities in Gateway Crossing. However, some of these opportunities, such as 

                                                

 
1 http://www.co.botetourt.va.us/government/documents/finance/FY17_advertised_budget_CIP.pdf  

http://www.co.botetourt.va.us/government/documents/finance/FY17_advertised_budget_CIP.pdf
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large tracts of undeveloped land off Tinker Mountain Road, will require improved access before they can 
be developed.  

The Exit 150 Study also assessed market demand for different types of commercial and residential land 
uses, especially in the context of its location in the larger Roanoke catchment area that includes 31,000 
households. The assessment found gaps in many retail categories, except for grocery. It also found that 
the strategic location of Gateway Crossing would appeal to the population living north, who would 
normally drive to Valley View or Tanglewood regional retail centers further south. The presence of 
Interstate 81 and its 50,000 daily travelers in this area are also a major generator of market demand, and 
may drive the development of additional hotel rooms. The Exit 150 Study also found substantial 
residential demand in this area, stating that “market rate apartments in an attractive, mixed use 
environment may be the winning formula for future development in the Exit 150 area.” (Page 1-7). A 
summary of the market supportable development opportunities is listed below.  It is important to note, 
however, that this study preceded numerous business location announcements in 2016 that are expected 
to bring up to 1,000 new jobs within the next 10 years.  

Table 1 - Market Supportable Development Opportunities. Source: Exit 150 Study 

Use Quantity Requisite Conditions 

RETAIL MARKET POTENTIAL 

Auto Parts 22,000 to 28,000 square feet (1 to 2 stores) Convenience 

Florists, used merchandise, 
and miscellaneous 

9,000 to 16,000 square feet (4 to 8 stores) In shopping center 
environment 

Full-and limited service 
restaurants 

20,000 to 30,000 square feet (4 to 8 
establishments) 

Suitable visibility, 
access and 
environment, national 
chains 

Electronic and appliances 5,000 to 12,000 square feet (1 store) Convenience, access 
and visibility 

Sporting goods 22,000 to 33,000 square feet (1 store) Suitable visibility and 
access 

Office supplies 4,800 to 7,000 square feet (1 store) Convenience 

Building materials, lawn and 
garden supplies 

12,000 to 17,500 square feet (1 store) Convenience 

Groceries Upgrade offerings, but no new stores Perceived weakness in 
the marketplace 

Pharmacies and drugs 15,000 to 25,000 square feet (1 store) Convenience, access 
and visibility 

General merchandise 500 to 700 square feet (1 store) Convenience 

Clothing and Clothing 
Accessories 

5,000 to 9,000 square feet (1 to 2 stores) Convenience, access 
and visibility 

Specialty retail (fashion 
center/outlet mall) 

100,000 to 150,000 square feet (multiple 
stores) 

Suitable visibility and 
access, must be unique 
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Use Quantity Requisite Conditions 

retail destination in the 
marketplace 

HOTEL MARKET POTENTIAL 
Upper midscale hotel 80 to 150 rooms; 1 to 2 new or repositioned Suitable visibility, 

access and 
environment, transient 
stopping point 

MULTI-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL MARKET POTENTIAL 
Apartment and townhouses 25 to 50 average annual units Access and 

environment, lack of 
local housing choices 

 

2.4 Urban Development Areas  

Background 

Urban Development Areas (UDAs) are a planning tool that helps local governments in Virginia focus 
capital investments on target growth areas. Upon adoption of this area plan, Botetourt County will 
designate the Gateway Crossing district and Daleville Town Center as urban development areas (UDAs) 
consistent with Section 15.2 – 2223.1 of the Virginia State Code.2 The purpose of the UDAs is to 
encourage compact, mixed use development in those areas of the county where it is most appropriate. 
The UDA designation does not restrict development outside of the UDAs.  

There are several benefits to designating UDAs in Botetourt County. Taking this step can improve the 
efficiency of services and infrastructure by encouraging growth in areas where existing or planned 
infrastructure can accommodate it. Also, concentrating growth and development in these zones may 
reduce development pressure in other areas of the county, thus allowing for the preservation of rural 
character and open space It also opens an additional avenue through which the county can qualify for 
transportation funding under the state’s new Smart Scale project selection process. Transportation 
projects are eligible for funding through Smart Scale if they relate to a designated need in a Corridor of 
Statewide Significance or Regional Network, or a UDA. Designating one or more UDAs will also allow 
Botetourt County to fulfill a stated goal of its comprehensive plan, which is “to promote Urban 
Development Areas in the place or places where a variety of land uses, facilities, and services exist and 
are planned to support the County’s future growth, with emphasis placed on infill development.”3 

The county is also facing many of the same issues faced by other suburban and rural counties in Virginia.  
The aging population and declining average household size is expected to increase demand for different 

                                                

 
2 Botetourt County’s UDA is consistent with the definition of an urban development area in Virginia State Code. An urban 
development area is “an area designated by a locality that is (i) appropriate for higher density development due to its 
proximity to transportation facilities, the availability of a public or community water and sewer system, or a developed area 
and (ii) to the extent feasible, to be used for redevelopment or infill development.” 
3 Botetourt County Comprehensive Plan 2010. Page 43.  
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types of housing than the traditional single-family detached house, which accounts for the vast majority 
of housing in Botetourt County. In many localities across Virginia, these trends are leading to the 
development of walkable neighborhoods with a variety of housing types that have easy access to shops, 
jobs, and entertainment. Supporting more of this type of development in Botetourt County will support 
economic development, and provide new housing for people that will be moving to the area for the new 
jobs recently announced at the Botetourt Center at Greenfield and in Daleville.  

UDA Geography 

The Urban Development Areas cover the Daleville Town Center area and the Gateway Crossing district 
that is the subject of this area plan. The county identified the UDAs through a study in 2016 funded by 
the Office of Intermodal Planning and Investment’s Urban Development Area Technical Assistance Grant 
Program.  

Traditional Neighborhood Design Principles 

Urban Development Areas are intended to encourage development that makes use of traditional design 
principles, which are important for the county because they emphasize walkability and a mixture of 
housing types and commercial uses. Demand for development with these features is growing not just in 
Virginia, but across the nation. growing nationwide and in Virginia. It is the county’s policy to encourage 
within the UDAs the following traditional town design principles:   

 Pedestrian-friendly road design 
 Interconnection of new local streets with existing local streets and roads 
 Connectivity of road and pedestrian networks 
 Preservation of natural areas 
 Mixed-use neighborhoods and a mixture of housing types 
 Reduction of front and side yard building setbacks 
 Reduction of subdivision street widths and turning radii at subdivision street intersections to calm 

traffic on local streets, as permissible by VDOT standards.  
 Public gathering spaces, such as plazas and small parks.  

These principles are not new to Botetourt County. The county has a TND zoning designation that has 
been applied in Daleville Town Center.  

The geography for the UDAs is illustrated in the figure below. 
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Figure 1 - Botetourt County Urban Development Areas 
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2.5 Exit 150 Improvement Project 
The Exit 150 interchange, which connects Interstate 81 with U.S. Routes 220 and 11 in southern Botetourt 
County, is the key feature in the study area. The Commonwealth Transportation Board’s statewide 
transportation plan (VTrans) identifies Interstate 81 and Route 220 as Corridors of Statewide 
Significance.4 The purpose of the project is to improve safety and traffic flow at the interchange, which 
connects these key facilities. According to VDOT, the project entails the following changes to the area5: 

 Relocating the northbound I-81 entrance ramp (from northbound Route 220 onto northbound I-
81) to a new location adjacent to the Exit 150B off-ramp.  

 Creating a dedicated Exit 150B off-ramp with NB Route 220 to improve traffic flow at the Route 
11/220/220A intersection. 

 Modifying Exit 150A to allow right turns onto Route 11 southbound only and eliminating hazardous 
merge/weaves. 

 Constructing a roundabout at the Exit150B/Route 11 intersection to improve traffic flow, enhance 
safety and increase capacity.  

 Building a new road, Gateway Crossing, to connect the new Route 11 roundabout to Route 220 
Alternate.  

 Modifying business access on Route 11 by installing a raised median and reducing the number 
of entrances.  

 Modifying the entrances onto Route 11 as right-in/right-out only. 

 Acquiring the Travel Center America property and a portion of the Painter parcel, which contains 
the business tenant known as Gene’s Trading Post, which necessitates the relocation of this 
business. 

In term of land development, a new road called Gateway Crossing will open access to several acres of 
developable land north of U.S. 220 and east of U.S. 11. The development potential in this specific area, 
plus the development interest that may emerge due to improved traffic flow through this area, are in part 
what created the impetus for this area plan.  

2.6 Regional Transportation Plans 
The Roanoke Valley Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) is responsible for transportation 
planning within the Roanoke urbanized area, which includes much of southern Botetourt County, 
including the Gateway Crossing area. This section describes the TPO’s plans that could affect 
transportation in the study area in the future.  

                                                

 
4 VTrans identifies Route 220 as the North Carolina to West Virginia Corridor and Interstate 81 as the Crescent Corridor.  
5 Virginia Department of Transportation. I-81 Exit 150 Improvement Project. Accessed September 22, 2016.  
http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/salem/i-81_exit_150_improvement_project.asp  

http://www.virginiadot.org/projects/salem/i-81_exit_150_improvement_project.asp
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Regional Pedestrian Vision Plan (2015) 

The Regional Pedestrian Vision Plan 6 
provides recommendations for hard 
surface transportation accommodations 
that are accessible to people with 
disabilities (compliant with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act). The Pedestrian 
Vision Plan recommends a hard surface 
sidewalk project on the new Gateway 
Crossing Drive, from the Exit 150 ramp to 
U.S. 220. This is listed as a high local 
priority project (shown on map). The plan 
calls for including trees along the 
accommodation to provide shading. It 
also calls for separating vehicle traffic 
from pedestrian facilities with a planting 
strip where feasible.  

Along with the development of the 
Pedestrian Plan, and as recommended 
by the Virginia Department of Rail and 
Public Transportation’s Multimodal System Design Guidelines, the TPO identified multimodal districts, 
centers, and corridors for the TPO study area. A Multimodal District is defined as an area of a locality or 
region whose land use characteristics can support multimodal travel, higher densities, and mixed uses; 
and where it is easier to make trips without reliance upon a car due to the amount of bus routes and safe 
walking or biking paths currently and in the future. The TPO has identified much of the Gateway Crossing 
area as a Multimodal District.  

Regional Transit Vision (2016) 

The TPO’s Regional Transit Vision7 recommends study of a potential park and ride lot near U.S. 220 and 
Exit 150. This lot could support future access to transit. The Transit Vision Plan also provides policy tools 
for active transit-supportive transportation (transit trips beginning and ending on foot or bicycle). Among 
the policy tools called for in the plan that could help implement the Gateway Crossing Area Plan are 
transit-supportive district and design standards or guidelines. The former could entail the creation of an 
overlay zoning district that encourages land uses and form supportive of transit, such as higher densities, 
mixed land use, pedestrian amenities, and access to public transit. Design standards or guidelines could 
be applied in the area to encourage pedestrian-friendly streets and development near future transit 
stations or stops.  

                                                

 
6 http://rvarc.org/transportation/bicycle-pedestrian-greenways/regional-pedestrian-vision-plan/ 
7 http://rvarc.org/transportation/transit/ 

 

 

Figure 2 - Regional Pedestrian Vision Plan Map - Botetourt County 
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Roanoke Valley Area Metropolitan Planning Organization Congestion Management Process Plan 
2013/14 

Exit 150 is one of ten Areas of Emphasis for congestion listed in the TPO’s Congestion Management 
Process Plan (CMP)8. In addition to the highway strategies which are part of the Exit 150 interchange 
project, the CMP suggests that transit-friendly and walkable mixed-use developments will lessen vehicle 
miles traveled by enabling more walking and bicycling trips that would otherwise require a vehicle.  

A transit strategy for Exit 150 encourages exploring a broader range of transit services (in addition to 
County van services), to lessen congestion. Specifically, the CMP calls for commuter transit services that 
would connect to large commercial areas such as Daleville Town Center. 

Transportation Improvement Program for the Roanoke Valley Transportation Planning Organization – 
Federal Fiscal Years FY2015-2018 

Transportation improvement projects must be in a region’s transportation improvement program (TIP) to 
be eligible for federal funding. The TPO’s FY15-18 Transportation Improvement Program highlights the 
Exit 150 Access Management Project as one of 10 regional projects, citing that the measures to improve 
the safety and capacity of the existing intersection and northbound interstate movements will directly 
impact U.S. 11, 220 and 220 Alternate. 

3. EXISTING CONDITIONS 

Transforming the Gateway Crossing area into a walkable and attractive mixed use neighborhood is a 
long-term endeavor that will require incremental improvements and patience. This is because much of 
the area is already developed in an auto-oriented manner with fast-moving traffic, wide streets, few 
sidewalks or bicycle paths, and separated land uses that necessitate driving and contributes to 
congestion in the area. This section highlights some of the challenges, but also some opportunities, to 
transforming this area into an attractive front door to Botetourt County.  

3.1 Land Use and Environmental Conditions 
The Gateway Crossing area is a major transportation hub where Interstate 81, U.S. highways, and rail 
lines converge and cross. Interstate 81 and Route 220 are listed as Corridors of Statewide Significance 
in the statewide transportation plan, which means they serve an important role not just locally, but in 
connecting people and businesses across the entire state. The area naturally built up around land uses 
that rely on the great transportation access including industrial and service uses, such as gas stations 
and restaurants. Much of the flat land has been developed, and terrain may complicate development on 
other parcels that have not yet been developed. Figure 3 shows land uses and land cover in the area. 
This shows that the area has largely been developed except for a few key parcels that will likely play a 
key role in the future of the area. These include properties along Tinker Mountain Road, the new Gateway 
Crossing road, and between Route 11 and Interstate 81.    

                                                

 
8 http://rvarc.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/01/CMP-Plan_Final-Draft.pdf 
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Figure 3 - Land Use, Land Cover - USGS Satellite imagery (2011) 
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Figure 3 shows some of the key environmental features of the Gateway Crossing area, including slopes 
of 25 percent or steeper (shown in orange) and floodplains (shown in blue). These areas, plus the 
Appalachian Trail right of way, are considered “constrained” for development. This does not mean that 
development cannot or will not happen, but that it will likely be more difficult and could entail a higher 
cost than development in the unconstrained areas. Constrained acres are either within the 500-year 
floodplain or have a grade of 25 percent or more. Constrained areas account for 21 percent (155 acres) 
of the total 741 acres included in the Gateway Crossing area. Meanwhile, unconstrained acres account 
for 47 percent (345 acres) of the area. Major highways and road right of ways owned and managed by 
the Commonwealth of Virginia cover 21 percent of the land area (152 acres). The remaining 12 percent 
(88 acres) are federally-owned lands that buffer the Appalachian Trail. These figures are summarized in 
Table 2 and illustrated in Figure 4 below.   

Table 2 - Summary of UDA Acres 

Category Acres Percent 

Unconstrained (green area on following map) 345 47% 

Constrained (steep slopes and floodplain) 155 21% 

Roads ROW 152 21% 

Federally Owned Land/AT 88 12% 

  Total 741 100% 
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Figure 4 - Environmental Conditions 
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3.2 Zoning 
Zoning districts are land use regulations intended to protect and promote the health, safety, and general 
welfare of current and future county residents by providing specific standards for how parcels of land may 
be used; lot dimensions, setbacks, and coverage; building size and height; and other related issues. The 
existing zoning in this area is nearly all for commercial and businesses, and at lower densities which do 
not currently support some of the more mixed use, town center type of development called for by both 
the Exit 150 study, and the UDA traditional neighborhood principles.  The county’s TND district does 
represent a model worth consideration in the future, or some variation of it designed with this UDA area 
specifically in mind.9 

Table 3 - Zoning Summary 

Zoning Name Observation 
Uncons-
trained 
Acres 

Cons-
trained 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

A1 Agricultural 
District 

Many uses allowed, but very rural setback requirements and 
low density oriented.  Single family residential only. 

58 61 119  

AR (RR) Rural Residential Largely the same as A1 but 1.5-acre minimum lot for single 
family residential and 1.25 in a subdivision 

5 4 9  

B1 Business District 
B-1 

Local, smaller, lighter traffic, and neighborhood compatible 
commercial development. 

7 0 7  

B2 Business District 
B-2 

Community and service oriented commercial development, 
generates more traffic. 

110 69 179  

B3 Business District 
B-3 

Heavy commercial, more intensive, higher access and traffic, 
occasionally trucking and noise and 24-hours.  

46 3 49  

M1 Industrial M-1 Light industrial uses that do not pose serious problems of 
compatibility. Requires water and sewer. 

20 5 25  

M2 Industrial M-2 Medium industrial is for uses that need isolation to mitigate 
impacts of noise, odor, dust, or smoke. Need road access and 
careful planning. 

52 2 54  

M3 Industrial M-3 Heavy industrial. For uses more impactful than M2. Should be 
close to other similar uses, have high road access, and 
carefully planned to avoid nuisance to residential and retail 
commercial development.  

2 - 2  

SC Shopping Center  
District 

Shopping center focused.  A version of B1 or B2, but that 
provides a broader range of facilities and services appropriate 
to the general need of the area.  

45 11 56  

Totals   345 155 500  

                                                

 
9 The zoning table and map show approximate acres per zoning category within the Gateway Crossing study area. The acres 
were calculated using GIS, by extracting the zoning coverage based on the study area boundary, removing road right of way 
and federally owned lands from the calculation, and then overlaying with environmentally constrained layers described in 
section 3.2 above. 
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Figure 5 - Zoning in the Gateway Crossing UDA 
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3.3 Land Occupancy and Investment 
The general state of land occupancy, or how developed an area is, can be examined through looking at 
the level of investment into the improvements of a property. Property assessors typically evaluate the 
value of the land, and the value of any physical improvements that are located on the land (such as a 
building). The ratio of the improvement’s value to the underlying land value is an important measure that 
economists, realtors, and planners use to understand the level of development in an area, and the 
potential for redevelopment. Areas where the improvement-to-land value ratio is low may indicate an 
area that is prepared for redevelopment. However, the improvement-to-land value ratio is more a 
measure of capacity than an indicator of market demand for redevelopment.    

The Exit 150 study conducted an examination of the investment level of the study area. That examination 
was revisited for the Gateway Crossing Area Plan using a similar assessment approach. However, it 
takes into account the revised study area boundary, which adds more acreage to the western quadrant, 
and factors in lands that have environmental constraints, which may serve to slow or deter future 
investment. Tables 4 and 5, and the map in Figure 6, below show the findings of the investment level 
analysis. 

The building-to-land value for each parcel was assessed and grouped into three categories: 

 “Minimal” investment: The ratio is less than 0.1. This indicates undeveloped or vacant land.   
 “Some” investment: The ratio is greater than 0.1 but less than 1.0. 
 “Substantial” investment: The ratio is greater than 1.0, which means the improvements are worth 

more than the underlying land.  

Table 4 below summarizes land and improvement values for the 138 parcels in the study area, grouping 
them by these three categories. The building-to-land value of the “substantial” investment properties is 
2.57 overall, indicating a generally high level of development. Generally, a ratio of two-to-one is industry 
standard for classifying a property as fully developed and less likely to redevelop soon.    

The “Some” and “Minimal” investment categories represent properties that have capacity to add 
investment in the future, as these are currently either undeveloped or underdeveloped. The existing land 
values of these properties combined is $36 million. Probably not all properties will develop to full capacity. 
Some may have access challenges, or environmental constraints, per Table 5 below. But in summary, it 
is reasonable to expect there will be future investment in this area.  Future investments levels could be 
in a wide range, depending on many variables. Attaining a 1.0 building-to-land value level for these 
properties could yield another $30 to 40 million in property value for the county. At a ratio of 2.0 new 
development on these properties could yield as high as $70 million of new property value.    

Table 4 - Investment Levels with Land, Improvement and Total Value 

Investment Level Group by 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio 

Land Value 
Improvement 

Value 
Total Value 

Building to Land 
Value Ratio 

Minimal (Less than 0.1) $20,734,200 $50,500 $20,784,700 0.00  

Some (.11 to 1.0) $15,642,700 $10,236,200 $25,878,900 0.65 

Substantial (1.0+) $29,221,400 $75,117,700 $104,339,100 2.57  

  Total $65,598,300 $85,404,400 $151,002,700 1.30  
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Table 5 - Investment Levels by Acres 

Investment Level Group by 
Building-to-Land Value Ratio 

Unconstrained 
Acres 

% of Total 
Constrained 

Acres 
% of 
Total 

Total 
% of 
total 

Minimal (Less than 0.1) 165 48% 129 83% 294 59% 

Some (.11 to 1.0) 39 11% 4 2% 43 8% 

Substantial (1.0+) 142 41% 23 15% 164 33% 

  Total 345 100% 155 100% 501 100% 
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Figure 6 - Building to Land Value Assessment: Investment Level 
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3.4 Summary  
The key issues and opportunities that can be determined from the existing conditions analysis can be 
summarized as follows: 

 Land use in the Gateway Crossing area is complicated by the convergence of multiple 
transportation networks, and further challenged by steep topography and rivers/floodplains.  

 The Appalachian Trail related lands represent about 12% (88 acres, see table 2) of lands that are 
federally owned and protected, and are removed from development consideration in this analysis.  

 The prominent presence of the Appalachian Trail in this area is a considerable asset that can 
leverage quality development adjacent or nearby. 

 Steep slopes and floodplains are the most dominant environmental features that will represent 
some challenges in realizing the full potential development of the land.  

 Even with the presence of access and topography challenges, about 47 percent (or 345 acres) of 
the area is unconstrained by environmental features or right-of-way (see table 2). 

 Current zoning is largely business, commercial, and auto-centric and lower density. It does not 
take full advantage of the mixed use TND district that the county has successfully implemented 
at Daleville Town Center. This area plan represents an opportunity to recommend mixed use, 
multi-modal, and higher density development patterns that will make the most use of the 
unconstrained or underdeveloped lands in this area.  

 Only 33 percent of the area is developed at levels of 1.0 improvement-to-land value or greater. 
This leaves 67 percent, or 337 acres (see table 5), that are either under or undeveloped, 
representing a considerable capacity to accommodate new growth and investment despite some 
topography challenges and if access to un-constrained land can be provided.  
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4. GATEWAY CROSSING VISION AND PLAN  

4.1 Overall Concept  
The Exit 150 study, completed in October 2015, 
provides an overarching vision for Gateway 
Crossing as a walkable, mixed use district that is 
an economic hub and an attractive gateway for the 
county. The land use, development, and 
infrastructure policies described in this chapter 
support the implementation of that vision.  

The Exit 150 study created a vision which divided 
the study area into 4 distinct quadrants, separated 
by Interstate 81 and Route 220. The study also 
went into detail for each quadrant for Gateway 
Crossing, laying out concepts for general land use, 
transportation, and design features for each of four 
quadrants. The north area covers land north of 
Tinker Mountain Road on either side of Route 220. 
Commons Parkway is key transportation route in 
this quadrant. The vision for this area called for a 
modern Appalachian Trail trailhead with parking; a 
park and ride lot, retail, office, and hotel 

development along 220; a shared use path on 
220 from Gateway Crossing towards Daleville 
Town Center; and sidewalks knitting the area 
together.  

The west area includes large undeveloped tracts 
between the Appalachian Trail and Interstate 81. 
Tinker Mountain Road is currently the only 
significant transportation facility in this quadrant. 
The lands in this area have beautiful views of the 
Blue Ridge Mountains to the north and west. The 
vision for the west area includes a walkable mixed 
use residential community consisting mostly of 
apartments and townhomes. However, 
implementation of this vision depends on access 
to large undeveloped properties off Tinker 
Mountain Road. The access concept presented in 
the Exit 150 study – via a new signal at Tinker 
Mountain Road and 220 – is probably not feasible 
due to cost and its proximity to the Interstate 81 
ramps. This area plan includes another concept 

that would open access from the north via an 

Figure 7 – Vision for Gateway Crossing North Quadrant.  

Source: Exit 150 Study (2015) 

Figure 8 - Vision for Gateway Crossing West Quadrant. 

Source: Exit 150 Study (2015) 
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extension of Commons Parkway. The vision also 
includes a network of sidewalks and shared use 
paths running along the waterways of this area.  

The east area is most affected by the VDOT 
project to improve traffic safety and flow around 
Exit 150. The project will create a new road – 
Gateway Crossing – that will open access to 
undeveloped parcels north of Route 220. The 
Exit 150 study called for additional landscaping, 
signage and wayfinding, and lighting in this area 
to create an improved front door experience for 
Botetourt County. The vision showed a potential 
park and ride lot and public park at the location 
of the old TA truck stop property Other 
components of the vision include the desire for 
hotels, restaurants, and services both through 
infill development and longer-term 
redevelopment.  

The south area encompasses the land along Route 
11 south of Route 220. Land use changes are not 
envisioned for the industrial development east of 
220, but substantial infill development and long-term 
redevelopment is called for both in the areas 
adjacent to the Route 11 and 220 intersection, and 
between Route 11 and Interstate 81. The large 
undeveloped property between Route 11 and 
Interstate 81 at the southern edge of Gateway 
Crossing is envisioned as a hospital, corporate 
headquarters, or a destination retail outlet center. 
While this property has substantial slopes that would 
need to be addressed, it has good access to both 
the interstate highway and the large populations 
centers south of Gateway Crossing. The vision also 
includes some new street connections in the area, 
including an extension of the new Gateway Crossing 
road south across Route 220 to link up with Old 
Route 604. It also shows a new access road off 
Simmons Drive in the industrial area of Gateway 
Crossing.  

The Exit 150 study describes the overarching vision 
and the vision for each quadrant in more detail. But 
this section sets the context for the future land use 

Figure 9 Vision for Gateway Crossing East Quadrant 

Source: Exit 150 Study (2015) 

Figure 10 - Vision for Gateway Crossing South Quadrant 

Source: Exit 150 Study (2015) 
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and connectivity policies described in the remainder of this chapter. The overall vision is also provided in 
the figure below.  

 
Figure 11 - Vision for Gateway Crossing 

Source: Exit 150 Study (2015) 
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4.2 Future Land Use & Connectivity Plan 
The purpose of the future land use and circulation plan provided in this section is to illustrate the county’s 
policies for land use and transportation in the Gateway Crossing area. It illustrates the principles of mixed 
land uses and walkable, interconnected streets. The new policy direction, upon adoption by the Board of 
Supervisors, will supersede the county’s previous policy for the area. The future land use policy described 
in this section will then become the foundation for decision-making regarding land use proposals in the 
area. The future land use plan will guide any decisions on changing the zoning for Gateway Crossing, 
and will be used by the county staff, the planning commission, and board of supervisors to evaluate 
petitions for a rezoning of any property in the study area. This makes it a very important tool to implement 
the county’s vision for the future of Gateway Crossing. 

Future Land Use Plan 

The plan shows three new categories of future land use for the area, from the least intense to most 
intense levels of development. These categories are described in more detail in section 4.3 – Policies by 
Land Use Category. They are:  

 Mixed Use Residential 
 Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial 
 Mixed Use Highway Commercial 

Each category calls for a mix of uses. However, the types of uses and the ratio between residential and 
commercial varies by district. The mixed use residential district applies to the western quadrant of 
Gateway Crossing. The Exit 150 study envisioned a walkable mixed use community of largely townhomes 
and apartments in this area. Some commercial uses supporting the neighborhood, and civic uses, such 
as a park oriented towards the Appalachian Trail, would be appropriate in this area.  

The mixed use neighborhood commercial district applies to the northern quadrant. This area has many 
developable acres with access from Commons Parkway. There is also near-term redevelopment potential 
along the east side of 220, just north of the Interstate 81 interchange. Appropriate uses in this area may 
include locally-serving retail, offices, and services. Higher density housing or assisted living facilities 
would also be appropriate in this area.  

The mixed use highway commercial district applies to the east and south quadrants of Gateway Crossing. 
These are the lands east of Interstate 81 on which highway-oriented and regionally-serving commercial 
and civic uses, hotels, and potentially high density housing are envisioned. No significant changes are 
envisioned in the industrial areas east of Route 11, except for some new street and trail connections that 
are described in Figure 12, and in the following section. Design principles for future development in the 
mixed use districts are described in section 4.3. That section also includes photographs that illustrate the 
desired forms of development.  

Connectivity Plan 

The connectivity plan, which is also illustrated in Figure 12, shows the potential location of new streets, 
which would serve future development, enhancements to existing streets to make them more friendly 
towards pedestrians and bicyclists, and extensions of existing streets that improve connectivity in the 
area. The actual location of future streets will depend on the location of development, a more thorough 
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analysis of the site conditions, and negotiations with property owners. But the broad concepts shown in 
Figure 12 reflect the county’s policy for Gateway Crossing.  

The connectivity plan shows a connected street grid in each of Gateway Crossing’s four quadrants. 
Building streets in a grid pattern gives vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists multiple paths. It also supports 
walkability by creating shorter blocks and paths between origins and destinations. The plan also shows 
new connections that would open access to parcels for future development, new connections that would 
help traffic flow smoothly through the area, and new shared use paths that provide safe routes for people 
of all ages to walk, run, and bike in the area and between the quadrants of Gateway Crossing.  

One key new street connection would extend Commons Parkway south from its present cul de sac 
terminus and linking it to Tinker Mountain Road. A new signalized intersection proposed in the Exit 150 
study at 220, Tinker Mountain Road, and the Interstate 81 south off ramp is likely not feasible due to 
VDOT’s access management policies and the difficulty adding a left turn land from 220 North onto Tinker 
Mountain Road. This signal was proposed as a strategy for providing access to the west quadrant of 
Gateway Crossing. An alternative is to extend Commons Parkway south, crossing the Appalachian Trail 
right of way, and then following the original Appalachian Trail right of way just south of the Howard 
Johnson hotel and Exxon gas station, before connecting to 220 near its existing intersection with Tinker 
Mountain Road. This proposal would make Commons Parkway a semi-circle with two connections to 220. 
This new southern intersection of Commons Parkway and 220 would allow right in and right out turns 
only. A network of neighborhood streets and shared use paths could be built from the new Commons 
Parkway to the south, opening access to several acres of real estate that would become a mixed use 
residential community.  

This plan for Commons Parkway would require coordination with the Appalachian Trail Conservancy and 
National Park Service to relinquish their ownership of what is the original trail right of way, and currently 
a spur trail to a parking lot off Tinker Mountain Road.  

The plan shows a second option for providing access to the mixed use residential district. This option is 
a new signal on Route 220 at the existing crossover that provides access to the Howard Johnson Inn 
driveway. The signal would provide access from 220 to a new street that could run between the Howard 
Johnson Inn property and the Appalachian Trail right of way and connect into the proposed street network 
for the mixed use residential district. The signal would have an additional benefit of providing access to 
parcels on the east side of 220 between the highway and Interstate 81. A new signal at this location 
would also provide for a safer crossing of 220 for pedestrians and Appalachian Trail hikers.  

Another key new connection shown in the plan is the extension of the new Gateway Crossing road across 
220 and connecting with Old Route 604. Gateway Crossing could potentially be extended further south 
connecting to Simmons Drive. This would provide an alternate route for trucks to access 220 and 
Interstate 81, which could alleviate traffic on Route 11 and improve conditions for all users in the future.   

Four new signalized intersections are shown in the plan. Two are along Route 11 south of 220. These 
would be located at Old Route 604 and Simmons Drive. Both signals would support additional 
development in the southern quadrant of Gateway Crossing. They would also provide safe crossing 
points for pedestrians and bicyclists. A third signal would be along the new Gateway Crossing road. It 
would provide access to new development between the Gateway Crossing Road and 220. It could also 
allow a street to run north near the railroad tracks, connecting to Route 11 north of the new traffic circle. 
Like the connection between the new Gateway Crossing Road and Old Route 604, this new street would 
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provide an alternate route to using the traffic circle to access Route 11 north, helping traffic flow more 
smoothly through the area. The fourth new signal is the previously described intersection of 220 with the 
Howard Johnson Inn driveway. The benefit of this signal is access to parcels that are poised to 
development and pedestrian safety, especially for the 7,000 to 10,000 people that hike through this area 
on the Appalachian Trail each year.  

Route 11 is another key corridor in Gateway Crossing that is addressed in the plan. The highway carries 
a lot of truck traffic and has four lanes through the study area. However, it is a key connector between 
the east and south quadrants of the district. As the area develops more densely over time, it will be 
important to provide safe pedestrian facilities and crossings of Route 11. The plan calls for streetscape 
improvements and sidewalks on both sides of the highway south of Route 220, and on the east side north 
of 220 up to the future traffic circle. The improvements would continue on both sides of 220 north of the 
traffic circle. The streetscape improvements could consist of a landscaped buffer between the travel lane 
and sidewalk, street trees for shade, and a wide shoulder or bicycle lane for bicyclists.  

Also critical to the future development of the Gateway Crossing district is a network of shared use paths 
that would provide a safe place for people to walk, run, and bike. These paths would also connect new 
development in Gateway Crossing to Daleville Town Center and to the greenway system at the Botetourt 
Center at Greenfield industrial park via a new shared use path along the west side of Route 220. Adding 
a path along Route 220 under Interstate 81 remains an unresolved challenge. Until a solution is found, 
this causes a gap between the west and east sides of the Gateway Crossing District for pedestrians and 
bicyclists.  

One potential solution for closing this gap, which is illustrated in the connectivity plan, is to run a path 
along Tinker Creek under Interstate 81. This path would connect the west and east sides of the district, 
and could eventually connect into the system being planned by the Roanoke Valley Greenway 
Commission, making it possible to walk, run, or ride to Roanoke. The plan also calls for a system of paths 
on the east side of the district, which would funnel people from major roads and new development areas 
along the new Gateway Crossing Road and Route 11 to the proposed path along Tinker Creek. The 
potential for a path along the creek would require further study, but is an attractive option due to the level 
terrain often found near creek beds, and the existing bridge that takes Interstate 81 over the creek.  

The Appalachian Trail is another key transportation and recreation feature in this area. Up to 10,000 
people per year hike along the Appalachian Trail in the study area. The existing trail head is poorly 
marked, and parking can be difficult to find for hikers. The plan illustrates a potential new public park 
oriented around a trailhead to the Appalachian Trail. The plan shows this park, trailhead, and parking 
area on the north end of the mixed use residential district, along the proposed extension of Commons 
Parkway. Another challenge for hikers is crossing Route 220. The trail presently crosses 220 between 
Commons Parkway and Interstate 81. The plan calls for a safer crossing, which could be achieved 
through a new signalized intersection, a pedestrian-activated signal, a pedestrian safety island in the 220 
median, or a bridge over the highway. The county, National Park Service, Appalachian Trail Conservancy, 
and the Virginia Department of Transportation should work together to identify the preferred safety 
improvement. 

While Gateway Crossing is not presently served by transit, the plan does call for a park and ride lot 
somewhere near Commons Parkway and 220. The exact location of this park and ride lot will be 
determined in the future by VDOT and the county.  But the potential Commons Parkway extension could 
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create a logical turn around point for a regional transit bus running between the county and Roanoke. 
The lot could also serve carpoolers heading into Roanoke.  
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Figure 12 - Gateway Crossing Future Land Use Map and Connectivity Plan 
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4.3 Policies by Land Use Category 
Mixed Use Residential 

The mixed use residential district implements the vision of the Exit 150 Study of a mixed use residential 
community consisting mainly of townhomes and apartments in the west quadrant of Gateway Crossing, 
surrounding Tinker Mountain Road.  

Future development in this district should include a combination of mixed density residential uses, 
including apartments, townhomes, and single-family homes that incorporate a walkable community 
design and limited office and retail that serves the neighborhood. This district could also include elderly 
or age-specific residential communities. However, the majority of developed space in this district should 
be residential. Pedestrian accommodations should be provided throughout, with sidewalks, connected 
residential blocks, and trail connections to open space.  

The civic overlay district is located at the northern end of the mixed-use residential district and should 
provide amenities for hikers, open park space, and parking facilities. The design should provide access 
to the Appalachian Trail from Route 220 and access to the local system of shared use paths. Surface 
parking should well screened from the park and surrounding residential development by trees and 
greenery. Park space should serve both hikers and residents. 

The table below describes preferred design principles for future development in this district. These 
principles reflect elements of traditional neighborhood design, which is appropriate in urban development 
areas such as Gateway Crossing. These principles may inform future updates to the county’s 
development code for the area. They are also illustrated through the example photographs that follow 
the table.  

Table 6 - Mixed Use Residential District Design Principles 

Design Principles Mixed Use Residential 

General Character The mixed use residential district should provide a diverse mix of 
housing types and may also include complementary neighborhood-
scale commercial uses to meet the community’s needs. Future 
housing, shops, and civic spaces should be well connected by streets 
designed to accommodate all users. Views of the nearby mountain 
ridges and access to the Appalachian Trail are important 
distinguishing features of the neighborhood.  

Appropriate Land Uses The mixed use residential district should be at least 75 percent 
residential (by developed area) and incorporate a range of residential 
types. Up to 25 percent of the developed area may be other 
compatible uses, such as retail, home offices, or civic uses. 

General Scale & Intensity The mixed use residential district should include residential densities 
of generally 4 dwelling units per acre for single family homes, 6 
dwelling units per acre for townhomes, and 12 dwelling units per acre 
for apartments. These densities are consistent with state code 
provisions for Urban Development Areas (UDAs). Floor area ratios 
(FAR) for retail and office spaces should be generally 0.4, which is 
also consistent with the state code for UDAs.    

Built Form Future development in the mixed use residential district should 
incorporate features such as rear-alley access to parking behind 
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Design Principles Mixed Use Residential 

homes, front porches and limited front setbacks for residential 
development to foster social interaction, common green spaces 
shared by residents, neighborhood-scale retail with parking relegated 
to the rear of the building, and a variety of housing types and styles to 
accommodate residents at all stages of life. 

Transportation & Connectivity Pedestrian accommodations should be provided throughout the 
district, with uninterrupted sidewalks on both sides of new streets 
(except where a shared use path is provided); short, connected 
residential blocks with a perimeter of 2,000 feet for less; and shared 
use path connections to open space and regional destinations. New 
streets should form a network that provides multiple pathways through 
the area and to the larger Gateway Crossing district and region.    

Appropriate Public Facilities Facilities serving the local community are appropriate in this district, 
such as an elementary school, public library, community center, or 
small pocket parks.  

 

 
Figure 13 - Example Photographs, Mixed Use Residential District 
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Figure 14 - Example Photographs, Civic Overlay District 

Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial 

The mixed use neighborhood commercial designation applies to the north quadrant, which is west of Exit 
150 and north of the mixed use residential area. It straddles the Appalachian Trail right of way and Route 
220. This area should include commercial development oriented towards meeting the needs of the local 
community. It may include a mix of small-scale retail shops, offices (medical as well as professional 
services), civic spaces, pocket parks, and other uses to meet local needs. Residential development 
including apartments, townhomes, and live-work units may also be mixed in to complement the residential 
mixed use to the south. However, the majority of the developed space by square footage should be 
commercial. Pedestrian accommodations should be provided throughout, with sidewalks, connected 
blocks, and shared use path connections to open space. 

The table below describes preferred design principles for future development in this district. These 
principles reflect elements of traditional neighborhood design, which is appropriate in urban development 
areas such as Gateway Crossing. These principles may inform future updates to the county’s 
development code for the area. They are also illustrated through the example photographs that follow 
the table.  

Table 7 - Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial District Design Principles 

Design Principles Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial 

General Character The mixed use neighborhood commercial district is a local 
employment and services activity center, with uses that should be 
oriented towards meeting the needs of neighborhood and county 
residents. Land uses in this district should be well connected by 
streets designed to accommodate all users. Views of the nearby 
mountain ridges and access to the Appalachian Trail are important 
distinguishing features of the area. 

Appropriate Land Uses The mixed use neighborhood commercial district should have a range 
of commercial uses, which may include retail shops, offices for 
medical and professional services, civic spaces, and small pocket 
parks or neighborhood parks. 50 percent or more of the developed 
area in the district should be used for commercial purposes. 
Associated residential development should include higher density 
housing types, such as apartments or townhomes. Live-work units are 
also appropriate.   
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Design Principles Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial 

General Scale & Intensity Future development in this district should have a walkable and 
compact character with a mix of densities and intensity of uses. 
Residential densities should range from 6 to 15 dwelling units per acre 
and floor area ratios for commercial space should be generally 0.4. 
These densities are consistent with the state codes for urban 
development areas (UDAs). 

Built Form Built form in the mixed use neighborhood commercial district should 
include medium height mixed use buildings (up to 4 stories) with 
narrow building setbacks from the street right of way, buildings 
fronting the street, and parking relegated to the rear or sides of the 
buildings. Taller buildings should be in the center of the district, and 
may include a vertical mix of uses with first floor retail or office and 
office or residential on upper floors. Transitioning away from the 
center, buildings should be 1 or 2 stories and designed for 
compatibility with adjacent communities and open spaces.  

Transportation & Connectivity The mixed use neighborhood district should be pedestrian and 
bicycle-friendly with small block perimeters (2,000 feet or less), low 
speed streets, uninterrupted sidewalks on both sides of all streets 
(except where a shared use path is provided), shared use paths that 
connect to the regional trail network, and collector streets capable of 
accommodating bus transit in the future. The district should have good 
access to an arterial street with excellent access and connections to 
the surrounding area. Shared-access driveways should be used to 
limit new access points and maintain traffic flow on major streets and 
arterial highways.  

Appropriate Public Facilities Facilities serving the neighborhood and broader county are 
appropriate in this district including a public safety facility (police/fire), 
public library, village park or pedestrian plaza, farmers market 
pavilion, schools, community activity centers, and a park and ride lot 
that supports carpooling or bus transit. 
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Figure 15 - Example Photographs, Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial District 

 

Mixed Use Highway Commercial 

The mixed use highway commercial designation applies to the non-industrial areas east of Interstate 81. 
The Exit 150 improvements scheduled for completion in 2018 will make access to this area more 
convenient for both interstate travelers and residents. Future development in this district may include a 
combination of service related commercial uses including hospitality, lodging, retail, and office uses. 
These may include compatibly designed hotel, restaurant or service station uses. This district may also 
include some high density residential uses. However, the majority of the developed space by square 
footage should be commercial. Pedestrian accommodations should be provided throughout, with 
sidewalks, and trail connections to open space. 

The table below describes preferred design principles for future development in this district. These 
principles reflect elements of traditional neighborhood design, which is appropriate in urban development 
areas such as Gateway Crossing. These principles may inform future updates to the county’s 
development code for the area. They are also illustrated through the example photographs that follow 
the table.  

 

Table 8 - Mixed Use Highway Commercial District Design Principles 

Design Principles Mixed Use Highway Commercial 

General Character The mixed use highway commercial district is the front door to 
Botetourt County. Future development should support an attractive 
gateway with extensive landscaping and signage that is low to the 
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Design Principles Mixed Use Highway Commercial 

ground. The district is also a regional service and employment center, 
with a mix of higher density commercial, residential, civic, and 
entertainment uses oriented towards both highway through-travelers 
and residents of the region.  

Appropriate Land Uses Development in the mixed use highway commercial district should 
include a variety of service-oriented commercial uses. These may 
include hotels, restaurants, an outlet retail center, and service stations 
designed to be compatible with the goals of a walkable district with a 
mixture of uses. The district may also include medical, retail, and 
office uses that serve the region. This district may also include high 
density residential uses and regional attractions. However, at least 70 
percent of the developed area should be for commercial uses.  

General Scale & Intensity The development in this area should be higher density and intensity 
with a more urban feel. Residential densities should range from 6 to 
20 dwelling units per acre. Floor area ratio for commercial uses should 
generally be 0.4 and higher.   

Built Form The built form in this district should be more urban in character. 
Building heights may range from 2 to 8 stories, with higher density 
towards the center of the district. Development on the periphery of the 
district should be compatible in scale and function with adjacent lower 
density development. Parking should be relegated to the rear or sides 
of buildings, with narrow front setbacks creating an interesting 
streetscape that makes walking attractive.  

Transportation & Connectivity This district is located in the non-industrial areas east of I-81, near the 
planned improvements for the Exit 150 interchange. This makes 
regional access a critical function of the transportation system. New 
streets connections should be provided to improve both local and 
regional access. All streets should have uninterrupted sidewalks on 
both sides (except where a shared use path is provided). They may 
also include bicycle lanes or shared use paths that provide 
connections to the emerging regional trail network. New streets and 
development should preserve opportunities for bus transit in the 
future. Shared-access driveways should be used to limit new access 
points and maintain traffic flow on major streets and arterial highways. 

Appropriate Public Facilities Facilities serving the neighborhood, county, and broader region are 
appropriate in this district including a public safety facility (police/fire), 
hospital, recreation center, library, middle or high school, and a park 
and ride lot that supports carpooling or bus transit. 
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Figure 16 - Example Photographs, Mixed Use Highway Commercial District 

 

4.4 Streetscape Plan 
Walkable streets are an important part of the county’s vision for Gateway Crossing. The design of new 
streets is an important tool for achieving this vision. The graphics in the following figures illustrate street 
design concepts that support all modes of transportation, including vehicles, pedestrians, bicycles, and 
eventually transit.  

The future land use plan showed a potential network of new collector and local streets. The purpose of 
these types of streets is to provide access to developed areas, and to connect these areas to the larger 
arterial roads that provide for mobility within a community or region. The local streets provide direct 
access to abutting land uses, such as houses or businesses. Meanwhile, the collectors connect these 
local streets to the arterials, such as Route 220 and Route 11. These streets, because they directly serve 
neighborhoods and commercial centers, should be designed for slower traffic speeds. 

The following graphics illustrate cross section concepts for six potential new street types. These include 
new collector and local streets in the mixed-use residential district, new collector and local streets in the 
mixed-use neighborhood commercial district, and new collector and local streets in the mixed-use 
highway commercial district. Each of the cross section concepts shows accommodations for all users. 
They each include: 

 A sidewalk of varying widths with a minimum width of five feet on both sides of the street for 
pedestrians. 

 A planting strip or amenity zone between the street and sidewalk for items such as street trees 
and benches, which also creates a buffer between vehicle traffic and pedestrians. 
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 Eleven-foot wide travel lanes, which are sufficient for vehicles, yet are not overly wide, and 
discourage faster traffic which is incompatible with walkable neighborhoods.  

 On-street parking, which provides access to homes and businesses, and acts as a buffer 
between the vehicle travel lanes and pedestrians on the sidewalk. 

 Narrow setbacks, which improve pedestrian access to homes and businesses, while also 
creating an interesting streetscape that encourages people to walk more.   

 Bike accommodations either through a shared use path, a bike lane that is five feet in width, or 
a shared lane marking (sharrow) that sends a message that the travel lanes are for both vehicles 
and bicycles.  

These concepts illustrate preferred cross sections for creating walkable neighborhoods and commercial 
centers. However, the final design of any new street should be reviewed with VDOT to ensure it will meet 
all of their standards for acceptance into the state system for maintenance.   
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Figure 17 - Cross Section Concepts for Streets in the Mixed Use Residential District 
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Figure 18 - Cross Section Concepts for Streets in the Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial District 
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Figure 19 - Cross Section Concepts for Streets in the Mixed Use Highway Commercial District 
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4.5 Access Management  
The public outreach associated with this plan revealed access management on Routes 220 and 11 as a 
key concern. This section identifies key access management issues in the 220 corridor from Glebe Road 
to the new Gateway Crossing Road, and on Route 11 within the Gateway Crossing study area. The 
section concludes with a toolbox of options for improving access management in this area.  

The consulting team evaluated access points along Route 220 and Route 11 compared to the VDOT 
access standards included in the August 2016 revision of the Road Design Manual. The standards in the 
manual are listed by the functional classification and posted speed limit of the roadway being studied.  
VDOT also has established specific access management standards for roadways with access points 
adjacent to interstate ramp termini locations.  The VDOT standards are shown below in Figures 20 and 
21.  

Figure 20 - Minimum Spacing Standards for Commercial Entrances, Intersections, and Median Crossovers10 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                

 
10 A crossover is a break or gap in the median of a roadway that allows turning movements.  
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Figure 21 - Minimum Spacing Standards for Intersections and Commercial Entrances Near Interchange Areas on Multilane 
Crossroads 

 

 
 

Route 220 is classified as a principal arterial with a posted speed of 45 miles per hour north and south of 
the I-81 interchange and has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour within the interchange area 
between Commons Parkway/Wesley Road and Route 11.  Route 11 is classified as a minor arterial and 
has a posted speed limit of 35 miles per hour along the northern portion between Kinzie Road and Olde 
Route 604.  South of Olde Route 604, the posted speed limit is 45 miles per hour. 

The existing access points along Route 220 within the Gateway Crossing Study Area are shown in Figure 
22 for the northern portion of the study area and in Figure 23 for the southern portion. The existing access 
points along Route 11 are shown in Figure 24. The consulting team compared the distances between 
crossover locations and signalized intersections to the VDOT spacing standards described previously.  
Of the 18 crossovers and signalized intersections along Route 220, ten locations do not meet the 
standard distance. There are also approximately 64 direct access points along Route 220, most of which 
do not meet the VDOT spacing standards; particularly directly north of the I-81 interchange. Within this 
area, there are several small commercial properties, each having multiple access points onto Route 220.  
South of the I-81 interchange, there is only one commercial entrance along Route 220 which does not 
meet the required spacing distance. The intersection of Route 220 and Route 11 is approximately 280 
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feet east of the off-ramp from northbound I-81 and 400 feet east of the on-ramp to northbound I-81.  
Neither of these distances meet the VDOT standard of 1320 that is required for a four-legged intersection 
adjacent to an interchange ramp terminus. 

  



Gateway Crossing Area Plan - DRAFT 
 

 
 
GATEWAY CROSSING AREA PLAN  44 

 
Figure 22 - Access Management Assessment, Route 220 from Glebe Road (north) to cemetery (south) 
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Figure 23 - Access Management Assessment, Route 220 from cemetery (north) to Spring Hollow Road (south) 
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Route 11 is classified as a minor arterial and is a four-lane undivided roadway for much of the corridor 
within the Gateway Crossing study area, except for the segment between the northern I-81 off-ramp and 
the northern limits of the study area, where it merges down to one lane in each direction. There is also a 
small segment that includes a raised median for approximately 450 feet between the intersection with 
Route 220 and the Dollar General Market entrance; this segment is the only portion of Route 11 in the 
study area with access management. As presented in Figure 24, there are approximately 48 direct access 
points to along the 1.5-mile portion of Route 11 within the study area; 41 access points are located in the 
most northern one-mile segment which has a 35 mile per hour posted speed limit, while there are only 
seven direct access points in the most southern half-mile segment, which has a 45 mile per hour speed 
limit. There is only one signalized intersection along Route 11 in the study area at the intersection with 
Route 220. As discussed previously, this intersection does not meet the VDOT required 1320-foot 
distance from the I-81 interchange ramp termini. 
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Figure 24 - Access Management Assessment, Route 11 from Kinzie Road (north) to railroad overpass (south) 
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There are several options for managing access on Routes 220 and 11. The benefits of access 
management can include less congestion and crashes in a corridor. Table 9 below is a toolbox of access 
management alternatives for the Route 220 and Route 11 corridors. These options are all relevant to the 
Gateway Crossing study area and should be applied as necessary to meet VDOT requirements and ease 
congestion along arterials. Figures 25 and 26 shows examples of offset left-turn lanes and directional 
median openings; these are some of the techniques that are lower cost options. 
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Table 9 - Access Management Toolbox of Alternatives 

Toolbox of Alternatives 
TYPE EXAMPLES BENEFITS 

Medians 

 Non-Traversable 
 U-Turn Treatment 
 Median without turn lanes 
 Median with turn lanes 

 Helps delineate travel lanes, separating left-
turns from through traffic 

 Improves pedestrian safety 
 Improves vehicle safety 
 Increases efficiency 
 Improves aesthetics 

Spacing 
 Traffic Signal Spacing 
 Commercial Driveway 

Spacing 

 Controls the number of access points along a 
corridor 

 Wider spacing allows for drivers to better 
respond to changing conditions 

Offset Left-
Turn Lanes 

   Improves sight distance for opposing left-
turning vehicles 

 Reduces the potential for dangerous right 
angle crashes 

Consolidation 
of                                             
Access Points 

   Reduces conflict points 
 Enhances safety 
 Lessens severity of crashes 
 Improves mobility 
 Increases connectivity 
 Develops aesthetics 
 Improves the functionality of a major roadway 
 Roadway operates more efficiently, 

channeling the turns into more predictable 
locations 

 Minimizes the number of trips on the major 
arterial 

Frontage 
Roads 

 Regular Frontage Roads 
(adjacent to mainline) 

 Reverse Frontage Roads 
(behind development) 

 Proper use of frontage roads can help 
eliminate conflict points on major route 

Alternative 
Median                  
Opening 
Configurations 

 Full median crossover 
 Directional crossover 
 Right-In/Right-Out 

 Directional median openings are appropriate 
for limiting cross traffic and exiting turns and 
exiting turns 

  

Driveway 
Location and 
Design 

  
  
  
  

 Provides geometry and a safe environment 
that accommodates the characteristics of 
various users 

 Provides areas of smooth transitional flow 
 Corner Clearance - reduction of interferences 

from side-street activity 
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Joint and 
Cross Access                
(Access 
Easements) 

 Combined Driveways 
 Interparcel Connections 

 Improves the operation and safety of the 
main highways 

 Reduces the number of trips on primary 
roadway; thereby, preserving  

 capacity 
 Reduces number of driveways on major 

streets 
 Encourages pedestrian trips 
 Encourages shorter trips in autos 
 Provides good access to all properties 

through the use of easements 
 As property develops, local government can 

require owners provide  
 for space for future public roads/accesses 
 Helps local governments achieve level of 

service goals 
 

Figure 25 - Directional Median Crossover Options 
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Figure 26 - Offset Left Turn Lane Option 

 

5. IMPLEMENTATION 

Implementing this vision will require the county to align its policies and development code with its vision. 
It will also require private entities to come forward and invest in the area. Opportunities for public and 
private collaboration should be sought out to realize the vision of Gateway Crossing. This section lays 
out some of the tools the county could use to implement its vision. No single tool is likely to make the 
vision a reality. It will take a combination of tools, and a long-term incremental approach to development, 
infrastructure investment, and redevelopment. The first section below lays out actions recommended in 
the Exit 150 study. The second section describes some tools the county can use to build the infrastructure 
needed to implement the vision.  

5.1 Exit 150 Study Implementation Actions   
The Exit 150 study laid out several recommendations and specific actions that the county should take to 
implement its vision for Gateway Crossing. The recommendations and corresponding goals are listed 
below. Recommendations that are no longer under consideration are not listed below. Some of the 
specific actions are also listed, but more detail is provided in the Exit 150 study.  

Goal 1: To create the organization capacity to implement the Exit 150 redevelopment strategy 

 Create a County Economic Development Authority dedicated to the implementation of the Exit 
150 redevelopment and other economic development initiatives. (Already completed-the County’s 
IDA was renamed the EDA in 2015) 

 Examine opportunities to assemble key properties to facilitate important redevelopment 
opportunities in cooperation with developers and property owners who propose plans consistent 
with the county's vision for Exit 150. 

 Consider the creation of a special financing district to help fund infrastructure improvements and 
other redevelopment activities. 

 Hire an experienced Executive Director and small support staff to coordinate the County's efforts 
to improve the Exit 150 area and work in partnership with property owners, business owners, real 
estate developers, the Board of Supervisors and residents.  

 Seek annual funding commitments to operate EDA. 
 Seek partnership support from Exit 150 businesses and property owners for 1/3 of EDA annual 

budget. 
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 Create an Exit 150 Special Taxing District to partially fund the EDA and to provide business 
recruitment, marketing and land development services to the study area. 

Goal 2: To improve access to key development parcels in the Exit 150 study area to increase the tax 
base, create jobs and expand housing options 

 Work in partnership will all key stakeholders to unlock development potential of vacant land 
located off Tinker Mountain Road. 

 Work in partnership with VDOT and key property owners to provide suitable site access to 
undeveloped land behind the Pilot gas station off US Route 11. 

 Prepare Gateway Crossing Access Plan. 
 Examine opportunity to connect new VDOT road connection at Alt 220/Cloverdale Road to Old 

Route 604. 

Goal 3: To limit the future impact of truck parking and traffic in the Exit 150 study area 

 Mitigate the challenge associated with truck parking and traffic demand. 

Goal 4: To seek the creation of new Park & Ride facilities on both sides of Interstate 81 Exit 150 

 Consider acquisition of VDOT Park & Ride property on US Route 220 North for future commercial 
development and a shared Park & Ride facility. 

Goal 5: To adopt and implement planning and zoning measures to create opportunities for future 
(re)development to occur 

 Rezone vacant land off Tinker Mountain Road to accommodate a mixed-use development 
consisting of commercial, apartments and townhome development at higher densities. 

 Draft a new mixed-use zoning classification that specifically addresses the need for a higher 
density development in areas designated as urban growth districts (UGD) and designate this area as a 
UGD. 

 Encourage development plans that incorporate new walking/biking trails and connect to, and 
capitalize on the Appalachian Trail. 

 Encourage the introduction of higher density housing options (e.g., apartments, townhomes, 
condominiums) as part of any development in this area. 

 Consider the benefits of rezoning the mixed business/agriculture/industrial zone between 
Cloverdale Road and Old Route 604 as B3 Business or SC Shopping Center. 

 Consider the creation of an Exit 150 overlay zone to allow more integrated mixed-use 
development in the study area. 

Goal 6: To make necessary public infrastructure improvements in locations that will stimulate private 
investment and (re)development 

 Make streetscape improvements on US Route 11 south of Cloverdale Road to improve aesthetics 
and pedestrian amenities. 

 Improve bicycle/pedestrian system. 
 Evaluate opportunities with VDOT (i.e. grant funding) to enhance safety of the existing AT 

crossing on US Route 220. 
 Further develop the streetscape edge conditions with signage, wayfinding, lighting and 

landscaping strategies presented on the conceptual land use plan and conceptual sections to 
create a study-wide program to guide future development. 
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 Make streetscape improvements on the eastern segment of Alt. Route 220 from the new 
signalized intersection to Common Parkway at First Citizens Bank. 

Goal 7: To adopt mechanisms for financing public investments in the Exit 150 study area 

 Create a synthetic tax increment financing district to finance public infrastructure and related 
development costs in conjunction with key (re)development projects. 

Goal 8: To adopt a policy for providing development incentives to assist projects that are consistent with 
the County's Exit 150 development plan and vision 

 Establish criteria for the use of public funds in partnership with other public and private funding to 
achieve (re)development goals. 

 Identify (re)development initiatives that require the use of public funds or the powers and 
authorities of the EDA to be successful. 

 Consider the use of declining tax abatements for property owners making significant private 
investments to redevelop their properties. 

5.2 Funding Options for Infrastructure  
This section lists some additional financing and funding options available to local governments in Virginia. 
The county may consider using some of these options to implement the Gateway Crossing vision.  

Grant Programs 

The Transportation Partnership Opportunity Fund (TPOF) is to be used by the Governor of Virginia 
through the Design-Build provisions of the Virginia Code (§33.1-12(2)(b)) pursuant to the Public Private 
Partnership Act of 1995 (Virginia Code § 56-556 et seq.). The Governor can also use TPOF monies for 
transportation aspects of economic development projects. Grants can be up to $5 million, while loans up 
to $30 million can be obtained interest free, but require repayment within 7 years. While flexible, TPOF 
funds are limited to use when the capacity of existing funding mechanisms has been exceeded. 

Revenue Leveraging 

The Transportation Funding and Reform Act of 2007 (HB 3202) allows counties to raise commercial 
property taxes as much as $0.25. Funds can be spent on roadway, pedestrian, and transit projects. 

SMART SCALE 

Local governments may submit funding requests through the state’s SMART SCALE program for 
transportation projects that support Urban Development Areas. Access management and bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements are among the project types that are eligible for funding through SMART 
SCALE. Applications are due annually on September 30. The SMART SCALE cycle will transition to a 
bi-annual application process beginning in 2017. Visit http://vasmartscale.org/ for more information.  

Revenue Sharing 

The Virginia Department of Transportation Revenue-Sharing Program is authorized under Virginia Code 
§33.1-2305. The program allows for Virginia Department of Transportation funds to match locality funds 
for improvement, construction, or reconstruction on any functional class of roadway. A locality can 
request funds for projects in other localities. A locality may apply for up to a maximum of $10 million in 
matching allocations. Up to $5 million of these requested funds may be specified for maintenance projects. 

http://vasmartscale.org/
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General Obligation Bond Financing 

General obligation bonds provide up-front capital financed through a revenue stream backed by local 
government tax revenues (primarily property tax). However, there are nearly always competing priorities 
for the use of general obligation bonds, since they are commonly used for many local capital projects, 
including schools, parks, and libraries. Infrastructure improvements in the Gateway Crossing area would 
need to be put in the County’s Capital Improvements Program (CIP) in conjunction with local funding 
allocations and financing provisions. 

Service Districts 

Service districts may be created by any locality, by ordinance (Code of Virginia (§ 15.2-2400). The locality 
must hold a public hearing prior to the creation of any district. Two localities may jointly act to create such 
a district located in both localities.  

Service districts are created to provide additional, more complete, or more timely services of government 
than are desired in the locality as a whole. Once an ordinance creating a service district is adopted, the 
governing body has additional powers pertaining to the district, including: 

• to construct, maintain, and operate such facilities and equipment as may be necessary or 
desirable to provide additional, more complete, or more timely governmental services within a 
service district. 

• to provide construction, maintenance, and general upkeep of streets and roads, public 
transportation systems serving the district, including the acquisition of real estate necessary to 
provide such services. 

• to levy and collect an annual tax upon any property in the service district subject to local taxation 
to pay for providing the additional governmental services. Note, however, in contrast with the 
Community Development Authority provisions, such annual tax shall not be levied for or used to 
pay for schools, police, or general government services. 

In addition to the taxes and assessments provide for by the enabling legislation, a locality may contribute 
money from its general fund as it deems appropriate to pay for the governmental services authorized 
within the service district. The proceeds from any annual tax or portion thereof collected for road 
construction may be accumulated and set aside for such period of time as is necessary to finance such 
construction. 

Community Development Authorities (CDA) 

Community Development Authorities may be established by the governing body upon petition from 51 
percent of the land area or assessed value of land in any tract or tracts of land in a proposed district 
(Code of Virginia (§ 15.2-5152). 

The locality may then adopt a resolution or ordinance creating the authority, after a public hearing. The 
resolution or ordinance is then recorded in the land records of the circuit court for each parcel included 
in the district. Two localities may jointly act to create such a district located in both localities. 

The main powers of a CDA are to finance, fund, plan, construct, operate, and maintain the infrastructure 
improvements enumerated in the ordinance establishing the district. These can include acquisition of 
land; construction or improvement of roads, bridges, parking facilities, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, traffic 
signals, storm water management and retention systems, gas and electric lines and street lights, parks, 
cultural and educational uses; fencing and landscaping; fire stations, water mains and plugs, fire trucks, 
rescue vehicles and other vehicles and equipment; and school buildings and related structures. 
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A CDA may issue revenue bonds, subject to terms and conditions as may be established in the ordinance 
or resolution establishing the district, for all costs associated with the improvements. Revenue bonds 
must be payable solely from revenues received by the development authority. The revenue bonds issued 
by a CDA do not require the consent of the locality, except where consent is specifically required by the 
provisions of the authorizing resolution, and such bonds are not deemed to constitute a debt or obligation 
of the local governing body. The CDA may provide that the locality annually collects a special tax on 
taxable real property within the CDA’s jurisdiction to finance the services and facilities provided by the 
authority. Unless requested by every property owner within the proposed district, the rate of the special 
tax cannot be more than $0.25 per $100 of the assessed fair market value of any taxable real estate. 

Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 

The governing body of any county, city, or town may adopt tax increment financing by passing an 
ordinance designating a development project area and providing that real estate taxes in the development 
project area shall be assessed, collected, and allocated such that the future gains in tax revenues created 
by the improvements are used to finance the improvements (Virginia Code §58.1-3245.2).  

When a public project (e.g., sidewalk improvements) is constructed, surrounding property values 
generally increase and encourage surrounding development or redevelopment. The increased tax 
revenues are then dedicated to finance the debt created by the original public improvement project.  

The local assessing officer records in the land book both the base assessed value and the current 
assessed value of the real estate in the development project area. Real estate taxes attributable to the 
increased value between the current assessed value of any parcel of real estate and the base assessed 
value of such real estate are allocated by the local treasurer and paid into a special fund entitled the "Tax 
Increment Financing Fund" to pay the principal and interest on obligations issued or development project 
cost commitments entered into to finance the development project costs. 

Tax Increment Financing typically occurs within designated Urban Renewal Areas (URA) that meet 
certain economic criteria and approved by a local governing body. To be eligible for this financing, a 
project (or a portion of it) must be located within the URA. 

Conditional Zoning 

The Virginia General Assembly enabled conditional zoning to address the shortcomings of traditional 
zoning methods when competing and incompatible land uses conflict (Virginia Code §15.2-2296-2203). 
While it is technically a zoning tool, it is also a tool for funding infrastructure and the financial impacts of 
growth.  

Conditional zoning allows reasonable conditions, known as proffers, to be offered by the applicant during 
a rezoning process as a way of mitigating the impacts of the proposed rezoning. Proffers may include 
land, infrastructure, cash, or other conditions or constraints on the use of the property. These proffers, if 
accepted by the governing body as part of the rezoning approval, become part of the zoning ordinance 
as it applies to that property. In theory, conditional zoning allows land to be rezoned that might not 
otherwise be rezoned because the proffers will protect the community or area affected by the rezoning. 

All proffers must be made voluntarily. A governing body is not authorized to require a specific proffer as 
a condition to granting a rezoning. However, there may be times, in the near or longer-term future, where 
an owner may indeed wish to rezone their property in the Gateway Crossing area, in which case proffers 
could come into play. 
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6. SUMMARY 

Gateway Crossing is the front door of Botetourt County. As such, it creates a first impression for travelers 
on Interstate 81 and Routes 11 and 220. It is also a centrally located place for many of the county’s 
residents, making it a critical commercial area. For decades traffic congestion has limited the potential of 
Gateway Crossing. The VDOT improvements at Exit 150 offer a rare opportunity to transform this area 
into a thriving community that serves both the interstate highway travelers and local residents. This plan 
creates a policy framework for achieving the county’s vision for long-term development and 
redevelopment in the area.  

The next important step will be for the county to review and revise its zoning ordinance as needed to 
enable the type of development it would like to see. The county may also consider requesting 
transportation funds through the state SmartScale program to implement some of the transportation 
improvements described in this plan. Once this plan is complete, the county is planning future studies for 
how the Gateway Crossing district can be connected better to Blue Ridge, Troutville, and Fincastle.  



 

  

Chapter II: Population and Demographics 

 

This chapter provides an overview and analysis of trends that may shape the future of the County. 
Evaluating changes in a community's population and demographics over time helps us to better 
understand and plan for future needs that should be addressed in the goals, objectives and policies of 
the comprehensive plan.  

 
Key Trends 
The population of Botetourt is aging, with 59% of residents over 40 years old. An aging population 
creates unique challenges in regards to the provision of services, mobility and housing needs.   

 
The age demographics of the county are polarized, with a notable decrease in population aged 20 
to 34 years and 35 to 44 years. Retaining and attracting this segment of the population will be an 
important component to ensuring an active workforce and sustained growth.  
 
The racial and cultural composition of the county remains fairly homogenous, but trends point 
towards a gradual diversification of the population. How institutions and services, particularly public 
schools, respond to the challenges and opportunities presented by an increasingly diverse population 
will be an important consideration moving forward. 
 
Ninety-one percent of county residents, aged 25 years and older, have an educational attainment 
of high school or above. Overall, 17% of citizens have obtained bachelor’s degrees and 7% have 
obtained graduate or professional degrees. Improving support systems that encourage students to 
apply for and attend institutions of higher education or complete trade certifications while simultaneously 
retaining or attracting residents with college degrees will be important to the County’s growth and 
economic prosperity. 
 
The workforce of Botetourt is highly mobile. Only 14% of the workforce lives and works in the area. 
Diversifying housing and career options may help to capture some of this mobile workforce—creating a 
community to both live in and work.  

Existing housing stock is primarily low density, single-family homes that are owner occupied. 
The average home value is $210,300 which is higher than neighboring localities. Recent economic 
announcements within the county and surrounding region, paired with shifting demographics, have 
highlighted the importance of constructing new housing that will meet the needs of a growing workforce 
and the changing preferences of current residents. 
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Population Growth and Density  
Beginning in 1970, the county experienced significant population growth. Figure 1 illustrates the growth 
of Botetourt County compared to municipalities in the Roanoke Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA), 
depicting where each decade falls within the overall population growth and decline of each locality.  

Between 1970 and 2013, the County grew 82% with significant increases during the decades of 1970 
and 1990, while, overall, the Roanoke MSA only grew by 33% during the same timeframe. Recent data 
suggests a much slower rate of population growth than previous decades. From 2000 to 2010, growth in 
the County occurred at a rate of 8%, compared to a 22% increase between 1990 to 2000. The growth 
rate for the Roanoke MSA during this same time period (2000-2010) was a more modest 7%.  

Populations across all municipalities have somewhat stabilized since 2010. Growth over the past five 
years in Botetourt reflects this trend, with population estimates suggesting an increase of only 0.6% 
between 2010-2015. 

 Figure 1. Peer County Comparison of Population Growth Trends- 1900-2015 

 
Source:  * U.S. Census Bureau, July 1, 2015 Population Estimates; **American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-

Year Estimates 
 

These trends are typical of rural communities across the state. Data from the University of Virginia 
suggests that the death rate in Botetourt County has exceeded the birth rate between the years of 2010-
2015 (Table 1). This phenomenon is referred to as natural decrease and is caused by two interrelated 
factors, the first of which being a local age structure that has fewer young adults of child bearing age and 
a large surplus of older adults. Second, natural decrease is also attributed to lower fertility rates than in 
the past, with individuals choosing to postpone childbirth and have fewer children. As with many rural 
communities of the state, population growth has been reliant on the influx of new residents. Rural 
communities, such as Botetourt, experiencing slight population growth are typically near urban centers 
and they tend to attract retirees or those close to retiring.  
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Table 1. Change Since 2010 Census & Components of Change 

April 1, 2010 
Census 

July 1, 2015 
Estimate 

Numeric  
Change 

Births minus 
 Deaths 

Net Migration 

33,148 33,486 338 -279 617 
Source: Weldon Cooper Center for Public Service, Demographics Research Group, University of Virginia 

 

Population growth is an indicator of existing demand for services and can be used to predict future need 
for public services such as education, recreation, and public safety. The Virginia Employment 
Commission (VEC) predicts Botetourt County's population will grow to 38,885 in 2040, a projected 17% 
increase from 2015. The VEC population forecasts take into account anticipated growth rates and 
projected job growth in the region and state, as well as actual growth rates experienced by the county in 
the past, and therefore provides the best representation of the future population size of Botetourt County. 

 

Table 2. Virginia Employment Commission Population Forecast 

 
Year 

 
Botetourt 

 
% Change 

 
Virginia 

 
% Change 

2000 30,496 --------- 7,079,030 --------- 
2010 33,148 8.70% 8,001,024 13.02% 
2020 35,235 6.30% 8,811,512 10.13% 
2030 37,121 5.35% 9,645,281 9.46% 
2040 38,885 4.75% 10,530,229 9.17% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Virginia Employment Commission 

 

As population expanded during the 1980s and 1990s, population density for the entire County increased 
from 42 persons per square mile in 1980, to 56 persons per square mile in 2000, a 33% increase. 
Between 2000 and 2010, density increased by 9%, reaching 61 persons per square mile. Table 3 and 
Map 2 (Population Distribution-2010) show total population and density in the year 2010 by U.S. Census 
Blocks. As of 2010, 76% of the population was concentrated in the southern part of the County, 
specifically in Census Tracts 403, 404, and 405. Map 4 illustrates the 2014 estimated population 
distribution based on the location of dwelling units. 

 

Table 3. Population Density by Census Tract (2010) 

 401 402 403 404 405 Total 
Square Miles 239 132 121 31 24 547 
Population 3,498 4,294 10,521 7,099 7,736 33,148 
Population/Sq. Mi. 15 33 87 229 322 61 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census. 
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Demographic Characteristics 
This section will focus on demographic characteristics of the population in Botetourt County, looking at 
age, gender, and race. While the population of Botetourt County is no longer growing at such a high rate 
in 2015 as it was in previous decades, the demographics continue to shift due to a variety of factors.  

The population of Botetourt County is aging, as demonstrated by Table 4, with 31% of citizens aged 40-
59 years old and 28% aged 60 years and over. Together this equates to 59% of the population over the 
age of 40. 

Table 4. Age Group Trends - Botetourt County (2000-2015) 

Age  
Group 

2000  
Census 

2010 
Census 

2011  
(Est.) 

2012  
(Est.) 

2013  
(Est.) 

2014  
(Est.) 

Under 19 
years  

               
7,772  

              
8,095  

          
7,875  

          
7,769  

          
7,485  

          
7,351  

20 to 39 
               
7,084  

              
6,097  

          
5,955  

          
5,945  

          
5,998  

          
6,118  

40 to 59 
             
10,064  

           
11,019  

        
10,844  

        
10,741  

        
10,522  

        
10,347  

Over 60 years 
               
5,576  

              
7,937  

          
8,378  

          
8,702  

          
9,024  

          
9,284  

Total 
Population 

             
30,496  

           
33,148  

        
33,052  

        
33,157  

        
33,029  

        
33,100  

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division, June 2015 

 

Figure 2 offers a visualization of the demographic structure of the county in 2014. The largest cohort of 
individuals is between 45 and 69 years of age—with the population aged 19 and under reflecting this 
distribution—as these are likely the children of persons within this cohort.  The notable drop in population 
aged 20-29 years is likely due to children of residents leaving to pursue educational and career 
opportunities.  
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Figure 2. 2014 Population Age Groups 

 
Source:  2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 

Figure 3 provides a visual comparison of age group distribution and growth over the past three decades. 
The data shows that there has been a decrease in the population of 25 to 34 year olds as well as in 35 
to 44 year olds. This population, also referred to as a household forming population, is the group which 
is often most active in the workforce as well as being most likely to have children to attend Botetourt 
County schools.  

 

Figure 3. Age Group Growth Trends for Botetourt County: 1990-2014 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 1990, 2000 and 2010; 2014 American Community Survey 5-

Year Estimates 
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The median age for Botetourt county is estimated to be 46 years, likewise for Craig County, which is 
roughly three years higher than the median age of the Roanoke MSA overall. More urban peers have the 
lowest median ages, with Roanoke City maintaining a stable median age of 38 years since 2000. This 
trend may reflect a lack of younger, household forming generations moving to Botetourt and similar rural 
communities when deciding where to live and work. 

 

Figure 4. Median Age, Peer County Comparison 

 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 2000 and 2010; *2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-
Year Estimates 

 

 

Table 5 shows projections of the population to 2040, broken down by gender. This table shows a 
continuation of trends seen in the previous tables and figures. Of note is the general proportion of female 
to male residents. The female population is projected to be greater than the male population, with the 
gap growing in each successive decade. This disparity may be due to the fact that women generally live 
longer than men. However, it is unclear whether the data in Table 5 reflect recent economic 
announcements which are projected to increase the number of jobs in Botetourt County by 1,000 in the 
next 10 years and could subsequently cause an increase in population.  
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Table 5. Population Projections by Age and Gender - Botetourt County 

 2020 2030 2040 
Age Female Male Female Male Female Male 
Under 5 years 812 818 886 893 944 951 
5 to 9 years 873 910 961 1,002 1,036 1,081 
10 to 14 years 1,116 1,198 1,132 1,215 1,245 1,337 
15 to 19 years 1,112 1,254 985 1,111 1,094 1,234 
20 to 24 years 713 770 716 773 732 791 
25 to 29 years 659 811 761 936 680 836 
30 to 34 years 955 830 1,067 927 1,079 938 
35 to 39 years 964 919 1,127 1,074 1,312 1,251 
40 to 44 years 935 910 1,185 1,152 1,335 1,298 
45 to 49 years 1,219 1,161 1,140 1,086 1,344 1,280 
50 to 54 years 1,293 1,339 990 1,025 1,285 1,310 
55 to 59 years 1,561 1,526 1,301 1,271 1,227 1,199 
60 to 64 years 1,430 1,453 1,329 1,350 1,028 1,042 
65 to 69 years 1,372 1,315 1,537 1,472 1,291 1,237 
70 to 74 years 1,163 1,037 1,355 1,208 1,270 1,132 
75 to 79 years 699 598 1,042 891 1,177 1,007 
80 to 84 years 464 319 771 530 906 623 
85 years and over 505 223 639 282 955 421 

TOTALS 17,845 17,391 18,924 18,198 19,918 18,968 
35,236 37,122 38,886 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Botetourt County Community Profile, October 2016 

 

The racial and cultural composition of Botetourt County remains fairly homogenous. In 1990, 
approximately 95.3% of the population was white. This number has changed very little in subsequent 
years, with the numbers in 2010 describing 94.7% of the population as white. Table 6 shows the 
demographic breakdown of the different racial and ethnic groups within the county, as well as the percent 
change of those populations from 1990 to 2010. Of particular note in this table is a large increase in the 
Hispanic population, though the overall representation of this demographic remains 1% of the total county 
population. According to estimates from the American Community Survey, a supplement to the official 
decennial census, the racial/ethnic makeup of the county has changed very little between 2010-2014.  
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Table 6. Racial and Cultural Composition - Botetourt County (1990-2010) 

Group 1990 2000 2010 % Change 
Total Population 24,992 30,496 33,148 33% 
White 23,818 28,944 31,397 32% 
White/Hispanic 82 111 257 213% 
White/Non-Hispanic 23,736 28,833 31,140 31% 
Black 1,035 1,073 1,004 -3% 
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 22 66 N/A 200% 
Asian or Pacific Islander 97 145 175 80% 
Total Hispanic 107 181 356 233% 
Other Race 20 59 N/A 195% 
2 or More Races N/A 209 345 65% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 1990, 2000 and 2010 
 

 

Estimates from the Census Bureau for the year 2040 suggest a 5-6% change in the racial and ethnic 
composition of the county. 

 

Figure 5. Population by Race, 2013-2040          Figure 6. Population by Ethnicity, 2013-2040 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau   
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Education 
Botetourt County has a relatively well-educated population, with 91% of residents having completed high 
school or above. Figure 7 explores the educational attainment of Botetourt’s 18 years or older population, 
and compares that to state and national statistics. Botetourt has a proportionally greater percentage of 
the population with at least a high school diploma than both the state and the United States as a whole. 
However, the county has a slightly lower percentage of people with a Bachelor’s or graduate degree than 
the broader state population, though the numbers are closer to national averages for these categories. 

 

Figure 7. Educational Attainment – County, State and National Data 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2010-2014 
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Income 
Table 7 shows the Median Annual Gross Income across Botetourt and peer localities. From these 
estimates, it becomes apparent that Botetourt has a higher median income, with 2014 estimates being 
$63,011 for Botetourt compared to an average of $50,172 for the entire Roanoke MSA. Roanoke 
County’s median household income growth mirrors that of Botetourt and is the most closely comparable 
of the peer localities, with a median income of $60,950.  

Table 7. Median Annual Household Income, Peer County Comparison 

Municipality 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 % Change 
Botetourt County  $59,823   $64,724   $65,633   $66,053   $65,935   $63,011  5% 
Roanoke County  $57,800   $59,446   $62,895   $61,686   $60,795   $60,950  5% 
Salem City   $47,746   $48,828   $48,050   $47,776   $48,733   $50,590  6% 
Craig County  $48,845   $51,291   $54,120   $47,691   $47,806   $46,658  -4% 
Franklin County  $45,578   $45,555   $47,606   $45,049   $45,624   $44,827  -2% 
Roanoke City   $35,811   $36,422   $37,753   $38,265   $38,145   $39,530  10% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

 

A more in depth look at the income distribution for the year 2014 shows that of total households, 61% in 
Botetourt and 59% in Roanoke County had an income above $50,000, while the next closest peer was 
Salem City at 51%. Roanoke City’s income distribution is the inverse, with 60% of households having 
made less than $50,000 in 2014.   

Table 8. Income Distribution, Peer Comparison, 2014 

 Income Bracket Botetourt 
County  

 Craig 
County  

 Franklin 
County  

 Roanoke 
County  

 Roanoke 
City  

 Salem 
City  

 Below $10,000  488 103 1,631 1,654 4,491 590 
 $10,000 to $29,999  2,080 647 5,954 6,459 12,123 2,228 
 $30,000 to $49,999  2,386 387 4,968 7,417 8,716 2,078 
 $50,000 to $74,999  2,420 368 4,499 7,547 8,448 2,197 
 $75,000 to $99,999  2,319 242 2,763 5,896 4,123 1,003 
 $100,000 to 124,999  1,267 201 1,230 3,707 1,623 640 
 $125,000 and above  1,907 203 2,203 5,517 3,025 1,217 
 Total  12,867 2,151 23,248 38,197 42,549 9,953 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Workforce Characteristics 
This section of the chapter looks at workforce characteristics such as commuting destinations, 
employment statistics, and types of jobs which may be available in the county.  

 

Commuter Profile 
According to data, Botetourt County is a commuter community, with 6,421 people commuting from other 
localities to work in the county and 12,149 residents commuting out. This equates to 56% of the workforce 
commuting outside of the county daily. Compared to other areas, Botetourt residents commute to work 
overwhelmingly by car, with 96% percent of workers commuting by motor vehicle, either alone or via 
carpooling (ACS 2014). This means Botetourt’s workforce is highly mobile and car-dependent. Figure 5 
shows the proportion of persons who commute out of the community for work versus the persons who 
commute in. The smallest proportion of Figure 5 shows people who both live and work in the county 
(14%).  

Figure 8. Botetourt County Commuting Patterns, 2012 

 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics, 2012 
 

The top places where residents commute to are Roanoke City, Roanoke County, and Salem. This is 
expected as Roanoke City is the largest metropolitan center in the area. Botetourt’s southern half is 
included in the city’s metropolitan planning boundary because of its relationship to the city as a commuter 
community. Likewise, the two leading source localities for workers coming in to the county are from 
Roanoke County and City. This could be due to a variety of factors, of which could be more affordable 
housing options in these localities.  
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Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, OnTheMap Application and 
 LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics, 2012. 

 
Employment 
Botetourt County is characterized by low unemployment. Table 11 compares the unemployed population 
and corresponding unemployment rates for Botetourt’s peer counties as well as the broader Roanoke 
MSA as well.  

Table 11. Labor Force, Region and Peer Counties 

Area Labor Force Employed Unemployed Unemployment Rate 
Botetourt County 17,410 16,795 615 3.7% 
Roanoke County 49,170 47,410 1,760 3.7% 
Salem City 12,915 12,403 512 4.1% 
Franklin County 26,733 25,595 1,138 4.4% 
Craig County 2,387 2,282 105 4.6% 
Roanoke City 49,025 46,843 2,182 4.7% 
Roanoke MSA 157,640 151,328 6,312 4.2% 
Source: Virginia Employment Commission, Local Area Unemployment Statistics, March 2016. 

 
 
 
Unemployment rates in the county show a notable increase in 2009, which is similar in both the state and 
nation due to the economic crisis. This number has decreased gradually since 2010. The unemployment 
rate in 2015 is only one percent higher than that in 2008. This indicates that employment markets have 
somewhat stabilized in the region. 
 
 

Area Workers 
Roanoke City 4,393 
Roanoke County 2,305 
Salem City 1,252 
Montgomery County 376 
Lynchburg City 210 
Henrico County 197 
Alleghany County 193 
Bedford County 160 
Richmond City 158 
Fairfax County 157 

Area Workers 
Roanoke County 1,344 
Roanoke City 1,186 
Bedford County 557 
Franklin County 285 
Salem City 279 
Montgomery County 194 
Alleghany County 183 
Rockbridge County 131 
Pulaski County 107 
Augusta County 104 

Table 9. Top 10 Places Workers Are 
Commuting To 

 

Table 10. Top 10 Places Workers 
Are Commuting From 
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Table 12. Unemployment Rates - Trends 

 Botetourt County Virginia United States 
2003 3.6% 4.1% 6.0% 
2004 3.3% 3.7% 5.5% 
2005 3.0% 3.5% 5.1% 
2006 2.6% 3.0% 4.6% 
2007 2.7% 3.1% 4.6% 
2008 3.3% 4.0% 5.8% 
2009 6.5% 7.0% 9.3% 
2010 6.7% 7.1% 9.6% 
2011 6.1% 6.4% 8.9% 
2012 5.6% 5.9% 8.1% 
2013 5.2% 5.5% 7.4% 
2014 4.8% 5.2% 6.2% 
2015 4.3% 3.9% 5.3% 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Local Area Unemployment Statistics 
 
 
 
 
Botetourt County’s employers are made up primarily of small businesses employing between 0 and 9 
employees. Recent economic development announcements in the Botetourt Center at Greenfield, a 
research and manufacturing park developed by the county to encourage economic growth as well as the 
Virginia Community College System Shared Service Center, may provide future growth in the 
establishments with 250 to 999 employees. Botetourt currently has no businesses that employ over 1000 
people.  
 

Table 13. Employers by Size of Establishment 

 Botetourt Virginia 
0 to 4 employees 526 157,588 
5 to 9 employees 130 38,062 
10 to 19 employees 98 28,119 
20 to 49 employees 44 20,310 
50 to 99 employees 16 7,036 
100 to 249 employees 13 3,721 
250 to 499 employees *** 1,030 
500 to 999 employees *** 370 
1,000 and over employees 0 236 
TOTALS 832 256,472 

Source:Virginia Employment Commission, Quarterly Census of Unemployment and Wages, 1st Quarter 2016 
Note:  Asterisks (***) indicate non-disclosable area 
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When looking at where people are employed, however, the numbers are somewhat inverted. The 
category with the most individuals employed is 100-249 employees.  
 
 

Table 14. Employment by Size of Establishment 

 Botetourt Virginia 
0 to 4 employees 808 226,110 
5 to 9 employees 858 252,887 
10 to 19 employees 1,326 381,783 
20 to 49 employees 1,356 615,099 
50 to 99 employees 1,100 480,746 
100 to 249 employees 2,113 554,968 
250 to 499 employees *** 354,440 
500 to 999 employees *** 252,921 
1,000 and over employees 0 605,266 
TOTALS 10,575 3,724,220 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Quarterly Census of Unemployment and Wages,  
1st Quarter 2016   Note: Asterisks (***) indicate non-disclosable area 

 
 
According to Tables 15, the top occupations in the county include Office and Administrative Support 
Occupations, Sales and Related Occupations, and Food Preparation and Service Related Occupations, 
in that order. Sales and food service jobs are often not particularly high paying positions. Additional top 
occupations which are more competitive in terms of pay include Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 
Occupations, Production Occupations, and Transportation and Material Moving Occupations. Many of 
the jobs found in these areas are more traditional middle class jobs. Together, these six occupations 
make up 58% of all occupations based on 2012 estimates. Jobs in food service and sales make up 19% 
of estimated employment, nearly one-fifth across all occupations. 
 
Table 16 shows specific occupations which are considered Growth Occupations. The highest percent 
change between 2012 employment levels and 2022 employment levels is 63% growth in the number of 
Personal Care Aides which are projected to be employed in the county. This is likely related to the 
continued aging of the current population. The Average Annual Salary for this occupation is only $19,348, 
much lower than the median household income for the county overall. Growth in other occupations, 
however, should counterbalance this. The majority of other occupations reported have average salaries 
of over $40,000 a year. Veterinarians and Software Developers, the third and fourth fastest growing 
industries, have salaries of $128,582 and $94,470 respectively, significantly higher than the median 
household income for the county. 
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Table 15. Long-term Occupation Employment and Projections 

Occupation  
Employment Openings 

2012 (est.) 2022 % 
Change 

Replac- 
ement Growth Total 

Total, All Occupations 164,595 181,061 10% 3,899 1,773 5,672 
Management  6,908 7,526 9% 140 64 204 
Business and Financial Operations  7,141 7,924 11% 148 80 228 
Computer and Mathematics 3,668 4,410 20% 60 75 135 
Architecture and Engineering  2,027 2,196 8% 50 20 70 
Life, Physical, Social Sciences  664 749 13% 20 8 28 
Community and Social Service  2,974 3,630 22% 67 66 133 
Legal Occupations 907 1,048 16% 15 14 29 
Education, Training, Library  8,194 9,438 15% 176 124 300 
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, Media  2,218 2,397 8% 53 22 75 
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical  12,008 13,550 13% 249 155 404 
Healthcare Support  4,894 5,721 17% 94 84 178 
Protective Service  3,834 4,471 17% 105 65 170 
Food Preparation and Service Related  13,929 14,334 3% 558 59 617 
Building, Grounds Cleaning, Maintenance  4,674 5,211 11% 95 54 149 
Personal Care and Service 5,656 7,258 28% 108 161 269 
Sales and Related Occupations 16,898 18,151 7% 501 126 627 
Office and Administrative Support  27,151 28,767 6% 610 196 806 
Farming, Fishing, Forestry  177 184 4% 4 2 6 
Construction and Extraction  7,853 9,416 20% 128 156 284 
Installation, Maintenance, Repair  7,591 8,500 12% 179 93 272 
Production  12,642 12,701 0.5% 252 58 310 
Transportation and Material Moving  12,587 13,479 7% 289 90 379 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Long-Term Industry and Occupational Projections, 
2012-2022 
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Table 16. Growth Occupations - Botetourt County 

 
 

Occupation  

Employment Average Annual 
Openings 

 

2012 202
2 

% 
Chang

e 

Replac
e-ment 

 
Growt
h 

 
Tota

l 

Avg. 
Annual 
Salary 

Personal Care Aides 1,55
6 

2,53
0 

63% 11 97 108 $19,348  

Audiologists *** *** *** *** *** *** $69,478  
Phlebotomists *** *** *** *** *** *** $31,410  
Medical and Clinical Laboratory 
Technicians 

354 524 48% 9 17 26 $43,486  

Veterinarians 92 134 46% 3 4 7 $128,582  
Software Developers, Systems 
Software 

493 718 46% 6 22 28 $94,470  

Physical Therapist Assistants 101 147 46% 2 5 7 $58,546  
Emergency Medical Technicians, 
Paramedics 

244 351 44% 7 11 18 N/A 

Personal Financial Advisors 151 211 40% 2 6 8 $129,218  
Rehabilitation Counselors 310 431 39% 7 12 19 $51,754  
Veterinary Assistants, Lab Animal 
Caretakers 

200 278 39% 4 8 12 $20,000  

Physical Therapists 301 407 35% 7 11 18 $105,377  
Helpers—Electricians 145 195 34% 2 5 7 $25,888  
Brickmasons and Blockmasons 123 164 33% 1 4 5 $40,184  
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers *** *** *** *** *** *** $19,158  
Fence Erectors *** *** *** *** *** *** N/A 
Multimedia Artists and Animators *** *** *** *** *** *** N/A 
Mental Health Counselors 457 588 29% 10 13 23 $49,540  
Healthcare Support Workers, All Other *** *** *** *** *** *** N/A 
Software Developers, Applications 740 950 28% 10 21 31 $77,342  
Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Long-Term Industry and Occupational Projections, 2012-2022. Note:  

Asterisks (***) indicate non-disclosable data 
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In contrast, Table 17 shows occupations that are in decline in the county. These include two categories 
of postal workers, likely a result of the rollback of the United States Postal Service in the area, which 
included the closing of a major sorting center in Roanoke City.  

 

Table 17. Declining Occupations - Botetourt County 

 
Occupation 

Employment Average Annual 
Openings 

 
2012 

 
2022 

% 
Change 

Replac-
ements 

Growth Total 

Postal Service Mail Sorters, Processors, 
and Processing Machine Operators 

243 188 -23% 2 0 2 

Sewing Machine Operators 177 138 -22% 1 0 1 
Textile Knitting and Weaving Machine 
Setters, Operators, and Tenders 

*** *** *** *** *** *** 

Postal Service Mail Carriers  315 251 -20% 11 0 11 
Data Entry Keyers 414 332 -20% 5 0 5 
Coil Winders, Tapers, and Finishers *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Computer Operators 116 95 -18% 1 0 1 
Switchboard Operators, Including 
Answering Service 

127 106 -17% 2 0 2 

Electrical and Electronic Equipment 
Assemblers 

472 399 -15% 6 0 6 

Packaging and Filling Machine Operators 
and Tenders 

303 263 -13% 7 0 7 

Prepress Technicians and Workers 101 88 -13% 3 0 3 
Electrical and Electronics Engineering 
Technicians 

101 90 -11% 2 0 2 

Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food 
Concession, and Coffee Shop 

850 764 -10% 52 0 52 

Cutting, Punching, and Press Machine 
Setters, Operators, and Tenders, Metal 
and Plastic 

240 221 -8% 2 0 2 

Cooks, Fast Food *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Cabinetmakers and Bench Carpenters 187 174 -7% 2 0 2 
File Clerks 165 154 -7% 4 0 4 
Writers and Authors 187 175 -6% 4 0 4 
Tire Builders *** *** *** *** *** *** 
Merchandise Displayers and Window 
Trimmers 

263 249 -5% 7 0 7 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Long-Term Industry and Occupational Projections,  
2012-2022. Note:  Asterisks (***) indicate non-disclosable data 
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Table 18 looks at the age of the Botetourt County workforce. Overall, the majority of workers in Botetourt 
County are between 25 and 64, with the highest proportion of workers being between 45 and 54. The 
proportion of workers from a given age group changes by industry. Notably, the food service industry 
contains the largest number of workers between 14 and 21, followed by retail. 

Table 18. Age of Work Force by Industry 

Industry 14-
18 

19-
21 

22-
24 

25-
34 

35-
44 

45-
54 

55-
64 

65+ 

Total, all industries 215 424 536 1,813 2,082 2,418 1,809 541 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and 
Hunting 

 4  27 22 14 22 7 

Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 
Utilities 
Construction 5 29 51 193 219 284 178 43 
Manufacturing  29 68 307 448 546 341 58 
Wholesale Trade 3 35 59 213 226 232 173 53 
Retail Trade 48 77 72 172 131 155 138 54 
Transportation and Warehousing  18 18 76 113 133 139 32 
Information  5 20 56 59 45 24 6 
Finance and Insurance  3 8 39 52 63 63 12 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing    15 5 14 17 4 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical 
Services 

5  11 33 52 63 55 13 

Management of Companies and 
Enterprises 

  6 22 32 48 37 12 

Administrative and Support and Waste 
Management 

9 33 43 157 151 168 93 40 

Educational Services 7 9 24 120 191 246 213 66 
Health Care and Social Assistance 32 36 36 131 171 162 139 46 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation  4 5 8 7 8 11 6 
Accommodation and Food Services 95 126 95 162 120 109 62 35 
Other Services (except Public 
Administration) 

3 10 4 31 26 50 46 26 

Public Administration   12 50 50 67 51 26 
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau, Local Employment Dynamics (LED) Program,  

1st Quarter 2014, all ownerships 
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Table 19 shows long-term employment projections by industry, with the highest percent change being 
seen in Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services, followed by Construction jobs. 

 

Table 19. Long-term Industry Employment and Projections 

 Employment Percent 
Industry 2012 2022 Change Total Annual 

Total, all industries 164,595 181,061 16,466 10% 1% 
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting 134 145 11 8% 0.8% 
Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction 153 152 -1 -0.7% -0.1% 
Utilities 314 274 -40 -13% -1% 
Construction 7,825 9,822 1,997 26% 2% 
Manufacturing 16,614 16,059 -555 -3% -0.3% 
Wholesale Trade 6,991 7,600 609 9% 0.8% 
Retail Trade 19,161 20,671 1,510 8% 0.8% 
Transportation and Warehousing 6,881 7,456 575 8% 0.8% 
Information 1,931 1,845 -86 -4% -0.5% 
Finance and Insurance 6,118 6,761 643 11% 1% 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 1,716 1,910 194 11% 1% 
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 7,316 9,430 2,114 29% 3% 
Management of Companies and Enterprises 4,707 4,224 -483 -10% -1% 
Administrative and Support and Waste Management 8,178 9,479 1,301 16% 1% 
Educational Services 11,791 13,456 1,665 14% 1% 
Health Care and Social Assistance 23,122 27,814 4,692 20% 2% 
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 1,437 1,643 206 14% 1% 
Accommodation and Food Services 12,608 12,716 108 0.9% 0.1% 
Other Services (except Public Administration) 5,211 6,080 869 17% 2% 

Source:  Virginia Employment Commission, Long Term Industry Occupational Projections, 2012-2022 
  

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

BOTETOURT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
CHAPTER 2: POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS        19 
 

Housing 
This section characterizes housing units, value, homeownership, and other information to better 
understand the current housing situation in the county.  

 

Housing Stock  
Census estimates of housing units are shown in Table 20. New housing units in the county increased 
rapidly during the 80s, 90s and early 2000s. It is important to note that the American Community Survey 
produced estimates of total housing units for the years 2011-2015. Although the margin of error is 
relatively low for these years, it is advised to only draw broad conclusions over this time period. The data 
suggests that the housing construction market has been slow to rebound after the economic crisis of 
2008. Future reiterations of this section will reveal more concrete trends and conclusions.   
 

Table 20. Total Housing Units - Botetourt County 

Year Units Change 

1960*         5,215    
1970*         6,180  19% 
1980*         8,710  41% 
1990*         9,785  12% 
2000*       12,571  28% 
2010*       14,562  16% 
2011       14,494  -0.5% 
2012       14,555  0.4% 
2013       14,588  0.2% 
2014       14,628  0.3% 
2015       14,749  1% 

Source:  *U.S. Bureau of the Census; American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates; American 
Community Survey July 2015 estimates 

 
 
Table 21 shows the year that a particular residence was built. It is interesting to note that, according to 
the Census, the majority of housing stock in the county was built between 1970 and 2009. This 
corresponds with the general shape of the population curve shown in Figure 1. Therefore, a correlation 
may exist between the decrease in new housing structures and the decrease in new residents in the 
county. This correlation is likely the result of several external factors, including decreased economic 
activity which would draw in new workers and residents. Likewise, Roanoke county shows a similar 
distribution in the year built, while the broader Roanoke MSA demonstrates more stable housing growth 
over time.  
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Table 21. Year Structure Was Built, Peer Comparison 

Year Built Botetourt 
County 

% 
Total 

Roanoke 
County 

% 
Total 

Roanoke 
MSA 

% 
Total 

Built 2010 or later 95 1% 221 1% 790 1% 
Built 2000 to 2009 2,629 18% 4,610 11% 17,545 12% 
Built 1990 to 1999 2,898 20% 5,673 14% 18,940 13% 
Built 1980 to 1989 2,054 14% 6,200 15% 18,523 13% 
Built 1970 to 1979 2,598 18% 10,123 25% 26,250 18% 
Built 1960 to 1969 1,075 7% 6,451 16% 18,432 13% 
Built 1950 to 1959 1,003 7% 4,210 10% 18,112 12% 
Built 1940 to 1949 425 3% 1,218 3% 8,753 6% 
Built 1939 or 
earlier 

1,851 13% 1,613 4% 18,034 12% 

Total Housing 
Units 

14,628 100% 40,319 100% 145,379 100% 

Source:  2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 

Housing stock in Botetourt is predominantly single-family, detached housing units (Table 22).  

 

Table 22. Housing Units per Structure 
 

Botetourt 
County 

% 
Total 

Roanoke 
County 

% 
Total 

Roanoke 
MSA 

% Total 

1-Unit, detached 12,489 85% 30,662 76% 104,328 72% 
1-Unit, Attached 289 2% 1,968 5% 4,627 3% 
2 Units 130 1% 634 2% 4,575 3% 
3 or 4 Units 76 1% 470 1% 3,789 3% 
5 to 9 Units 122 1% 1,310 3% 5,271 4% 
10 to 19 Units 23 0% 2,886 7% 8,645 6% 
20 or More Units 189 1% 1,374 3% 5,227 4% 
Mobile Home 1,300 9% 991 2% 8,860 6% 
Boat, RV, Van, etc. 10 0% 24 0% 57 0% 
Total Housing Units 14,628 100% 40,319 100% 145,379 100% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 

As can be seen in Table 23, these units often contain multiple rooms, with 21% of all homes in Botetourt 
County having nine rooms or more. Table 24 shows that most of the houses in the county have three or 
more bedrooms. Table 25 shows that close to 100% of households in Botetourt County have sufficient 
rooms to allow for one occupant or less per room. 
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Table 23. Number of Rooms 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 24. Number of Bedrooms 

                        

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 25. Occupants per Room 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Total Housing Units 14,628 100% 
     1 Room 228 2% 
     2 Rooms 128 1% 
     3 Rooms 418 3% 
     4 Rooms 1,253 9% 
     5 Rooms 2,352 16% 
     6 Rooms 2,615 18% 
     7 Rooms 2,616 18% 
     8 Rooms 1,998 14% 
     9 Rooms or More 3,020 21% 
Median Rooms 6.6 ---------- 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Total Housing Units 14,628 100% 
     No Bedroom 237 3% 
     1 Bedroom 493 3% 
     2 Bedrooms 2,434 17% 
     3 Bedrooms 7,031 48% 
     4 Bedrooms 3,549 24% 
     5 or More Bedrooms 884 6% 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Occupied Housing Units 12,867 100% 
     1.00 or Less 12,699 98.7% 
     1.01 to 1.50 57 0.4% 
     1.51 or More 111 0.9% 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census,  
2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census,  
2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census,  
2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Housing in Botetourt largely relies on a centralized electrical system to provide heat. However, there is 
still a significant portion of the housing stock which uses utility gas, at 19%. Many houses also use fuel 
sources that must be delivered to tanks on site by truck or other vehicle, such as bottled gas or fuel oil, 
equating to 17% of all housing stock. Lastly, 7% of houses are heated solely by wood in Botetourt County. 
This is a high percentage, though perhaps not atypical in rural areas of Southwest Virginia. 

Table 26. Type of Heating Fuel 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Total Housing Units 12,867 100% 
     Utility Gas 2,441 19% 
     Bottled, Tank or LP Gas 1,049 8% 
     Electricity 7,244 56% 
     Fuel Oil, Kerosene, etc. 1,174 9% 
     Coal or Coke 0 0.0% 
     Wood 935 7% 
     Solar Energy 5 0.0% 
     Other Fuel 19 0.1% 
     No Fuel Used 0 0.0% 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Housing Value 
Figure 9 shows the values of owner-occupied housing units in Botetourt and its peer localities. Botetourt 
County has a relatively high housing value, with 28% of homes being priced between $200,000 and 
$299,999, and an additional 18% being priced between $300,000 and $499,99. This means that roughly 
half of the owner-occupied housing units in Botetourt are valued at over $200,000. In contrast, only 39% 
of the housing units in the broader MSA are valued so highly. Despite high home values, housing 
occupancy in the county is fairly average, with a homeowner vacancy rate of only 2%. This indicates a 
sustained demand for more expensive housing stock. 

 

Figure 9. Occupied Housing Units and their Values, Peer Comparison 

 
Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates 
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Table 27 shows how many of the owner-occupied housing units in the county are estimated to have a 
mortgage, and how many do not have a mortgage currently. The number of housing units with a mortgage 
mirrors that of the Roanoke MSA.  
 

Table 27. Mortgage Information, Owner-Occupied Housing Units 

 
Mortgage Status 

Botetourt County Roanoke MSA 
Estimate % Total Estimate  % Total  

Owner-occupied units 11,366   89,833   
Housing units with a mortgage 7,243 64% 57,258 64% 
Housing units without a mortgage 4,123 36% 32,575 36% 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 
 
Rental Units and Rates 
Rental units are important accommodations for people who want to work in Botetourt but may not have 
enough money to take out a mortgage or purchase a house. Renting is also a common choice for people 
who are taking jobs in a community but do not intend to remain in that area for longer than 5 years. 
Currently, there is a relatively limited rental market in Botetourt County.  

In Botetourt County, approximately 88% of occupied housing units are owner occupied and 12% are 
renter occupied, which is significantly lower than the communities selected for peer comparison. The 
number of rental units in surrounding localities are higher, with the closest peer comparison being Craig 
County with an estimated 19% of housing stock classified as renter-occupied. More broadly, rentals 
comprise 26% of the of the housing stock in the Roanoke MSA.  

 

Table 28. Housing Tenure and Characteristics, Peer Comparison 

Housing  
Units  

Botetourt 
County 

Craig 
County 

Franklin 
County 

Roanoke 
County 

Roanoke 
City 

Salem City 

Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % Total % 
Total 14,628 -- 2,868 -- 29,386 -- 40,319 -- 47,330 -- 10,848 -- 
Occupied  12,867 88% 2,151 75% 23,248 79% 38,197 95% 42,549 90% 9,953 92% 
Owner-
occupied 

11,366 88% 1,733 81% 18,072 78% 28,749 75% 23,204 55% 6,709 67% 

Renter-
occupied 

1,501 12% 418 19% 5,176 22% 9,448 25% 19,345 46% 3,244 33% 

Vacant  1,761 12% 717 25% 6,138 21% 2,122 5% 4,781 10% 895 8% 
Source:  American Community Survey, 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates; 

 U.S. Bureau of the Census, July 1, 2015 Population Estimates. 
 

 

An estimated 90% of rental units in the county cost over $500 a month, while 59% cost over $750 per 
month. Assuming that a renter should pay no more than 30% of their monthly income on rent in order to 
remain financially stable, this means that roughly 41-70% of rental properties in Botetourt are priced at 
rates which would be affordable to people making $3,000 per month, or a minimum of $36,000 a year. 
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This is a decent middle class wage, but many employees in the county like those occupations listed in 
Table 16 are projected to make less than this.  

Table 29. Gross Rental Rates, Botetourt County 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Occupied Units Paying 
Rent 

1,263 100% 

     Less than $200 0 0.0% 
     $200 to $299 0 0.0% 
     $300 to $499 158 12.5% 
     $500 to $749 361 28.6% 
     $750 to $999 364 28.8% 
     $1,000 to $1,499 333 26.4% 
     $1,500 or More 47 3.7% 
     Median (Dollars) 881 N/A 
     No Rent Paid 238 N/A 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 
Median rent in Botetourt County is $881 per month, which would require that the renter make $2,936 per 
month, or $35,232 annually, to keep this expense at 30% of their income. Compared to the broader 
Roanoke MSA, Botetourt County has the highest rent. However, median rent appears competitive with 
that of Roanoke County and Salem City. 

Table 30. Median Rent, Peer County Comparison 

Municipality Median Rent Margin of Error 
Botetourt County  $881  +/-123 
Roanoke County   $857  +/-23 
Salem City  $833  +/-24 
Roanoke City  $719  +/-14 
Franklin County  $ 668  +/-45 
Craig County   $550  +/-112 
Roanoke MSA  $751  N/A 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 

 

Table 31 shows gross rent in the county as a percentage of income. It indicates that 64% of people 
renting in Botetourt County are paying less than 30% of their monthly income in rent. This leaves 36% of 
the county paying an amount greater than 30% of their monthly income. In comparison with the broader 
MSA, Botetourt appears to be on par with average distribution of percent income dedicated to rent. Peer 
comparison reveals a similar rent as a percentage of income to that of Roanoke County.  Craig County 
is particularly notable, as 84% of residents dedicate less than 30% of their income to rent, this could be 
attributed to Craig County having the lowest median rent ($550) in the Roanoke MSA. 
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Table 31. Rent as a Percentage of Income, Peer Comparison, 2014 

Percent 
Income 

Botetourt 
County 

Craig 
County 

Franklin 
County 

Roanoke 
County 

Roanoke 
City 

Salem 
City 

Roanoke 
MSA 

Less than 
30% 

64% 84% 50% 60% 51% 51% 60% 

30.0 to 
34.9% 

6% 0% 11% 9% 8% 5% 7% 

35.0% or 
more 

30% 16% 39% 32% 41% 44% 33% 

Source:  American Community Survey 2010-2014 5-Year Estimates 
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Homeowner Information 
The majority of households in the county are married couple households, of which 35% contain children 
less than 18 years of age. 

Table 32. Households and Families - Botetourt County 

Subject Married-
couple  

Male HH, 
no wife 
present  

Female HH,  
no husband 
present 

Nonfamily 
household 

Total 

Total Households 8,637 373 1,031 2,826 12,867 
Average HH Size 2.94 2.87 2.86 1.19 2.55 
Families 
Total Families 8,637 373 1,031 N/A 10,041 
Average Family 
Size 

2.94 2.71 2.72 N/A 2.91 

Age of Own Children 
HH with Own   
Children Under 18 

2,791 113 419 N/A 3,323 

Under 6 Years 23% 8% 8% N/A 21% 
0 to 17 Years 15% 21% 19% N/A 16% 
6 to 17 Years  62% 71% 73% N/A 63% 
Selected by Household Type 
HH with 1 or more 
people under 18  

35% 41% 60% 1% 30% 

HH with 1 or more 
people older than 
60 

40% 43% 43% 55% 43% 

Householder living 
alone 

N/A N/A N/A 85% 19% 

65 Years and over N/A N/A N/A 40% 9% 
Unmarried Partner Households 
Same Sex N/A N/A N/A N/A 0.4% 
Opposite Sex N/A N/A N/A N/A 3% 
Units in Structure 
1-Unit Structures 93% 69% 78% 84% 89% 
2-or-More-Unit-
Structures 

1% 3% 8% 7% 3% 

Mobile Homes and 
All Other Types of 
Units 

6% 28% 14% 9% 8% 

Housing Tenure 
Owner-Occupied 
Housing Units 

93% 81% 86% 76% 88% 

Renter-Occupied 
Housing Units 

7% 19% 14% 24% 12% 

Source, U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
  Note:  HH=Household 

 

 



 

BOTETOURT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
CHAPTER 2: POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS        28 
 

 

Table 33 shows that most homeowners in Botetourt County maintain fairly long residencies, with only 
12% having moved to their current dwelling unit during or after 2010. This could be an indicator of quality 
of life satisfaction or area job stability among other factors.  

Table 33. Year Householder Moved into Housing Unit 

Botetourt County Estimate Percent 
Occupied Housing Units 12,867 100% 
Moved in 2010 or Later 1,582 12% 
Moved in 2000 to 2009 5,276 41% 
Moved in 1990 to 1999 2,855 22% 
Moved in 1980 to 1989 1,343 10% 
Moved in 1970 to 1979 1,023 8% 
Moved in 1969 or Earlier 788 6% 

Source:  U.S. Bureau of the Census, 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
 

 
  



 

BOTETOURT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
CHAPTER 2: POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS        29 
 

Agricultural Activity  
Botetourt County has traditionally been a rural community heavily reliant on agriculture. Population 
growth, coupled with development and economic diversification have shifted industry. Consequently, the 
farming sector of the county has declined over time in absolute and relative size.  Table 34 shows the 
changes in the characteristics of agriculture in Botetourt from 1982 to 2012. These statistics were 
obtained from the Census of Agriculture. In general, the data shows a diminishing role for agriculture as 
a part of the Botetourt County economy.  

The number of farms decreased by 14% between the years of 1982 and 1997 and began to rebound in 
the early 2000s. Data for 2012, suggest a return to a trending decline. The extent to which the economic 
downturn of 2008 played a role in this decline cannot be extrapolated from this data. While the number 
of farms has decreased, the total acreage devoted to farming has recently increased (2007-2012) but 
shows an overall decline of 8% over the last decade. The average value of farms continues to rise, 
increasing 75% between 1997-2007 and a more modest 35% between 2002-2012. This reflects the 
overall trend of increasing land values throughout the County.  

In 2015, the county developed the Botetourt County Agricultural Development Strategic Plan, a roadmap 
for local agriculture that contains strategic goals, objectives and initiatives to promote and expand local 
agriculture. The plan also explains in further detail the consumer and production trends impacting County 
Agriculture.  

  



 

BOTETOURT COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
CHAPTER 2: POPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS        30 
 

 

Table 34. Agricultural Statistics  

   
1982 

 
1987 

 
1992 

 
1997 

 
2002 

 
2007 

 
2012 

%           
2002-
2012 

Number of Farms                   
586  

                  
532  

                  
512  

                  
505  

                  
610  

                  
638  

                   
584  

-4% 

Land in Farms (acres)             
97,835  

            
97,523  

            
96,833  

            
90,502  

            
97,091  

            
87,913  

             
89,316  

-8% 

Average Farm Size (acres)                   
167  

                  
183  

                  
189  

                  
179  

                  
159  

                  
138  

                   
153  

-4% 

Estimated market value of land and buildings: 
Average per farm (dollars)           

$179,118  
          
$202,592  

          
$259,284  

          
$332,893  

          
$496,590  

          
$584,921  

           
$668,360  

35% 

Average per acre (dollars)               
$1,007  

              
$1,070  

              
$1,459  

              
$1,870  

              
$2,732  

              
$4,245  

                
$4,370  

60% 

Total Cropland (acres)             
46,236  

            
40,465  

            
41,373  

            
40,662  

            
44,393  

            
27,662  

             
26,190  

-41% 

Harvested Cropland (acres)             
19,193  

            
19,397  

            
18,689  

            
20,023  

            
23,458  

            
21,005  

             
22,007  

-6% 

Market value of agricultural 
products sold ($1000) 

            
$10,580  

            
$11,934  

            
$12,549  

            
$10,773  

              
$9,982  

            
$13,548  

             
$18,704  

87% 

Average per farm (dollars)             
$17,983  

            
$22,432  

            
$25,410  

            
$21,253  

            
$16,365  

            
$21,234  

             
$32,028  

96% 

Crops, including nursery 
and greenhouse crops 
($1000) 

              
$2,011  

              
$2,086  

              
$2,138  

              
$1,772  

              
$1,850  

              
$2,488  

                
$6,063  

228% 

Livestock, poultry, and their 
products ($1000) 

              
$8,527  

              
$9,848  

            
$10,411  

              
$8,961  

              
$8,133  

            
$11,059  

             
$12,641  

55% 

Source:  Census of Agriculture 1982, 1987, 1997, 2002, 2007, 2012 

 
Planning for Growth and Change 
 

Change is usually inevitable, but not entirely unpredictable.  As the children of the baby boom generation 
age and graduate from the County school system, they often leave the County to pursue higher 
education, job opportunities, or a greater diversity of housing options.  Those same boomer children may 
gravitate back to the area with young families in later years.  Seniors are increasingly choosing to “age 
in place” rather than migrate away from familiar communities for their retirement years.  To remain 
attractive, competitive and stable, the County needs to anticipate changes that will affect the future and 
anticipate local, regional and national trends that will influence future land use patterns and drive public 
facility and utility needs.  The comprehensive plan is designed to respond to the driving forces that will 
affect the County's future through policies that will maintain the county's quality of life and economic 
vitality.  

 











































































 
 
 

Timberbrook Associates LC – Change in Proffered Conditions 
November 2016 

Page 1 of 9 

 
 
 

BACKGROUND REPORT 
Planning Commission – November 14, 2016 
Board of Supervisors –   November 22, 2016 

 
                                                          Prepared by: D Pearson  

PROJECT SUMMARY 

 Timberbrook Associates LLC, requests a Change of Proffers in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District to 
amend the proffers related to design guidelines related to signage in the development for the three 
parcels including in the application.   
                   

STAFF COMMENTS 

The original design guidelines that established the sign standards and regulations for the shopping 
center were established as a proffered condition, during the original rezoning in 1994. However, the 
standards created at that time were not comprehensive in nature and did not include standards for the 
measurement of sign area, maximum sign area allowed, etc.  Therefore, the design guidelines do not 
provide clear and concise standards that can be utilized by staff during the review and approval of 
sign permit applications. In addition, and of particular concern to the applicant, the proffers limited 
signage to certain colors, fonts, and letter heights, none of which are conducive to the current operating 
environment of the shopping center.  
 
While the proposed changes begin to address some of the concerns with the language in the existing 
design guidelines, and the revised proffers relax the standards for sign color and font, the proposed 
changes are only being proposed for a portion of the parcels within the shopping center and they do 
not comprehensively address many of the standards and regulations that would be found within a typical 
sign ordinance.  Staff has meet with the applicant on multiple occasions to discuss revisions to the design 
guidelines that would be in keeping with the character of the existing permitted signs, be sensitive to 
future sign permit requests, and generally align with the goals of the County sign regulations.  Staff has 
stressed to the applicant that comprehensive standards regarding signage need to be developed for 
the shopping center to be meet the needs of the tenants, as well as, to ensure that the signage plan for 
the shopping center is consistent, but not necessarily identical to, the intent of the sign ordinance.   
 
Staff would recommend that the applicant provide clarity on two additional items. The first is that, 
wherever the proffered sign standards and design guidelines do not apply, signage shall be regulated 
by the current zoning ordinance. Second, the applicant should clarify if proffered condition 10(a)2 is 
meant to regulate wall signage or total signage for a tenant.  
 
The applicant has expressed a willingness to coordinate with the other property owners within the 
shopping center to develop a comprehensive set of sign standards; however, the applicant has a new 
tenant that needs to apply for a sign permit, but the proposed sign does not meet the existing standards 
from the design guidelines.  Therefore, the applicant is proposing the current changes to address a more 
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immediate need for their tenant and to provide additional time to coordinate a more comprehensive 
amendment to the sign standards and regulations with the other property owners. Staff is concerned 
that the requested change to proffers will result in there being two different sets of sign standards for 
the shopping center and that the application does not provide any assurance when a more 
comprehensive amendment might be submitted in the future. 

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.  
 

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT 

Amsterdam Magisterial District:  Timberbrook Associates LLC, Timberbrook Associates X LLC, and 
GW Botetourt Commons LLC request a Change of Proffers in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District to 
modify existing proffers which restricted the type, color, size and font of signage, to develop a signage 
plan for the Botetourt Commons development located from 125 to 137 Commons Parkway (Route 
1044); 20 to 56 Kingston Drive; and 100 to 124 Kingston Drive,  Daleville VA.  The properties are 
located 0.12 miles west of the Commons Parkway/Kingston Drive intersection and 0.09 miles north of 
the Commons Parkway/Kingston Drive intersection, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps 
of Botetourt County as Section 101(13), Parcels 2, and 5, and Section 101 (14), Parcel 7. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND 

The Botetourt Commons Shopping Center, originally named the Timber Brook Shopping Center, was 
rezoned with proffered conditions on November 18, 1994.  The approval  included a condition that the 
Timberbrook commercial and residential development would be developed/constructed in conformance 
with the design guidelines established in the supplemental information for rezoning as described in the 
booklets dated October 5, 1994 and November 8, 1994, While the design guidelines do include 
language to address signage allowed within the Shopping Center (SC) Use District, the guidelines were 
not structured to comprehensively address all aspects regarding signage regulation, nor did the 
guidelines incorporate any language to revert back to the signage regulations within the zoning 
ordinance for guidance when standards, such as maximum square footage, height, etc. were not 
addressed.  An amendment was approved on April 18, 1995 which resulted in further changes to the 
proffered conditions regarding parking lot setbacks, lighting, road, signs, and slope and grade for the 
shopping center. 
 
Because the sign standards were not structured in a way that aligned comprehensively with past or 
current sign ordinances,  there have been various interpretations regarding the standards used to review 
and approve of sign permits for the shopping center.  This has resulted in the approval of signs that 
vary in size, style, color and lighting. Recognizing a need to conform to the sign ordinance and adhere 
to the proffered conditions, the applicant and the county have met on several occasions to discuss an 
amendment that would be in keeping with the character of the existing permitted signs, be sensitive to 
future sign permit requests, and generally align with the goals of the County sign regulations with the 
objectives of the applicant.  
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ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA 
 

 Zoning Land Use 

North 
Agricultural (A-1) 
Shopping Center (SC)  Daleville Cemetery 

East Shopping Center (SC) Commercial development within Botetourt Commons Shopping Center 

West Shopping Center (SC) Commercial development within Botetourt Commons Shopping Center 

South  Shopping Center (SC) Commercial development within Botetourt Commons Shopping Center 

 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The applicant is proposing a change to proffers for three of the parcels within the shopping center, 
which would amend the design guidelines from the rezoning as described in the booklets dated October 
5, 1994, November 8, 1994, and as amended  through the approval of the Board of Supervisors on 
April 18, 1995. The amendment would provide for an increase to the letter and symbol height of a sign.  
The amendment would also create a maximum limit for sign area, which does not currently exist.  Such 
a maximum square footage requirement would general be found in comprehensive set of sign standards. 
The proposed changes would also create a requirement that all channel-letter style signs, whereby the 
channel letters are mounted upon a raceway, require the raceway to match the façade color it is 
attached to.  The proposed changes would further delete in its entirety, an allowance for the erection 
of a pole sign and provide for a monument sign to be face lit or backlit, both of which would be more 
in harmony with the County’s current sign regulations. 
 
The application is proposing the changes for only three of the parcels within the overall Shopping Center 
(SC) Use District.  A map is attached which shows which parcels are included in the request and which 
are not.  Any other parcels within the development will continue to be regulated by the 1994 proffered 
conditions as amended in 1995, meaning they will basically be limited to signs consisting of channel 
letters with a height of 18 inches for stores with less than 5,000 square feet and 48 inches for larger 
stores.  The parcels not included in the application would continue to not be limited on the overall square 
footage of sign area allowed and monument signs located upon these parcels would not be allowed to 
be back-lit.  
 
ZONING 
Regarding the sign standards and regulations in each district, Sec. 25-462. states:  

Due to the unique nature of a SC, PUD, TND, POP or PIP involving various configurations of 
mixed uses, the signs permitted in these zoning districts are to be submitted as part of the overall 
development plan at the time of application for such use. The planning commission shall review the 
proposed regulations in regard to square footage, number of signs, architectural design, lighting, 
landscaping, height and setback, and other sign requirements.   

 
 The Planning Commission shall then make recommendation to the Board of Supervisors in 
 regard to approval or denial of such sign regulations.  The Botetourt County Board of 
 Supervisors shall review the Planning Commission’s recommendation and shall approve, deny, 
 or refer this matter back to the Planning Commission for further consideration. 
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A sign permit and building permit is required prior to the erection of any new sign.  Basically, the only 
standards that can be utilized to review a sign permit with Botetourt Commons Shopping Center is the 
language found within the proffered design guidelines, as amended on April 18, 1995. 
 

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

 

The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses of properties in this area as Commercial.  

 
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. 
 
The proposed Gateway Crossing Future Land Use Map identifies future land uses of properties in this 
area as Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial.  The Mixed Use Neighborhood Commercial district 
should have a range of commercial uses, which may include retail shops, offices for medical and 
professional services, civic spaces, and small pocket parks or neighborhood parks.  Associated 
residential development should include higher density housing types, such as apartments or townhomes.  
Live-work units are also appropriate. 
 
UTILITIES 

Not applicable. 
 
TRAFFIC 

Not applicable.  
 
VDOT COMMENTS 

Not applicable.  
 
FIRE AND RESCUE 

Not Applicable.   
 

SCHOOLS 

Not applicable. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

To date, no comments from the public or any of the adjoining neighbors have been received.  
Additional comments may be forthcoming at the public hearings. 
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PROFFERS 
 
Existing Proffers 

 
The existing proffers from the rezoning in November 18, 1994 are: 
  

1.  The Timberbrook commercial and residential development shall be developed/constructed 
in conformance with the guidelines established in the supplemental information for rezoning as 
described in the booklets dated October 5, 1994, November 8, 1994 (and as amended 
through the approval of the Board of Supervisors on April 18, 1995). 
2.  The residential areas designated R-1, R-2, and R-3 are for construction of single family 
dwellings, multi-family dwellings, and townhouses.  Duplexes, rooming houses, boardinghouses, 
and tourist houses are excluded from all areas.   
3.  Public water and public sewer will be approved and provided for both commercial and 
residential lots prior to approval of building construction. 
4.  Should the project construction pollute or cause failure to any of the adjacent property 
owner’s existing wells, a water line shall be extended to their property at no cost to the 
adjacent property owner. 
5. Each phase of the project will comply with all Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
design standards.  The Food Lion Shopping Center developer will install a VDOT approved 
traffic light at the proposed intersection of the commercial entrance and State Route 653 at 
their expense.  These improvements will be completed prior to the opening of any commercial 
business. 
6.  An integrated storm water detention plan will be developed for the entire commercial tract 
and residential tract prior to approval of construction of the first building. 
7.  Outside light poles will not exceed 25’ in height and will be directed inward toward each 
business using light reflections to shield the light from residential areas.  No more than 0.3 foot-
candles will be allowed to cross property lines. 
8.  Leyland Cypress trees will be purchased and installed 15’ on center along the southern 
property line of the Daleville Cemetery, Rachel Hancock, and Jerry Byer properties. 
9.  No residential or commercial buildings shall be constructed west of the Norfolk Southern 
railroad tracks in the R-1, R-2, R-3, and B-1 Use Districts until a (VDOT) approved road and 
bridge structure are constructed to provide access from this area to U.S. Route 220 via the 
proposed four land boulevard serving the Shopping SC Use District.  

 
The existing proffers include the following amendments from April 18, 1995: 
 

1.  Parking lots shall be setback ten (10) feet from the U.S. 220 right-of-way line.  Along U.S. 
220, a planting berm will be placed to visually mitigate view of vehicles parked in lots 
facing U.S. 200.  The berm will be planted with trees and shrubs from the required plant 
palette, composing part of the required parking lot planting scheme.  Cars or other items 
placed “for sale” by individuals will not be allowed adjacent to U.S. 220 or Timber Brook 
Parkway. 

2. All marquees shall be made of shingles, stained with Cabot’s semi-transparent dark gray 
stain #0347, and shall have individual, white back-lit letters “Times” or similar type face 
composing the sign.  Anchor stores, (larger than 5,000 SF gross leasable area) shall have 
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letters a minimum of 18” tall, which beginning at 100’ back, may increase one foot in 
height for every 100 feet the building is setback from U.S. 20 right-of-way up to 48” tall.  
All minor stores (G.L.A. less than 5,000 SF) shall have 18” letters. 

3. The builder shall round the tops and bottoms of all slopes to present a natural appearance.  
No slopes greater than 2:1 will be allowed to remain after finish grading.  The top and 
bottom slope rounding shall be accomplished by the following formula: 

Area   Slope Ratio  Grade Differential 
Top   4:1   5% of graded height 
Transition  3:1   10% 
Middle of Slope 2:1   70% 
Transition  3:1   10% 
Bottom   4:1   5% 
 
Using this formula, an applicant requesting to grade a 20’ tall bank would need to 
meet these slope criteria: 
Area   Criterion Vertical Distance Horizontal Distance 
Top   4:1  1’   4’ 
Transition  3:1  2’   6’ 
Middle of Slope 2:1  14’   28’ 
Transition  3:1  2’   6’ 
Bottom   4:1  1’   4’ 

 
Proposed Proffers  

 
The proposed proffers shall include all of the existing proffers, with the following changes for tax 
parcels 101(13)2, 101(13)5 and 101(14)7: 
 

A. 1.  Under the amended proffer language approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 
18, 1995, the section beginning and ending as follows “All Marques shall be made of … 
shall have 18” letters”, said language shall be replaced in its entirety with the following: 

 
“All marquee / wall signage shall have individual, back–lit letters.  Anchor stores, (larger 
than 5,000 SF gross leasable area) shall have a maximum letter height of 46”.  Logos or 
identification symbols shall have a maximum height of 68”.  All minor stores (G.L.A. less 
than 5,000 SF) shall have letters with a maximum height 38”.  Logos or identification 
symbols shall be limited to a height of 58”. 

 
2.  Signage shall not exceed 80 SF for minor stores and 95 SF for anchor stores.  Square 
Footage (SF) measurements shall be in accordance with the 2016 zoning ordinance sign 
standards. 

 
3.  If store front letters are raceway mounted, the raceway shall match the façade color it 
is attached to. 

 
B. Within the booklet dated November 8, 1994, Page SC-3, 
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1.  The following language shall be deleted in its entirety: “Pole Signs.  The poles shall be 
made of dark metal.  One pole sign is allotted per commercial parcel.  A mall is 
allotted one pole sign.” 

 
2.  Monument signs may be face lit or backlit. 

  

DRAFT MOTIONS 

 
Approval: 
I move that the change in proffered conditions for Timberbrook Associates LLC be forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors with the following proffered conditions, supplied by the applicant and as 
presented in this background report prepared by staff.  
 

1.  The Timberbrook commercial and residential development shall be developed/constructed 
in conformance with the guidelines established in the supplemental information for rezoning as 
described in the booklets dated October 5, 1994, November 8, 1994 (and as amended 
through the approval of the Board of Supervisors on April 18, 1995). 
2.  The residential areas designated R-1, R-2, and R-3 are for construction of single family 
dwellings, multi-family dwellings, and townhouses.  Duplexes, rooming houses, boardinghouses, 
and tourist houses are excluded from all areas.   
3.  Public water and public sewer will be approved and provided for both commercial and 
residential lots prior to approval of building construction. 
4.  Should the project construction pollute or cause failure to any of the adjacent property 
owner’s existing wells, a water line shall be extended to their property at no cost to the 
adjacent property owner. 
5. Each phase of the project will comply with all Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) 
design standards.  The Food Lion Shopping Center developer will install a VDOT approved 
traffic light at the proposed intersection of the commercial entrance and State Route 653 at 
their expense.  These improvements will be completed prior to the opening of any commercial 
business. 
6.  An integrated storm water detention plan will be developed for the entire commercial tract 
and residential tract prior to approval of construction of the first building. 
7.  Outside light poles will not exceed 25’ in height and will be directed inward toward each 
business using light reflections to shield the light from residential areas.  No more than 0.3 foot-
candles will be allowed to cross property lines. 
8.  Leyland Cypress trees will be purchased and installed 15’ on center along the southern 
property line of the Daleville Cemetery, Rachel Hancock, and Jerry Byer properties. 
9.  No residential or commercial buildings shall be constructed west of the Norfolk Southern 
railroad tracks in the R-1, R-2, R-3, and B-1 Use Districts until a (VDOT) approved road and 
bridge structure are constructed to provide access from this area to U.S. Route 220 via the 
proposed four land boulevard serving the Shopping SC Use District. 
 

Including the amendments approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 18, 1995: 
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1.  Parking lots shall be setback ten (10) feet from the U.S. 220 right-of-way line.  Along U.S. 
220, a planting berm will be placed to visually mitigate view of vehicles parked in lots 
facing U.S. 200.  The berm will be planted with trees and shrubs from the required plant 
palette, composing part of the required parking lot planting scheme.  Cars or other items 
placed “for sale” by individuals will not be allowed adjacent to U.S. 220 or Timber Brook 
Parkway. 

2. All marquees shall be made of shingles, stained with Cabot’s semi-transparent dark gray 
stain #0347, and shall have individual, white back-lit letters “Times” or similar type face 
composing the sign.  Anchor stores, (larger than 5,000 SF gross leasable area) shall have 
letters a minimum of 18” tall, which beginning at 100’ back, may increase one foot in 
height for every 100 feet the building is setback from U.S. 20 right-of-way up to 48” tall.  
All minor stores (G.L.A. less than 5,000 SF) shall have 18” letters. 

3. The builder shall round the tops and bottoms of all slopes to present a natural appearance.  
No slopes greater than 2:1 will be allowed to remain after finish grading.  The top and 
bottom slope rounding shall be accomplished by the following formula: 

Area   Slope Ratio  Grade Differential 
Top   4:1   5% of graded height 
Transition  3:1   10% 
Middle of Slope 2:1   70% 
Transition  3:1   10% 
Bottom   4:1   5% 
 
Using this formula, an applicant requesting to grade a 20’ tall bank would need to 
meet these slope criteria: 
Area   Criterion Vertical Distance Horizontal Distance 
Top   4:1  1’   4’ 
Transition  3:1  2’   6’ 
Middle of Slope 2:1  14’   28’ 
Transition  3:1  2’   6’ 
Bottom   4:1  1’   4’ 

 
 

Including the proffered changes for tax parcels 101(13)2, 101(13)5 and 101(14)7:  
 

A. 1.  Under the amended proffer language approved by the Board of Supervisors on April 
18, 1995, the section beginning and ending as follows “All Marques shall be made of … 
shall have 18” letters”, said language shall be replaced in its entirety with the following: 

 
“All marquee / wall signage shall have individual, back–lit letters.  Anchor stores, (larger 
than 5,000 SF gross leasable area) shall have a maximum letter height of 46”.  Logos or 
identification symbols shall have a maximum height of 68”.  All minor stores (G.L.A. less 
than 5,000 SF) shall have letters with a maximum height 38”.  Logos or identification 
symbols shall be limited to a height of 58”. 
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2.  Signage shall not exceed 80 SF for minor stores and 95 SF for anchor stores.  Square 
Footage (SF) measurements shall be in accordance with the 2016 zoning ordinance sign 
standards. 

 
3.  If store front letters are raceway mounted, the raceway shall match the façade color it 
is attached to. 

 
B. Within the booklet dated November 8, 1994, Page SC-3, 
 

1. The following language shall be deleted in its entirety: “Pole Signs.  The poles shall be 
made of dark metal.  One pole sign is allotted per commercial parcel.  A mall is 
allotted one pole sign.” 

 
2. Monument signs may be face lit or backlit. 

 
This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581of 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: 
I move that the change in proffered conditions for Timberbrook Associates LLC be forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors with the following proffered conditions, which are modified as follows from those 
supplied by the applicant and as presented in this background report prepared by staff.  
 
 1. 
 
 2. 
 
 3.  
 
This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581of 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 change in proffered conditions for the property of Timberbrook Associates LC be 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with recommendation for denial on the basis that the 
requirements of Section 25-581of the Zoning Ordinance have not been satisfied due to the following 
reasons: 
 
 1. 
 
 2. 
 
 3. 
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BACKGROUND REPORT 
Planning Commission – November 14, 2016 

 Board of Supervisors –   November 22, 2016 

 Prepared by: N Pendleton 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

Ashley Investments LLC is requesting a Commission Permit for new public roads as well as a rezoning 
from Agriculture, (A-1) to Residential, (R-1) for the construction of up to 51 single family dwellings in a 
proposed subdivision to be known as the “Villages of Ashley”.  The proposal is requested on a portion 
of a 35-acre parcel is located on Trinity Road approximately 0.45 miles south of the intersection of 
Roanoke Road (U.S. Route 220)/Trinity Road.     

STAFF COMMENTS 

This application is a modification from an application that was tabled in May of 2016 at the request of 
the applicant.  That proposal was for a higher-density development that would be served by private 
roads.  This submittal has been modified, and the proposal for single-family homes on 20,000 square 
foot lots or larger is consistent with the surrounding Ashley Plantation subdivisions.  

The proposed subdivision is approximately one mile from the entrance to The Botetourt Center at 
Greenfield, where two recent economic development announcements have referenced the creation of 
hundreds of new jobs.  Botetourt County is also in the process of conducting a housing study to determine 
the market for multiple types of housing, but the overwhelming perception indicates that there is a 
shortage of workforce housing. Paired with the location, and the availability of water and sewer, this 
development does have the potential to address that demand.  

The main concern of staff regarding this application is the lack of connectivity as required by the 
subdivision ordinance. Connectivity also appears to be a concern from VDOT, as they state that the 
project does not appear to have multiple connections in multiple directions. However, the property as it 
exists currently does have an access on Trinity Road, but the applicant is not including that portion of 
the property in this request. To mitigate the lack of connectivity, the applicant did provide a 40-foot 
right of way “stub out” similar to the existing connection off of Scarlet Drive, to the remainder of the 
parcel. VDOT representatives have been invited to the meeting, and should be able to address this 
barrier to their approval should the project be approved. The applicant did proffer substantial 
conformance to the concept plan, so the development will be required to conform to this layout, but if 
approved, the Planning Commission may wish to review the preliminary plat when submitted to the office 
to determine compliance with the standards in the subdivision ordinance.  

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 these requests. 



 
 
 

Ashley Investments LLC– Rezoning to A-1, Commission Permit for public road 
November 2016 

Page 2 of 6 

 
 
 

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT 

Amsterdam Magisterial District:  Ashley Investments, LLC, requests a Commission permit in accord with 
§15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia for the construction of a public road, in addition to a request for 
rezoning, with possible proffered conditions, on 32.081 acres of a 35.154-acre parcel from the 
Agricultural (A-1) Use District to the Residential (R-1) Use District, for residential use at 2763 Trinity 
Road, Troutville. The development is proposed to be accessed via Scarlet Drive (Route 1129), This parcel 
is located approximately 0.45 miles south of the Roanoke Road (U.S. Route 220)/Trinity Road (State 
Route 670) intersection, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as 
Section 88, Parcel 82F. 
 
EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND 

The property is currently zoned Agricultural, A-1. There is currently a dwelling and a barn located on 

the property however, the barn is situated on a 3.073-acre portion of the property that is not included 

in this request.  Approximately 12 of the acres included in the request are pasture, while the remainder 

of the property is wooded.  The property is currently accessed via Trinity Lane, but the property can 

also be accessed by an undeveloped 50-foot right-of-way from Scarlet Drive in the Ashley Plantation 

Subdivision.  
 
ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA 

 Zoning Land Use 

North 
Agricultural (A-1) 
Business (B-1)  

Agriculture/Single-family dwellings 
VFW Post 1841 Lord Botetourt 

East 
Trinity Road  
Agricultural (A-1) 

Agriculture 
Single-family dwellings 

West 

Residential (R-1)  
Route 220  
Agriculture (A-1) 

Single-family dwellings- Ashley Plantation Subdivision 
Agriculture 

South  Residential (R-1) Single-family dwellings- Ashley Plantation Subdivision 

 
PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The applicant is proposing to construct a subdivision with up to 51 lots on 32.081 acres. The subdivision 
is proposed to be accessed via an existing 50-foot right-of-way from Scarlet Drive, which would be 
extended as a 40-foot right-of-way to serve 14 lots and intersect with an additional public road. This 
road would serve approximately 15 lots and terminate on one end in a cul-de-sac. The other public 
road would serve 22 lots and terminate with a cul-de-sac on both ends.  
 
An additional 3.073 acres of the property is not included in this request. This property would remain 
zoned in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District.  The portion of the property not included in this request has 
access to Trinity Road. A 40-foot right-of-way connection to that property is shown on the concept plan.  
 
The applicant states that the development will provide moderate housing for qualified residents of 
Botetourt County. In addition, the applicant did provide sample examples of dwellings, but these 
renderings are not referenced in the letter of intent or the proffers, so these images are not binding 
reflections of how the homes could be designed. However, the applicant has submitted a proffered 
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condition that a document outlining a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions will be 
recorded prior to the approval of the subdivision of this property, and that document is identical to the 
covenants recorded in the Botetourt County Office of the Clerk of Circuit Court for Ashley Plantation, 
Section IV. The county will not enforce these restrictions; any disputes arising from any deviations would 
continue to be a civil matter.  
 
 

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS – RESIDENTIAL (R-1) 
Criteria Code Requirements 

 
 
District Limitations 

All development within the R-1, R-2,and R-3 districts is required to be 
served by either public (or community) water and sewer facilities which 
meets the provisions of the county's comprehensive plan and all design 
standards set forth by the county. 

Minimum Lot Area:  20,000 square feet 

Minimum Lot Width:  100 feet at the minimum setback line of the front yard 

Setbacks:                                                               Front: 35’, Side: 15’,  Rear: 25’  

Lot Coverage 20% 

Maximum height 35’ 

 
 
SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE 

In granting subdivision approval, the subdivision agent is required to review plats in accordance with 
standards related to topographic suitability, coordinated infrastructure improvements, floodplains, 
natural drainage, stormwater management, erosion and sediment control soil suitability, easements, fire 
protection, and streets and connectivity. A preliminary plat will be required to be submitted to be 
reviewed. The agent may call for opinions or decisions, either verbal or written, from the Planning 
Commission or other departments in considering details of any submitted plat.   
 
Regarding streets, the subdivision ordinance provides the following regulations: 
 
Sec. 21-134. - Streets. 
(a) General requirements. Except where specifically waived elsewhere herein, or permitted by the 

zoning ordinance, each lot within a subdivision shall be served by a publicly dedicated and state 
maintained street. New streets shall conform to the standards and regulations of the state 
department of transportation and to this section. All approvals and inspections of streets will be 
coordinated with the Virginia Department of Transportation, the Botetourt Comprehensive Plan 
and any applicable proffers or special exception conditions. 

(b) Alignment and layout. The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provision for 
the continuation of existing streets in adjoining areas. Where, in the opinion of the agent or the 
planning commission, it is desirable to provide for street access to adjoining property, whether 
or not there are existing streets in such adjoining property, proposed streets shall be extended 
by dedication to the boundary of such property. Half streets along the boundary of land proposed 
for subdivision shall not be permitted. 
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2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

 

The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses of properties in this area as Medium Density 

Residential.  

 
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. 

 
The Commission Permit request should be considered in accordance with Sec. 25-576 of the zoning 

ordinance:  

 

Permit required. In accord with the Code of Virginia, Section 15.2-2232, no street, park or other 

public area or public structure, public utility, public building or public service corporation facility 

other than railroads, whether publicly or privately owned, shall be constructed, established or 

authorized unless and until the general location or approximate location, character and extent 

thereof has been submitted to and approved by the planning commission as being substantially 

in accord with the adopted comprehensive plan or part thereof. 

 
UTILITIES 

The applicant states that public water will be provided by Central Water Company, and has 
provided a letter from Central Water Company indicating they have the capacity to supply these 
residential hookups. The applicant indicates that the property can be served by public sewer which is 
already in use and available at Scarlet Drive.  
 
TRAFFIC 

2015 VDOT traffic data indicates that there is an estimated Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) 
volume of 470 vehicles along the 0.88 mile segment of Scarlet Drive (Route 1129) from Ashley Way 
(Route 1126)  to its intersection with Roanoke Road (Route 220). For comparison, there is an estimated 
AADT volume of 1,700 along Trinity Road.  
 
A traffic study was submitted which appears to provide information regarding the need for a right 
turn or taper, or left turn lane on Scarlet Drive. This analysis assumes one trip per lot in the peak hour 
traffic study, and estimates that no such improvements are needed. VDOT is currently reviewing this 
traffic study.  
 
VDOT COMMENTS 

VDOT comments are attached. VDOT representatives have been invited to attend the Planning 
Commission meeting to answer any questions that may arise from the comments. The October 20, 2016 
letter states that “The current concept plan does not appear to have multiple connections in multiple 
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directions as required by the secondary street acceptance requirements.” Other comments in the letter 
appear to address future permitting requirements.  
 
FIRE AND RESCUE 

The Fincastle Fire and Rescue Station provides fire and rescue services for this property.  The station is 
located approximately 3.5 miles from the proposed development.  Comments from Deputy Chief Jason 
Ferguson indicated that they did not foresee any issues, as long as entrances and exits into the area 
and streets remain wide enough for fire and EMS apparatus to ingress and egress through. 
 

SCHOOLS 

The schools serving this project will be Troutville Elementary, Read Mountain Middle School and Lord 
Botetourt High School.  Using the following model, the maximum number of school age children is 
approximately 26. (51 proposed homes X 2.55 persons per household) * 20% = 26) 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

To date, two letters have been received from the public; these are from property owners residing in 
the existing Ashley Plantation subdivision. The letters, which have been distributed, cite concerns such 
as:  Additional comments may be forthcoming at the public hearings.  
 
This application has been tabled at the request of the applicant since May of 2016. The application 
previously submitted was for a rezoning to Residential (R-3) Use District and for a private road. That 
application resulted in approximately 28 letters of opposition which are on file in our office for 
review.  
 
PROFFERS 

 
1. This property will be developed in substantial conformance titled “Proposed Concept Plan” 

included with this application, prepared by McMurry Surveyors, Inc. dated August 18, 2016, 
and revised October 21, 2016). 

2. Prior to subdivision approval, a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions will be 
recorded in the Office of the Circuit Court Clerk of Botetourt County.  These covenants, conditions 
and restrictions will be identical to those recorded via Instrument #0309463 in the Office of the 
Circuit Court Clerk of Botetourt County on October 9, 2003 for Ashley Plantation Section IV, 
Articles I and II.  
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DRAFT MOTIONS 

 
Commission Permit:  
 
Approval for Commission Permit 
 
I move that the commission permit for a private road by Ashley Investments LLC be approved. 
 
Denial (Commission Permit): 
 
I move that the commission permit for a private road by Ashley Investments LLC be denied.   Based 
upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-576, the following items have not been satisfied: 
 
1. 
2. (list findings/reasons for denial) 
 
 
Rezoning 
 
Approval for Rezoning:  
I move that the zoning map amendment for Ashley Investments LLC be forwarded to the Board of 
Supervisors with the following proffered conditions, supplied by the applicant: 
 

1. This property will be developed in substantial conformance titled “Proposed Concept Plan” 
included with this application, prepared by McMurry Surveyors, Inc. dated August 18, 2016, 
and revised October 21, 2016).  
 

2. Prior to subdivision approval, a declaration of covenants, conditions and restrictions will be 
recorded in the Office of the Circuit Court Clerk of Botetourt County.  These covenants, conditions 
and restrictions will be identical to those recorded via Instrument #0309463 in the Office of the 
Circuit Court Clerk of Botetourt County on October 9, 2003 for Ashley Plantation Section IV, 
Articles I and II.  

 
This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581of 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 Ashley Investments LLC be forwarded to 
the Board of Supervisors with recommendation for denial on the basis that the requirements of 
Section 25-581of the Zoning Ordinance have not been satisfied due to the following 
reasons:________________.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









1

GOAD, LAURA

From: FERGUSON, JASON
Sent: Monday, October 03, 2016 9:09 AM
To: GOAD, LAURA
Subject: RE: Rezoning - Please review and comment by 10-14-16

Laura, 
 
This project appears similar in concept, if not identical to a previously proposed project in that same area. I don’t see any 
issues, as long as entrances and exits into the area and streets remain wide enough for fire and EMS apparatus to ingress 
and egress through.  
 
Thanks, 
Jason 
 

From: GOAD, LAURA  
Sent: Wednesday, September 07, 2016 3:43 PM 
To: FERGUSON, JASON <jferguson@BOTETOURTVA.GOV> 
Subject: Rezoning ‐ Please review and comment by 10‐14‐16 
 
Jason, 
 
Would you please review this rezoning request for Fire/EMS. Based on the attached concept plan, the developer 
proposes one entrance off of Scarlet Drive for a 51‐lot subdivision comment by October 14, 2016. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Laura 
 
Laura Goad l Community Development 
Division of Planning & Zoning 
5 W. Main St., Suite 100 ~ Fincastle, VA 24090 
O: 540.928.2078  F: 540.473.2018 
Botetourt County l  lgoad@botetourtva.gov 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 



From: happycouple8@lumos.net
To: Larrowe, Gary
Cc: MOORMAN, DAVID; Dodson, Todd; Martin, Billy; Williamson, John; Leffel, Jack; Scothorn, Mac;

PlanningComments; hiawathanicely@aol.com; HOA Board
Subject: Beyond the Botetourt County Gateway
Date: Sunday, October 23, 2016 6:10:12 PM
Importance: High

Dear Mr. Larrowe:
 
We (Mary and Michael Dixon, Daleville) are writing once again to express concerns and reservations about
the proposed development of 32 acres by Ashely Investments, LLC in the hear of Ashley Plantation.  You will recall
that while the development is not at all affiliated with Ashley Plantation, it is to be known as the "Village of
Ashley."
 
Ashley Investments in its most recent submission (August 2016) to the County's Planning and Zoning Division has
proposed rezoning the area in question from A-1 to R-1 residential status.  This on the surface at least is a
step forward as Ashley Plantation homeowners in general gave considered as acceptable R-1 zoning WITH similar
housing and similar restrictions.covenants as those that exist in Ashley Plantation.
 
It is worth emphasizing, however, that the new proposal for 51 residences is significantly higher than the 40 or so
that Ashley Investments representatives promised Ashley Plantation HOA members on April 20, 2016.  Moreover,
despite Ashley Plantation HOA efforts to engage Ashley Investments representatives, the latter have declined
to confirm their intention to honor and implement the sample covenants, conditions and restrictions that were
included in the August 2016 rezoning request.  This is a particular point of concern and consternation, given 2016
Virginia state legislation concerning zoning and related proffers.  As you undoubtedly are aware, the new law puts
the burden on the County to show that proffers are "reasonable," and address only impacts "specifically attributable"
to the proposed new development.
 
We advance the position that the physical characteristics of the Ashley Investments development and its governing
residential rules are in fact part and parcel of what the development will become.  It is impossible to imagine that
standards sought by Ashley Plantation residents and agreed to b y Ashley Investments, LLC would not have a direct
and material benefit for the Village of Ashley and therefore might not meet the new statutory standards.
 
The number of proposed new residences is particularly significant given that the new proposal still suggests only
one entrance and exit for the Village of Ashley (via the conversion of a 50-foot right of way off already busy Scarlet
Drive.  Additional access via Trinity Road is feasible and by Ashley Investments' own admission would cost only
about the price on one to-be-developed residence.  The traffic and inherent public safety issues, as well as a serious
strain on infrastructure and public/community resources, that the proposed single-point access to the Village of
Ashley raise speak for themselves.  We trust County experts will want to weigh them carefully.
 
Environmental issues including the impact of regrading, treatment of storm water, and the conveyance of run-off
water are also among our concerns that relate to but have implications beyond administrative re-designation of areas
for residential use.  In shorthand, stretches of concrete and asphalt mean less absorption of water.  Poor storm water
treatment and improper sizing/positioning of drainage systems can exact a severe toll.  As a keen observer of
international affairs and events, you likely saw that poor planning in terms of handling storm water created chaos
and extreme property loss in Ulsan, Korea earlier this month.  We are encouraged by the recently renewed attention
that the County has demonstrated toward storm water management ad wish to flag this as an important set of issues
to address if the new development proceeds.
 
Finally, we would like to emphasize that like other Ashley Plantation presidents, we are not resistant to change and
are not suggesting that development cannot be positive.  It is befitting that the residents of Ashley Plantation did not
seek a gated community;  nor is there fencing to shut out the rest of te world.  Rather, we are an embracing
community that only hopes to be a beacon for new economic and residential developments  beyond the Exit 150
Gateway.
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If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact us.  Also, please feel free to share these thoughts with
any of your colleagues as you deem appropriate.
 
Sincerely,
Mary and Michael Dixon, (703) 346-1485
100 Alabama Ct, Dalevile, VA 24083
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GOAD, LAURA

From: Ed Holt <edholt3@att.net>
Sent: Monday, November 14, 2016 8:35 AM
To: GOAD, LAURA
Subject: Villages of Ashley

Dear Ms. Goad, 

Would you be so kind as to share our letter below regarding the Villages of Ashley zoning application with the 
members of the Planning Commission and any other appropriate persons to convey our thoughts on this matter.

Thank you, 

Ed & Betty Holt  

Dear Members of the Botetourt County Planning Commission and Staff: 

My wife and I moved to Botetourt County in June 2015 after 40+ years of living elsewhere.  For years we have 
watched the neighborhood of Ashley Plantation develop and grow from a farm into one of the premier 
developments in this county.  We are dismayed by the possibility of the Villages of Ashley being developed 
solely using the residential streets of Ashley as ingress and egress.    

We have two neighbors where the husbands both work in Blacksburg and live in Ashley.  They were so 
impressed by this neighborhood that they chose to commute to Blacksburg, driving past Roanoke on their 
commute, because of the value they saw here.  This fact points out the desirability of our area, and we do not 
want this value to be negatively impacted by changing the character of this area. 

There are several points that we would like to make: 

1. The current address for this property is 2763 Trinity Road.  The proposed development has all traffic
entering and exiting through Scarlet Drive.  We feel it is most appropriate for all traffic to continue to
enter and exit the proposed neighborhood on Trinity Road as the streets in Ashley are not designed for
the anticipated traffic flow.

2. The intersection of US 220 and Scarlet Drive is from the northbound lanes of US 220 only.  The
topography of 220 does not allow for a cross over at that point.  This will have the impact of either
funneling traffic either through Ashley Plantation and heavily impacting traffic in a residential area by
an average of over 500 vehicles per day, or causing traffic exiting the neighborhood that wants to go
southbound on US 220 to first travel north on 220 to Country Club Road and then make a u-turn at an
intersection that is already difficult and has recently seen fatal traffic accidents.  Conversely traffic
southbound on 220 that is entering the neighborhood will either funnel through Ashley Plantation or
make a u-turn by the Cattleman’s Association where traffic northbound on 220 is coming out of a curve,
often at high speed.  By restricting ingress and egress to Trinity Road, traffic will either enter and exit
220 at safer locations or disburse more traffic to US 11 and spread out the traffic impact.

3. The county recognizes significant property tax value from Ashley Plantation and the surrounding
area.  Adding additional traffic and changing the nature of the development will hurt the value of the
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homes in Ashley and end up costing the county tax dollars where this type of development in other areas 
will not. 

4. The nature of the grading proposed by the development and the retaining walls proposed will create 
drainage problems and eyesores that will negatively impact surrounding homes. 

  

We therefore request zoning to only be approved for lots of R-1 with ingress and egress off Trinity Road, 
acceptable drainage and grading for minimal visual and drainage impacts, and posting of a performance bond 
by the developer to correct any adverse impact on surrounding neighbors of the development.  We believe this 
would then be in keeping with the neighborhood and the county land use plan. 

Thank you for your consideration of our thoughts on this matter. 

  

Sincerely, 

Ed & Betty Holt 

599 Scarlet Drive 

Daleville, VA 
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