V.

AGENDA
BOTETOURT COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 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)

Business Items:

1.

Call to Order.

Recognition of acceptance of the Greenfield Disc Golf Course into the Virginia
Treasures Program. (Farmer)

Recognition of a participant in a Fire/EMS rescue incident. (Fuqua)

Public comment period.

Consent Agenda:

2.

Approval of minutes of the regular meeting held on November 22, 2016.
Approval of minutes of the continued meeting held on December 10, 2016.

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

Consideration of approval of staff recommendation for Fire/EMS third-party billing
services contract. (Ferguson)

Ratification of the Director of Emergency Management's lifting of the State of Emer-
gency due to dry weather conditions. (Larrowe)

General Items:

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Consideration of the 2016-2017 Recreation Incentive Fund requests. (Farmer)
Consideration of Library Incentive Fund requests. (Vest)

Approval of a Virginia Business Ready Sites Program Site Characterization Grant
Performance Agreement. (McFadyen)

Consideration of resolution celebrating the 25™ anniversary of Read Mountain Fire
and Rescue. (Ferguson)

Other Items:
e Committee reports.

Appointments:
12. The term of Jason Ferguson as the County’s representative on the Western Virginia

Emergency Medical Services Council’s Board of Directors expires on December 31,
2016. This is a three year term.

Items at Specific Times:

13.

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 2.2-3711A
(D), (3), (5), and (7) of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended.



V.

Items at Specific Times (cont.):

14.

15.

2:30 P. M.

3:00 P. M.

6:00 P. M.

Highway Department:
A. Monthly update report. (Hamm)

B. Consideration of request for acceptance of a portion of British
Woods Drive into the Secondary System of Highways. (Pendleton)

Mr. Chris Wise to speak on behalf of the Valley Conservation Council
and the Rockbridge Area Conservation Council regarding support for
the “Arcadia Initiative” conservation project in northern Botetourt
County.

Public hearings:

16. Valley Magisterial District, Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L.
Sanderson, et al c/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hun-
gate-Fields LLC, contractual purchasers), request a Commission Permit
and a Special Exception Permit, with possible conditions, for a private
road, and to rezone 15.8 acres+/- from an Industrial (M-1) Use District
to a Residential (R-3) Use District, with possible proffered conditions,
for the construction of up to 55 zero-lot line dwellings, located on
Sanderson Drive (State Route 605) approximately 0.4 miles north of
the intersection of Sanderson Drive and Shadwell Drive (State Route
601), and is identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of
Botetourt County as Section 107, Parcels 1A and 4. (Pendleton)

The Planning Commission recommended conditional approval of these
requests.

17. 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. (Pearson)

The Planning Commission recommended approval of these amend-
ments.















The regular meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Tuesday,
November 22, 2016, in Rooms 226-228 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center in
Daleville, Virginia, beginning at 12:45 P. M.

PRESENT: Members: Mr. L. W. Leffel, Jr., Chairman
Mr. Todd L. Dodson, Vice-Chairman
Mr. John B. Williamson, Il
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 12:49 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

16-11-01)
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 2:01 P. M.

On motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following rec-
orded vote, the Board returned to regular session from Closed Session and adopted the follow-
ing resolution by roll-call vote. (Resolution Number 16-11-02)

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. Dodson then led the group in reciting the pledge of allegiance.

Mr. Steve Vest, Library Director, then introduced Ms. Jamie DuVal as the new Eagle
Rock Branch Librarian. He noted that Ms. DuVal is a native of New York, received a BA degree
from Radford University, and a Master's degree from the University of North Texas. Mr. Vest
stated that she previously worked for 8 years at the Radford Public Library and has worked for

the last two years as the manager of the Tap House restaurant in Daleville.



Mr. Vest stated that he looks forward to further building the Library programs at Eagle
Rock with Ms. DuVal's employment.
Ms. DuVal stated that she looks forward to many years of working with the County.

The Board welcomed her to employment with Botetourt County.

Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks and Recreation, then asked Mr. Danny Petty to come
forward.

Mr. Farmer stated that Mr. Petty began work for the County’s Maintenance Department
on July 12, 1993 and is retiring in early December after 23+ years. Mr. Farmer thanked Mr.
Petty for his service to the County and that he wishes Mr. Petty the very best in his retirement.
He then presented Mr. Petty with a County watch.

Mr. Farmer stated that he has been gathering information on the County buildings’
maintenance operations over the past few weeks and recently visited every County emergency
communications cell tower site which included a long trip to the top of Purgatory Mountain.

Mr. Petty stated that, when he began work for the County, the Greenfield property was
still a working farm. He stated that everything in the County has grown and he has been glad to
have been a part of it.

The Board thanked Mr. Petty for his years of service to the County.

Mr. Leffel stated that the County’s recent dry weather has necessitated an open burning
ban being implemented. He appreciates the efforts of all citizens to not start wildfires and the
efforts of the County’s fire and emergency services personnel to keep citizens and their property

safe.

During the public comment portion of the meeting, Ms. Lisa O’Neill, Director of Harmony
Farm Sanctuary and Angels of Assisi, stated that these two entities work with the Botetourt
County Animal Control Office on animal-related rescues. Ms. O’Neill stated that recently an
“animal court” was created in the County where all animal-related cases are heard on one day
by the District Court Judge.

She stated that Harmony Farm is non-profit and is located on 88 acres on Blue Ridge
Turnpike in Fincastle and they work “to help people keep their animals.” Ms. O’Neill stated that
she previously forwarded this request to the Board members but is present today to request that
their property be considered for tax exempt status.

Ms. O’Neill stated that the County’s Animal Control Officers are outstanding and her
organizations have a very close relationship with the department and appreciate their help.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Ms. O’Neill stated that this property is located at
1151 Blue Ridge Turnpike in Fincastle.

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated
that, when there are capacity issues at the Roanoke Center for Animal Control and Protection,
the County has an agreement with Angels of Assisi to take in animals confiscated by the
County’s Animal Control Officers. He noted that this has been a good, collaborative effort on
everyone’s part.

The Board thanked Ms. O’Neill for her comments.



There being no discussion, on motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and car-
ried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the following consent agenda items:
(Resolution Number 16-11-03)

Approval of minutes of the regular meeting held on October 25, 2016;
Approval of the following additional appropriations:

Additional appropriation in the amount of $436.50 to Parks & Recreation — Repairs &
Maintenance — Buildings, 100-4071100-71100-3313. These are funds received from the
Troutville Booster Club for repairs to a storage building.

Additional appropriation in the amount of $627.23 to the following Correction & Detention
Department accounts: $527.23 to Medical & Lab Supplies, 100-4033100-33100-6004;
and $100.00 to Uniforms, 100-4033100-33100-6011. These funds are for the receipt of
expenditure reimbursements.

Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,192.91 to the following Sheriff's Department
accounts: $992.50 to Vehicle Supplies — Fuel, 100-4031200-31200-6008; and $200.41
to Subsistence & Lodging, 100-4031200-31200-5530. This is for funds received regard-
ing extradition expenses.

Additional appropriation in the amount of $1,215.29 to the following Sheriff's Department
accounts: $1,128.92 to Wages — Overtime, 100-4031200-31200-1200; and $86.37 to
FICA, 100-4031200-31200-2100. These are funds received for providing police escort
and security services.

Additional appropriation in the amount of $229.74 to the following Sheriff's Department
accounts: $120.36 to Firing Range Expenses, 100-4031200-31200-6015; and $109.38
to Uniforms, 100-4031200-31200-6011. The former is for the sale of brass casings and
the latter is a reimbursement.

And, approval of the Accounts Payable and ratification of the Short Accounts Payable

List as submitted.

Consideration was then held on an amendment to a Performance Agreement and
authorization of a Purchase Agreement for the sale of real estate to Dynax America Corpora-
tion. Mr. David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator, stated that in July 2016, the Board held
a public hearing on the vacation of EastPark Court in EastPark Commerce Center and approved
and authorized the conveyance of EastPark Court and approximately 3 acres of land to Dynax
America Corporation.

He noted that EastPark Court will now be used as a private access for Dynax and possi-
bly Tread Corporation. Mr. Moorman stated that negotiations on the details of the sale were
only recently concluded and Dynax has now formally agreed to a purchase price of $81,400,
which is the property’s assessed value.

Mr. Moorman then stated that an amendment to the County’s January 2015 performance
agreement with Dynax regarding the company’s most recent/on-going expansion project has
been included in the Board's information packet. He noted that this amended agreement would
allow Dynax to pay this purchase price to the County as a reduction in the $225,000 in perfor-
mance grant monies to be paid by the County to Dynax over the next few yeatrs.

Mr. Moorman stated that, once the $81,400 amount is reached, the 2015 performance
agreement’s terms would then continue. He stated that staff is recommending that the Board
approve this agreement amendment and authorize the County Administrator to execute all nec-
essary documents, subject to review and approval by the County Attorney.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Moorman stated that $81,400 is the same

amount discussed with the Board in July.



There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Mr. Dod-
son, and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board approved the First Amendment to a
Performance Agreement with Dynax America Corporation, authorized the County Administrator
to execute a final agreement in substantial conformance with the document presented, upon the
review and approval of the County Attorney, and authorized the County Administrator to execute
any other necessary documents for the sale of EastPark Court and approximately three acres of
real property to Dynax America Corporation as previously approved by the Board, subject to
review and approval by the County Attorney. (Resolution Number 16-11-04)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Consideration was then held on ratification of the Director of Emergency Management's
declaration to ban open burning in the County. Fire Chief Tommy Fuqua stated that due to the
ongoing dry weather, the County Administrator, who is also the Director of Emergency Man-
agement, declared a burn ban on November 16.

He stated that this was a proactive decision to protect the County’s citizens and prop-
erty. Chief Fuqua stated that according to State Code Section 44-146.21, the Board of Super-
visors is required to ratify this declaration within 14 days of its issuance. He noted that a resolu-
tion to this affect was included in the Board’s information packets for their consideration.

After discussion, Chief Fuqua stated that he does not see the burn ban being lifted any-
time soon as there is no significant rainfall forecast during the next one to two weeks. He noted
that staff recommends approval of this resolution.

On motion by Mr. Martin, seconded by Mr. Dodson, and carried by the following rec-
orded vote, the Board adopted the following resolution ratifying the Director of Emergency
Management's declaration to ban open burning in the County effective November 16, 2016.

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Resolution Number 16-11-05
WHEREAS, the Board of Supervisors of the County of Botetourt, Virginia, does hereby

find as follows:

1. That due to the recent, long-term lack of precipitation and the potential for
wildfires in Botetourt County, the County of Botetourt faced a condition of
extreme peril to the lives, safety, and property of the residents of and visitors to
Botetourt County;

2. That the Director of Disaster and Emergency Management deemed that a
state of emergency existed at 11:34 A. M. on November 16, 2016;

3. That as a result of this extreme peril, the proclamation of the existence of an
emergency was necessary to permit the full powers of government to deal effec-
tively with this condition of peril;

4. That a State of Emergency was subsequently declared in accordance with
Code of Virginia Section 44-146.21;

5. That a Board of Supervisors ratification of the declaration is required;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY PROCLAIMED by the Board of Supervisors of the
County of Botetourt, Virginia, that a local emergency exists throughout the County of
Botetourt, and



IT IS FURTHER PROCLAIMED AND ORDERED that during the existence of this emer-
gency, the powers, functions, and duties of the Director of Disaster and Emergency
Management and the Emergency Services organization and functions of the County of
Botetourt were/are those prescribed by the laws of the Commonwealth of Virginia and
the ordinances, resolutions, and approved plans of the County of Botetourt were imple-
mented in order to mitigate the effects of said emergency, and,

That the County Administrator undertake all possible efforts required in an attempt to
recover any emergency-related local expenditures from the Commonwealth of Virginia,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), or any available, non-local
source.

Consideration was then held on a resolution requesting that the General Assembly
amend the Code of Virginia to allow all counties to levy a tax on cigarettes. Mr. Gary Larrowe
stated that the County was made aware of this resolution at the Virginia Association of Counties
annual meeting two weeks ago.

He noted that Wythe County recently adopted a resolution to this effect as counties have
been required to fund shortfalls in State and federal funding over the past few years and a ciga-
rette tax is a means to lessen this financial burden. Mr. Larrowe stated that currently only cities
and towns and the counties of Fairfax and Arlington are permitted to implement a tax on the
sale or use of cigarettes.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Larrowe stated that, if approved by the General
Assembly, these revenues would be paid directly to the County.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Larrowe stated that, as no counties of similar
size to Botetourt currently have this tax, it is difficult to determine the amount of revenues that
would be generated. It was noted that this tax cannot exceed 5¢ per pack of cigarettes.

Mr. Williamson questioned whether the County should also request authorization to
implement liqguor and wine taxes as well.

There being no further discussion, on motion by Dr. Scothorn, seconded by Mr. Leffel,
and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board adopted the following resolution request-
ing the Virginia General Assembly to amend the Code of Virginia to allow all counties to levy a
tax on cigarettes and directed staff to forward this resolution to the County’s General Assembly
representatives and the Virginia Association of Counties.

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Resolution Number 16-11-06
WHEREAS, the County of Botetourt, Virginia, requests that all counties in Virginia have

equal rights; and,

WHEREAS, the County of Botetourt, respectively requests that the Code of Virginia be
amended to provide equal rights; and,

WHEREAS, the County of Botetourt has been required to fund shortfalls in State and
federal funding; and,

WHEREAS, the County of Botetourt has identified a means to lessen the burden on
property taxes by implementing a cigarette tax that has previously been approved for
certain counties, and all cities and towns by State legislative action; and,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Botetourt County Board of Super-
visors requests that Section 58.1-3831 of the Code of Virginia be amended as follows to
allow all Virginia Counties to have the power to levy tax upon the sale or use of ciga-
rettes:



“Section 58.1-3831. Fairfaxand-Arington-Ceunties All counties in Virginia shall have the

power to levy tax upon the sale or use of cigarettes. Such tax shall be in such amount
and on such terms as the governing body may by ordinances prescribe, not to exceed
five cents per pack or the amount levied under state law, whichever is greater. The
provisions of 858.1-3830 shall apply to such counties, mutatis mutandis.”

Mr. Cody Sexton, Management Assistant, then updated the Board on the recent Green-
field Historic Preservation Advisory Commission meeting. Mr. Sexton stated that the group met
for the second time on November 15 and toured the Greenfield preservation area.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Sexton stated that the Commission’s members
include Danny Kyle, Angela Coon, David Marcum, Rupert Cutler, Ann Layman, Donna Hender-
son, and the newest member appointed by the Board last month—Cheryl Sullivan Willis.

Mr. Sexton stated that the Commission discussed the need to hire a consultant to help
meet their duties as designated by the Board of Supervisors regarding development of a con-
ceptual master plan; creation of a summary of the artifacts, structures, etc., to be available for
public display; development of target visitor populations; park design plan; draft action plan/
timeline; etc. He noted that the group’s consensus was to proceed with the work and develop a
request for proposals, select two or three finalists for County staff to review, and make a deci-
sion on hiring a consultant early in 2017.

Mr. Sexton stated that the consultant’s work will be conducted in late winter/early spring
of 2017 including receipt of public/community comments, and the Commission will prepare the
final report for the Board's consideration next summer/fall.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Sexton stated that the group discussed the six
items included in the scope of work and agreed to retain those six items in the RFP at this time
and expand upon the consultant’'s work items later, if necessary.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Sexton stated that the County will be hiring the
consultant and would have the final say on the scope of work and the negotiated contract's
parameters. Mr. Sexton stated that the Commission will be responsible for choosing the two
finalists for interview by a team consisting of County staff and one or two Commission members.

There being no further discussion, the Board thanked Mr. Sexton for this report.

Consideration was then held on various appointments.

On motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following rec-
orded vote, the Board reappointed Mr. Hiawatha Nicely as the Amsterdam District representa-
tive on the Planning Commission for a four year term to expire on January 1, 2021, and ratified
the appointment of Colonel Bobby Russell as an at-large member of the Blue Ridge Behavioral

Healthcare Board of Directors for a term to expire on December 31, 2018. (Resolution Number

16-11-07)
AYES: Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn
NAYS: None
ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Mr. Kevin Hamm, Maintenance Operations Manager with the Virginia Department of

Transportation, was then present to speak to the Board.



He then reviewed the VDoT monthly report. Mr. Hamm stated that the project to replace
two narrow bridges on Route 220 north of Eagle Rock is proceeding. He noted that this project
has a fixed completion date of June 2018.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson regarding the wetlands area between Route 220 and
the James River in this area, Mr. Hamm stated the wetlands are flagged and the contractor is
aware of their location. Mr. Hamm noted that he is not aware of how much of the wetland area
will be impacted by the bridge replacement project; however, if any of the wetlands are dam-
aged/removed then the contractor will have to obtain the necessary impact “credit” elsewhere.

Mr. Williamson stated that he would like to receive some specifics on this wetland area.
Mr. Hamm stated that he would forward this request to the appropriate VDoT personnel.

Regarding the Exit 150 project, Mr. Hamm stated that all of the base paving is completed
on Gateway Crossing and work on the road’s new intersection with Alternate 220 is proceeding.
Mr. Hamm stated that they do not know when traffic will be transferred onto Gateway Crossing.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Hamm stated that he believes that there will be
no left hand turns allowed into the Pilot station from Route 11 southbound when this project is
completed.

Mr. Dodson stated that he believes that there will only be right in/right out turns from the
Pilot station onto Gateway Crossing.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Hamm stated that the news media and the public
will be notified when Route 11 is closed and Gateway Crossing is opened to traffic.

Mr. Hamm stated that work is finishing up on the Catawba/Etzler Road
bridge/intersection improvement project. He noted that Adams Paving will be completing the
finish paving work; however, the pavement temperature needs to be a minimum of 40° for
pavement to be placed.

Mr. Hamm then stated that there are three land development projects under review and
VDoT issued five land use permits over the past month. He further stated that their area head-
guarters are still continuing with asphalt patching and they are trying to patch the worst areas
before cold weather conditions arrive. Mr. Hamm noted that Mountain Pass Road should be
completed in the next week or two as there was a delay to allow some ditch work to be com-
pleted last week. He further stated that VDoT and its subcontractors have the necessary snow
removal equipment/supplies prepared for winter. Mr. Hamm stated that VDoT has more snow
removal contractors available this year than last year.

After discussion, Mr. Hamm noted that the turn lane extension for Valley Road has been
delayed until spring due to other paving work on Routes 220, 11, and 654 that will be done over
the next 2 — 3 weeks.

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, Mr. Hamm stated that the road’s surface temperature has
to be a minimum of 40° before pavement can be put down.

Mr. Hamm further noted that VDoT is still waiting for funding to conduct the comprehen-
sive traffic engineering study on the Route 220, Alternate 220, and Route 11 corridors.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson regarding funding for this study, Mr. Brian Blevins,
VDoT’s Area Land Use Engineer, stated that he has talked to Michael Gray, VDoT’s District
Planning Manager, about this project and they are waiting until after January 1 to see if any
funding will be available for this study.

Mr. Martin stated that he had received calls from several citizens with various issues
over the past few weeks: Mr. Spickard on Webster Road regarding flooding, Mr. Powell on

Stratford Drive regarding road maintenance and potholes; Mr. Shubert on Longwood Lane



regarding road maintenance, and several residents of Heatherstone Subdivision regarding the
placement of tar and gravel on their roadways instead of asphalt. Mr. Martin stated that he
would provide Mr. Hamm with the contact details for these citizens.

Mr. Hamm stated that VDoT has received a lot of citizen complaints this summer regard-
ing the surface treatment work. He noted that in some areas the contractor had to sweep the
road because too much gravel was put down and didn’t adhere to the tar. He noted that VDoT
usually sees issues with this situation on hills and cul-de-sacs that do not have much traffic.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Hamm stated that, on roadways with curb and gut-
ter, VDOT installs a slurry seal not asphalt pavement. He noted that plant mix (asphalt) is
placed on secondary roadways with high traffic volumes as it is not financially feasible to apply
asphalt to every secondary roadway.

Mr. Williamson stated that VDoT did a great job in paving the crumbling shoulder areas
on Brugh’s Mill Road and Blue Ridge Turnpike; however, one spot remains on Brugh’s Mill
Road that needs further work.

Mr. Hamm stated that, if this is the area near the black fencing, there are drainage
issues which will necessitate digging up and rebuilding the roadway’s base. Mr. Hamm noted
that he will check to see if this work will be done before winter.

Mr. Dodson stated that he also appreciated the pavement patching work completed in
his district. Mr. Dodson then requested that lane markings be painted on the entire length of
Commons Parkway. He noted that the lane markings currently end at the Kingston Drive inter-
section and, with the soon to be completed nursing home located beyond Kroger, there will be
more traffic on this roadway.

Dr. Scothorn noted that he had previously mentioned issues with the pavement settling
on Drake Trail in Hunter's Green Subdivision. He noted that there are several dips in the road-
way where the road’s base has settled over the years.

Mr. Hamm stated that there are compaction issues on this roadbed. He noted that this
issue is on VDOT's list for repairs and surface treatment sometime in the next two years.

Dr. Scothorn stated that he appreciated Mr. Hamm'’s detailed knowledge of the County’s
roadways. He further noted that there remain issues with loose gravel in Highland Manor Sub-
division.

Mr. Hamm stated that VDoT's road sweeper has had mechanical breakdowns over the
past several months; however, he received a message earlier today that it has now been
repaired and will be scheduled for work in the Botetourt area again.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn regarding rough pavement in the right-hand lane of
I-81 northbound between mile markers 147 and 148, Mr. Hamm stated that he has discussed
these issues with VDoT's Interstate Superintendent. He noted that repairs to this area are “in
the works.” He noted that VDoT is trying to patch these areas; however, there are problems
with the base pavement that will have to be fixed as well.

The Board thanked Mr. Hamm for his report.

Mr. Roy Loope of Loope Lane in Buchanan then stated that there are 12 homes with 41
registered vehicles on this 0.8 mile gravel road. He noted that there are also newspaper, mail,
trash, UPS/FedEx, and at least one tractor trailer that use this roadway. Mr. Loope stated that
the roadway is in need of work. Mr. Loope stated that the road is very dusty, there are water
runoff issues after heavy rains, and something needs to be done to improve this situation.

Mr. Hamm stated that this road has a lot of drainage problems and VDoT has made

repairs when necessary including trimming trees and cleaning out/repairing ditchlines.



After discussion, it was noted that VDoT'’s traffic count for this road is 52 vehicles per
day.

The Board thanked Mr. Loope for his comments.

Mr. Williamson suggested that this road be included on the Board’s gravel road sight
visit list for viewing on December 20.

There being no further discussion, Mr. Hamm and Mr. Blevins left the meeting at this

time.

Consideration was then held on a resolution of support for an application by the Town of
Fincastle for VDoT Revenue Sharing Program funds for a sidewalk improvement project. Mr.
David Tickner, Fincastle Town Manager, stated that the Town previously received $708,000 in
grant funds for a sidewalk improvement project. He noted that there were funds remaining at
the end of this project and the Town would like to submit an application for up to $60,000 in
VDoT Revenue Sharing Program funds for sidewalk improvements along Main Street from Mon-
roe (Route T-1209) to Hancock (Route T-630) Streets.

He noted that this is a 50/50 matching grant; however, the Town is not requesting any
monies from the County for this project—only a resolution of support. Mr. Tickner thanked Mr.
Cody Sexton for his assistance in this application process.

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 of support for the
Town of Fincastle’s application for VDoT Revenue Sharing Program funds for a sidewalk
improvement project.

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Resolution Number 16-11-08

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Fincastle has identified the Town’s system
of sidewalks as a major element of the Town'’s infrastructure, a significant pedestrian
asset, economic development tool, and overall component of quality of life; and,

WHEREAS, the Town Council of the Town of Fincastle has worked to maintain and
improve the sidewalk system in the Town through volunteer work, grant projects, and
paid contractors; and,

WHEREAS, the Town of Fincastle, which is located within Botetourt County, desires to
submit an application for an allocation of funds in the amount of up to $60,000 to be
matched through the Virginia Department of Transportation Fiscal Year 2018 Revenue
Sharing Program for these improvements;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of Supervisors of Botetourt
County hereby supports the application by the Town of Fincastle for an allocation of
funds up to $60,000 to be matched through the Virginia Department of Transportation
Revenue Sharing Program for a sidewalk improvement project in the Town of Fincastle.

The Chairman then called for a 5 minute break.

The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 3:06 P. M.

Mrs. Traci Clark, Director of Elections and General Registrar, then updated the Board on
the November 2016 election. She noted that included in the Board's information packet was a

report detailing the November 8 General and Special Election.
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Mrs. Clark stated that, since she became Registrar in July 2015, the office has dealt with
four elections. She noted that the November 2015 election involved several uncontested races
for constitutional offices which resulted in a low voter turnout - 5,838 voters (25% of the
County’s registered voters). Mrs. Clark stated that this was also the first election held since the
election precincts were consolidated which reduced the number of polling places to two per dis-
trict and new voting machines were purchased. Mrs. Clark stated that she also had challenges
in finding election officers to manage the polling places during this election.

Mrs. Clark stated that her office then had to prepare for a Presidential Primary in March
2016 which resulted in similar challenges to those at the November 2015 election. She noted
that the biggest complaint was that voters had to state which Primary (Democratic or Repub-
lican) they wanted to participate in. Mrs. Clark stated that 7,732 votes or 33% of the registered
voters participated in that election.

She stated that the Board of Supervisors approved changes to the Troutville/Cloverdale
precinct boundaries earlier this year and designated a new polling location in the Valley District.
Mrs. Clark noted that her office notified approximately 4,200 voters that they would be impacted
by these boundary/polling place changes.

Mrs. Clark stated that a Republican Primary for the Sixth Congressional District was held
in June 2016 which had a low voter turnout (6%). Mrs. Clark further stated that in June, she and
Electoral Board member William Heartwell attended State Board of Elections training in Rich-
mond and she hired a new part-time employee for the Registrar’s Office. In July, she stated that
a change of address mailing was sent by the Board of Elections’ database to the County’s regis-
tered voters which resulted in her staff having to update addresses for between 500 — 600
voters.

Mrs. Clark stated that between August and November 48 new election officers were
hired and trained. She noted that the youngest precinct election officer (PEO) was 19 and the
oldest was 85. She also expressed appreciation to the members of the local press in “getting
the word out” about the election and the two proposed State Constitutional amendments on the
November ballot.

After discussion, Mrs. Clark stated that there was also a high volume of in-person absen-
tee voters for the Presidential Election (1,028) compared to the 2012 election (803) and the
2008 election (663). She noted that absentee voting began on September 23 after an initial
mailing to over 220 voters who had submitted applications for absentee ballots along with 54
ballots that were mailed to military/overseas voters. Mrs. Clark stated that 1,833 absentee
applications were processed this year.

She noted that her office was also open on Saturday, October 29 and November 5 to
accommaodate in-person absentee voting and the office handled 103 in-person absentee voters
on Friday, November 4. Mrs. Clark further noted that, in the last 5 years, the Registrar’s Office
only issued 1 emergency absentee ballot; however, this year, they approved 7 emergency
absentee ballots on Election Day. She noted that the national media hype and tone of the pres-
idential campaigns increased the interest and volume of voters.

Mrs. Clark stated that the State’s on-line voter registration website crashed on October
16 which caused the registration deadline to be extended to October 21. She noted that the
website was receiving 1,500 visits per second when it crashed. Mrs. Clark noted that her staff
processed almost 3,500 voting applications between September 1 and November 7 with 558

applications being cancelled due to death, the applicant transferring to another locality, or the
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applicant having committed a felony. She noted that two part-time staff members worked an
additional 200 hours from May to August.

After discussion, Mrs. Clark stated that there were 24,276 registered voters in the
County as of Election Day and 18,798 (77.4%) patrticipated in the election, which was the high-
est number of participating voters in any County election. She noted that approximately 65% of
the registered voters had not voted in an election since 2012 so they had to learn to operate the
new voting machines and locate their new polling place. She noted that the November ballot
included the presidential race, two State constitutional amendments, the Sixth District Congres-
sional race, and various town council elections.

Mrs. Clark stated that the success of this election process was a reflection on her staff,
the Sheriff's deputies who were present at the polling places, the school administrative and cus-
todial staff who worked extra hours, and the Parks and Recreation Department staff who
rescheduled several recreation league basketball games so that the voting machines could be
set up in school gymnasiums on Monday evening, November 7. She noted that only three
complaints were received from voters and she was pleased with the way the election process
turned out.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mrs. Clark stated that there are almost 25,000 registered
voters in the County at this time and this is high compared to other area localities.

After further questioning by Mr. Martin, Mrs. Clark stated that the old WinVote machines
were decertified by the State two years ago and the County purchased optical scanner
machines which have paper ballots. She noted that these paper ballot machines will be used
for future elections.

Mr. Martin noted that he received a number of positive comments about the elections
officers’ assistance in providing curbside voting for handicapped citizens. After questioning,
Mrs. Clark stated that there was no occurrence of voter fraud that she is aware of in the County.
She noted that the State’s photo identification requirements deter voter fraud from occurring.

Mr. Martin stated that the election appeared to go smoothly and he thanked Mrs. Clark
and her staff for their hard work.

Mr. Dodson stated that he visited every polling place on Election Day and the lines of
citizens waiting to vote were not long. He noted that this was a very well run election and the
Registrar’s Office did a great job.

Dr. Scothorn noted that he called Mrs. Clark early on Election Day to offer his support.

Mrs. Clark thanked Dr. Scothorn for his call and the Board for their support.

The Board thanked Mrs. Clark for this report.

Mr. John Busher, Superintendent of Schools, was then present to speak regarding
School System energy efficiency and performance contracting opportunities.

Mr. Busher noted that representatives from the school system met earlier this year with
the Voter Registrar to discuss the November election process and Mrs. Clark conducted site
visits to each school used as a precinct to determine if any changes or assistance was needed.
She noted that Mrs. Clark was “wonderful’ to work with during this process.

Mr. Busher also thanked the Board members for their attendance at Mrs. Kathy Sulli-
van’s, School Board member, memorial service on Saturday.

Mr. Busher then introduced Mr. Ben Irvine, School Transportation Maintenance Man-
ager, and Mr. Jimmy Lyon, Budget and Finance Director, to the Supervisors. Mr. Busher noted

that they are present at today’s meeting to update the Board on a School Board proposal to
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enter into an energy performance-based contract to significantly reduce energy costs through
conservation or operational efficiency measures.

Mr. Busher stated that over the past few months school staff have been reviewing their
facilities and energy costs to ascertain whether savings are possible. Mr. Busher stated that the
various school facilities have deferred maintenance projects due to a lack of funding and many
of these projects involve energy.

Mr. Lyon stated that an energy performance contract is not a new program—it has been
in existence through the Virginia Department of Mines, Minerals, and Energy (DMME) since
2001. He noted that this program allows schools/localities to contract with an energy services
company to provide energy upgrades and improvements which reduce utility costs by a guaran-
teed amount. Mr. Lyon noted that the company would review every school facility to determine
possible energy savings and these savings are used through a “capital lease” process to pay
the debt incurred to make infrastructure improvements.

Mr. Lyon stated that this capital lease would be for a 15 year term, is cost-neutral to the
budget, and is 100% guaranteed and bonded. He noted that the only issue is the timeline to
participate in this program. Mr. Lyon stated that the program expires on March 1, 2017, and for
a locality to be eligible to participate, an investment grade audit by the energy services company
has to be completed by that date.

Mr. Lyon stated that the School Board approved a Memorandum of Understanding with
Johnson Controls for this project at their November meeting and the company will complete the
audit by mid-February.

Mr. Lyon noted that the only assistance from the County on this project will be from the
Director of Finance in helping them to obtain financing. He stated that there are no up-front
costs for this audit program as the Johnson Controls staff will review each school building and
develop energy saving projects that are guaranteed to save money. Mr. Lyon noted that this
project is budget neutral and will have no impact on the County’s taxpayers.

After discussion, Mr. Lyon stated that, after the term of the contract, any energy savings
that are generated are retained by the County.

Mr. Irvine stated that this program is an “awesome vehicle to get some much-needed
work done” on the schools’ facilities and make them more energy efficient.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Irvine stated that savings are anticipated
through upgrades to the HVAC systems, boilers, lighting, control systems, roofing systems, and
windows. He further noted that the school system will have a “line item choice” after the audit is
completed to designate the items to be upgraded based on priorities, needs, and return on
investment.

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, Mr. Lyon confirmed that this audit program contract is
guaranteed and bonded.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Lyon confirmed that there is no cost to the taxpayer
to participate in this program. It will be funded within the existing school budget allocation.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance, stated that
this program is administered through a capitalized lease similar to the lease for the new County
office telephone system. He further stated that this will not be considered as “bonded debt
service” but will be included as a debt service item in the annual audit report.

There being no further discussion, the Board thanked the School System for this presen-

tation.
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Ms. Annette Patterson, President of The Advancement Foundation, was then present to
speak to the Board. Ms. Patterson stated that this non-profit foundation was created in 2007
and focuses on comprehensive community and economic growth by creating opportunities for
asset development, education, and self-reliance for the area’s small businesses. She noted that
they leverage existing community resources to focus on community development and work with
approximately 200 non-profits across central and southwest Virginia.

She noted that the Foundation opened a business incubation center in Vinton a few
years ago and the program has been very successful in helping develop small businesses
through shared resources. She further noted that they help people make linkages and create a
pool of resources with other governmental and business leaders to help assist the new busi-
ness’s development. Ms. Patterson stated that the Foundation began with 200 business lead-
ers who agreed to serve, assist, and offer advice and expertise.

Ms. Patterson noted that they work with 16 partner agencies in Botetourt and Roanoke
counties including chambers of commerce, economic development departments, and tourism
agencies to create a machine that would work toward new business development. She noted
that applications are taken from individuals that want to start small businesses and these appli-
cations are reviewed and considered for a portion of $200,000 in funding awards.

She noted that the Foundation’s future goals include scheduling three strategy meetings
to plan how to use their resources, connect on-line resources, and increase their “skills bank” to
300 individuals.

After discussion, Ms. Patterson stated that she has also discussed this program with
representatives of the County’s three towns and obtained information about their business
space availability options for potential new businesses. She noted that the Foundation wants to
engage youth, celebrate the area’s assets, develop infrastructure, knowledge, resources, attract
and facilitate small businesses, and offer them support and coaching. She noted that this is
done through a 12 week program which will run from February through April 2017 with an
awards ceremony scheduled for May 11, 2017.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Ms. Patterson stated that the Foundation’s aim is to help
small communities, including incorporated towns, by attracting small businesses.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Ms. Patterson stated that the Foundation will
receive $70,000 in State funding through the end of June 2017. After further questioning by Mr.
Williamson, Ms. Patterson stated that the Foundation is interfaced with the Regional Chamber
of Commerce’s Business Development Center.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Ms. Patterson stated that the Foundation will advertise
and have a marketing campaign for this 12 week program and they expect potential small busi-
ness owners to “come out of the woodwork” to participate. She noted that the program also
accepts people who want to grow and expand their existing small businesses.

Ms. Patterson stated that they talk to different community representatives to ascertain
the types of businesses needed in the community.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Ms. Patterson stated that ideal spots for businesses in
the County based on the Exit 150 Study include a large camping venue, a grocery store in
Buchanan, and leveraging the trails and greenways in Troutville and the County to attract new
businesses, and a brewery/whisky bar in the Fincastle area.

Ms. Patterson stated that she hopes to create a sense of connectivity across Botetourt
and Roanoke counties through this program.

After further discussion, the Board thanked Ms. Patterson for her presentation.
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A public hearing was then held 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 Development Areas (UDAS) in accordance with Section 15.2-2223.1 of the
Code of Virginia. Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager, stated that in March 2016 the staff
received approval from the Board of Supervisors to apply for State grant funds to be used to
obtain consultant assistance in incorporating Urban Development Areas (UDAS) into the Com-
prehensive Plan. She noted that the purpose of UDAS is to encourage compact, mixed-use
development in appropriate areas of the County.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that in June a long-range planning session was held with the
Planning Commission, staff, and the consultant (Renaissance Planning) on these Comp Plan
amendments. She noted that in August a stakeholder committee kickoff meeting was held and
in September another stakeholder meeting was held along with a community meeting to obtain
public input on the UDA proposals at which over 100 County citizens attended. Mrs. Pendleton
stated that these comments were used by Renaissance Planning to draft the Comp Plan
amendment which was presented to the Planning Commission at their October regular meeting.
She noted that the Commission authorized a public hearing of the Gateway Crossing Area Plan
amendment at the November Commission and Board of Supervisors meetings.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that VDoT did issue an approval letter that the Area Plan was
consistent with their regulations. She then listed the members of the Stakeholder Committee,
which included two Supervisors members, two Planning Commission members, a member of
the Economic Development Authority, four area property owners, County staff, and the Regional
Director of the Appalachian Trail Conservancy. Mrs. Pendleton thanked the Committee mem-
bers for their assistance and participation in this project.

After discussion, Mrs. Pendleton stated that Chapter 2 Trends of the Comprehensive

Plan was also updated to show that the County’s population is aging, the younger population is
decreasing, the population is diversifying, and the housing stock is more uniform than the staff
would prefer as a range of housing options is needed for the County’s emerging workforce. She
further stated that some of the Plan’s maps were also updated; however, none of the updates
involved policy changes.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that Renaissance Planning will continue to do a “high-level”
review of the Zoning Ordinance to determine what the County’s next steps should be and staff
anticipates requesting a Request for Proposals in the near future to amend the commercial and
residential sections of the Zoning Ordinance. She noted that in the future staff would like to do
guarterly updates to the Comp Plan.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Ken McFadyen, Economic Development Direc-
tor, noted that the Board of Supervisors will receive a presentation on the preliminary housing
study on the morning of December 10 during their strategic planning session.

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that staff will receive a
“high-level” analysis report from the consultant on proposed amendments to the Zoning Ordi-
nance to correspond with the UDA amendments to the Comp Plan. She noted that staff will
then prioritize the report’s options for presentation to the Planning Commission and Board of

Supervisors.
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Mr. Mike Callahan with Renaissance Planning then stated that he has been working with
the County for approximately six months on this Comp Plan amendment. He noted that this has
been a fantastic experience and he believes that they have developed a good Plan amendment.

Mr. Callahan noted that this amendment was funded through the State’s UDA program
which encourages localities to designate Urban Development Areas. He noted that the staff has
proposed that Daleville Town Center (DTC) and the Exit 150 area be so designated in the
County. Mr. Callahan stated that this area plan translates the Gateway Crossing land use con-
cept into a policy framework.

He noted that, during the review of these areas, they considered the County’s antici-
pated growth and the population increase versus the space needs for this increased residential
use. Mr. Callahan stated that, depending on the housing types, approximately 350 acres would
be needed for residential use by the anticipated increase in population. Mr. Callahan stated that
the DTC urban development area consists of approximately 185 acres and the Gateway Cross-
ing UDA contains approximately 741 acres. He stated that there is a large amount of redevel-
opment potential in the Exit 150/Gateway Crossing area.

After discussion, Mr. Callahan stated that the benefits of an area plan include certainty,
alignment of vision with market, encouraging urban development, enabling traditional neighbor-
hood design, etc. He noted that Gateway Crossing could contain 308,000 square feet of retail
space including 4 — 8 restaurants, 1 - 2 new hotels, and residential uses (townhomes).

Mr. Callahan stated that comments received during the October community meeting
concerned the Appalachian Trail, a regional greenway system, new jobs (potentially 500+
including Eldor and Ballast Point) and a desire to see these new employees live in the County, a
different mix of housing including high-density housing, and access management along Route
220. He noted that six goals for Gateway Crossing'’s future development were developed:
create a mixed-use center which is an attractive gateway to the County; create a walkable
district, revitalize Gateway Crossing as an economic hub for the County; update the County’s
policies and codes to support the Crassing’s vision; unlock new development opportunities by
providing street access from Routes 220 and 11; and build a stronger connection to the Appala-
chian Trail to leverage this unique asset.

Mr. Callahan stated that Chapter 4 of his report pertains to a policy direction for the Exit
150/Gateway Crossing area. He noted that these updated maps show future land uses, a
highly connected street grid, a mix of land uses, improved safety for the Appalachian Trail
crossing, a greenway/trail along Tinker Creek, etc. Mr. Callahan further noted that the proposal
for an access point for Tinker Mountain Road off of Route 220 has been revised since the Octo-
ber community meeting. He stated that it is suggested that a traffic signal be placed on Route
220 north of its intersection with Tinker Mountain Road and the 1-81 southbound on-ramp. Mr.
Callahan stated that this would also open up development potential between Route 220 and
[-81.

After discussion, Mr. Callahan stated that the report includes a suggestion that a new
roadway from the Gateway Crossing/Alternate 220 intersection south toward Olde Route 220 or
Simmons Drive be developed. He then reviewed photographs of proposed design areas includ-
ing residential, community, and commercial.

After further discussion, Mr. Leffel thanked Mr. Callahan for the work that he and
Renaissance Planning conducted on this report.

After questioning by the Chairman, it was noted that there was no one present to speak

regarding this matter. The public hearing was then closed.
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There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Williamson, seconded by Dr.
Scothorn, and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board amended the 2010 Compre-
hensive Plan to incorporate the Gateway Crossing Area Plan including updates to the Future
Land Use Maps to incorporate new future land use designations in the Gateway Crossing
(Interstate 81 Exit 150) study area. (Resolution Number 16-11-09)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

On motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following rec-
orded vote, the Board amended the 2010 Comprehensive Plan to designate Daleville Town
Center and the Gateway Crossing Area Plan as Urban Development Areas (UDAS) in accord-
ance with Section 15.2-2223.1 of the Code of Virginia of 1950, as amended. (Resolution Num-
ber 16-11-10)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Mr. Martin then thanked County staff members Tony Zerrilla, Kevin Shearer, Ken
McFadyen, Jim Farmer, Nicole Pendleton, Cody Sexton, and David Moorman for their assis-
tance in responding to citizen requests over the past few weeks. He noted that it is great to

have staff available to contact on a moment'’s notice with citizen’s questions and concerns.

Mr. Williamson then stated that it has been two years since the Board held their strategic
planning meetings and the two motions approving the Comp Plan amendment and designating
two UDAs in the County, has been a significant milestone. He noted that the key issues at the
strategic planning meetings were to take a “hard look” at the Exit 150 area and the staff and
Board have come a long way on this proposal.

He further noted that in the past two years the County has joined the Western Virginia
Water Authority, reinvigorated Greenfield with the location announcements of Eldor, Ballast
Point, and the construction of a new shell building, increased funding for the Roanoke Valley
Convention and Visitors Bureau, designated the entire length of the James River as “scenic,”
joined the Roanoke Valley Greenway Commission and began to expand trails/greenways in the
County, and are working to increase housing densities south of Trinity Road. He noted that it
has been an active and successful two years.

Mr. Williamson also mentioned the staff's capacity and ability to execute their duties and
noted that four new management team members have been hired in the County in the past two
years. He noted that the County has “built a wonderful team.”

Mr. Dodson noted that the County has also converted the Industrial Development
Authority to an Economic Development Authority, increased the hotel/motel tax, and held more

frequent meetings with the Planning Commission and School Board.

There being no further discussion, the meeting was then adjourned at 4:35 P. M. until
6:00 P. M.
The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 6:00 P. M.
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A public hearing was then held on a request in the Amsterdam Magisterial District from
Timberbrook Associates LLC, Timberbrook Associates X LLC, and GW Botetourt Commons
LLC, for a Change of Proffers in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District to modify existing prof-
fers 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, which are located 0.12 miles
west of the Commons Parkway/ Kingston Drive intersection and 0.09 miles north of the Com-
mons 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.

It was noted that the Planning Commission had recommended approval of this request.

Mr. Drew Pearson, County Planner, stated that this property was originally rezoned in
November 1994 which included establishing sign standards and regulations for the shopping
center. He noted that these standards were not comprehensive in nature and did not include
standards for the measurement of sign area, maximum sign area allowed, etc., as mentioned in

Section 25-462 of the Zoning Ordinance; therefore, staff did not have clear and concise stand-

ards to consider during review/approval of sign permit applications.

Mr. Pearson noted that the proffered conditions for the Shopping Center property were
amended in April 1995 and Mr. Steve Strauss, developer, is requesting further amendments to
these conditions for three parcels—Tax Map 101(13), Parcels 2 and 5; and Tax Map 101(14),
Parcel 7.

Mr. Pearson stated that currently wall signs in the Botetourt Commons shopping center
are limited to an 18” letter height for a leasable area of 5,000 square feet or less, including pro-
visions for the distance that the business is located off of Route 220. Mr. Pearson stated that
there is no maximum square footage requirement on how large the signs can be in the proffered
conditions. He noted that the proposed amendments do increase the sign letter height on the
smaller stores to 38", as well as some level of increase for the larger stores’ signs. He further
noted that the applicant is designating a maximum square footage on how large the signs could
be which is not included in the existing proffered conditions.

Mr. Pearson stated that the maximum square footage on the smaller-sized stores would
be 80 sf with a maximum of 95 sf for the larger stores. He noted that the amended conditions
also require that the raceway containing the lettering would be painted to match the wall color.
Mr. Pearson noted that there are also no restrictions on the font and color of the signs so the
impacted businesses could put up any logo/symbol in any letter style or color instead of the all
black letters that are currently permitted.

Mr. Pearson stated that at this time there is a requirement for the different types of signs
to be located within the Shopping Center—channel letter-type signs, pole signs, monument
signs—and the applicant is proposing to delete the allowance for pole signs. He further stated
that monument signs are now prohibited from being back- or up-lit and the applicant is propos-
ing to amend this to allow face-lit or back-lit monument signs. Mr. Pearson noted that Mr.
Strauss is also proposing a condition that the provisions of the County Zoning Ordinance would
apply if a proposed standard is not addressed in the proffered conditions which would be helpful
for the staff in their review/approval of sign permit requests.

Mr. Pearson stated that the applicant requested staff input on the proposed proffered
condition changes and, at the Planning Commission meeting, the applicant further agreed to
clarify that the maximum square footage was for individual tenant’s wall signage. He noted that
a revised list of proffered conditions had been provided to the Board members eatrlier in the
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meeting for their review. Mr. Pearson reminded the Board that these conditions would only
apply to the three parcels previously identified; however, the staff has expressed a desire for
one set of design standards for the entire Shopping Center. He noted that the applicant has
agreed to work with the other property owners to develop a comprehensive set of sign guide-
lines.

Mr. Pearson noted that only one response was received from an adjacent property
owner about this request. He noted that this business owner did not indicate any concerns
about this request and thought the revised proffers would better meet the tenants’ needs. Mr.
Pearson stated that the Planning Commission recommended approval of this request and noted
that Mr. Steve Strauss, applicant, was present at the meeting to answer any questions.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson on the comparison of the signage square footage
with the current Zoning Ordinance provisions, Mr. Pearson stated that wall signs are allowed to
be 2 square feet (sf) of sign area for each linear foot of building width but wall and freestanding
signs cannot exceed 120 sf, and that the proposed changes would be “fairly well in line” with the
Zoning Ordinance’s provisions.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Pearson stated that the staff is satisfied with the
revised proffered conditions as presented today by Mr. Strauss.

Mr. Strauss, Manager, of the Timberbrook property, stated that he inherited everything in
this development from the previous landowner, James Hancock. Mr. Strauss stated that this
issue began when Verizon wanted to install a different type of sign above their store entrance
than what was allowed in the proffered conditions/signage plan. He noted that over time the
signage has strayed from the County’s permitting process guidelines and these proffered condi-
tion amendments will help resolve this situation so that it is more compliant with the Zoning
Ordinance.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Strauss stated that all of the affected tenants
understand and are agreeable with his proposal.

Mr. Benton Bolton of Roanoke Road stated that he is the Treasurer and a member of the
Board of Directors of the Daleville Cemetery which is immediately north of this shopping center.
Mr. Bolton stated that he is present today to speak on behalf of the families of those interred in
the cemetery.

He noted that this cemetery is the final resting place for many of the founders of
Botetourt County and Daleville and the property/area needs to be maintained in a reasonable
manner. Mr. Bolton asked that the Board take this into account and take no action that would
adversely impact the cemetery. Mr. Bolton stated that he hopes that there will not be a “prolif-
eration” of signs that would adversely impact the cemetery.

The Board thanked Mr. Bolton for his comments.

After further questioning, it was noted that there was no one else present to speak
regarding this request. The public hearing was then closed.

On motion by Mr. Dodson, seconded by Dr. Scothorn, and carried by the following rec-
orded vote, the Board approved a request in the Amsterdam Magisterial District from Timber-
brook Associates LLC, Timberbrook Associates X LLC, and GW Botetourt Commons LLC, for 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, which are located 0.12 miles west of

the Commons Parkway/Kingston Drive intersection and 0.09 miles north of the Commons Park-
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way/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 as revised as fol-
lows: (Resolution Number 16-11-11)

AYES: Mr. Williamson, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Martin, Mr. Leffel, Dr. Scothorn
NAYS: None
ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Whereas: The above named Parcels were rezoned with proffered conditions by the Botetourt
County Board of Supervisions at their November 18, 1994, regular meeting, with the following
conditions:

1.

10.

11.

12.

The Timberbrook commercial and residential development shall be developed/con-
structed 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).

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.

Public water and public sewer will be approved and provided for both commercial and
residential lots prior to approval of building construction.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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 lane boulevard serving the Shopping Center SC Use District.
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.

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.

The builder shall round the tops and bottoms of all slopes to present a hatural appear-
ance. 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:
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Vertical Horizontal
Area Criterion Distance 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 i 4

Therefore: I, Steven S Strauss, Agent and Manager for Timberbrook Associates LC,
hereby proffer, for the above named parcels, the following conditions as a part of the
above referenced request:

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”, also being #11 listed above, 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. Wall signage for each tenant in a multi-tenant building 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 storefront letters are raceway mounted, the raceway shall match the fagade
color it is attached to.

4. When regulations for certain types of signage are not addressed in the proffers for
the named parcels, the regulations of the Zoning Ordinance will apply.

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 male
is allotted one pole sign.”

2. Monument signs may be face-lit or back-lit

A public hearing was then held on a request in the Amsterdam Magisterial District from
Ashley Investments, LLC, for 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 from an Agri-
cultural (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) intersection, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County
as Section 88, Parcel 82F.

It was noted that the Planning Commission had recommended denial of this request.

Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager, stated that this 32 acre parcel currently con-
tains one dwelling and a barn. She noted that there is a recorded 50’ right-of-way from Scarlet
Drive to the property line which is located between lots 38 and 39 as shown on the recorded plat
of Ashley Plantation, Section 4.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the Comprehensive Plan shows this property as a medium
density residential area with the density to be based on the availability of utilities. She noted
that revisions have been made to the proposal since the Planning Commission’s November 14
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meeting. She noted that the proposal as presented to the Commission included a much-higher
density project.

Mrs. Pendleton noted that the Commission members discussed the new economic
development projects to be located on the Greenfield property which is located across Route
220 from Ashley Plantation and discussed the housing study which is currently underway and
the lack of affordable housing for these new companies’ employees. Mrs. Pendleton stated that
the Commission also discussed the lack of connectivity for this new development onto Trinity
Road (Route 670) which is required by VDoT.

Mrs. Pendleton noted that the applicant submitted the following proffered conditions with
this request: “This property will be developed in substantial conformance, titled “Proposed Con-
cept Plan,” included with this application, prepared by McMurry Surveyors, Inc., dated August
18, 2016, and revised October 21, 2016"; and, “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 rec-
orded via Instrument # 0309463 in the office of the Circuit Court Clerk of Botetourt County on
October 9, 2003 for Ashley Plantation Section IV, Articles | and I1.”

Mrs. Pendleton stated that approximately 15 residents spoke at the Planning Commis-
sion meeting in opposition to this request with concerns regarding the increase in traffic, lack of
a second access road connection, potential flooding issues, construction traffic, adverse prop-
erty values, etc. She noted that the Commission recommended denial of both the Commission
Permit and the rezoning request by a 4 to 1 vote with one member absent.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that an updated concept plan which reduces the number of lots to
28 was submitted late yesterday (Monday) afternoon. She noted that staff has had limited time
to review and provide feedback on this new plan. Mrs. Pendleton then reminded the Board that,
should they defer action on this request, the applicant would have to agree to a delay in consid-
eration of approval of the Commission Permit. She noted that Mr. Chris McMurry, surveyor, and
Mr. Sam Camp and Mr. Norman Mason, representing Ashley Investments, LLC, were present at
this meeting.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson regarding the proposed 40’ right-of-way through the
new development, Mrs. Pendleton stated that even though VDoT usually requires a 50’ right-of-
way, VDoT has indicated that 40’ is satisfactory in this instance.

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that she would have
to review the ordinance to determine whether the total length of the new cul-de-sac would be
calculated from the created stub out or from the entrance to the subdivision via Scarlet Drive.

Mr. Sam Camp, applicant, stated that VDoT allows a road’s right-of-way to be 40’ when
curb and gutter is provided. He noted that the curb and gutter is proposed to be located within
the 40’ right-of-way.

Mr. McMurry stated that, under the A-1 zoning district requirements, this cul-de-sac
would not comply with the cul-de-sac length requirements; however, he is not sure how this
would be determined under the proposed higher density R-1 zoning.

Mr. Camp stated that the original rezoning proposal submitted in April 2016 included 170
residences (quadraplexes) on this property. He noted that the proposal was then reduced to
100 lots (patio homes) under a R-3 zoning designation. Mr. Camp stated that, in working with
the community, the proposal was again revised to a R-1 Use District with 51 lots; however, with

the concerns discussed at the Planning Commission, he is now proposing to reduce the devel-
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opment to 28 lots with each lot averaging 1 acre in size. Mr. Camp stated that he believes that
he can make this proposal financially viable.

Mr. Williamson noted that Mr. Camp had previously submitted two proffered conditions
with this request and questioned if he would be willing to proffer curb and gutter along the 40’
right-of-way. Mr. Camp stated that he and his partner do not have any problem with installing
curb and gutter along this roadway.

Mrs. Amy Wilson, Vice-President of the Ashley Plantation Homeowners Association
(HOA), stated that she lives on Scarlet Drive. Mrs. Wilson stated that this proposed rezoning
was discussed at an Association meeting last night. She noted that the property owners sitill
have concerns about this request including the last minute changes submitted yesterday by the
applicant. Mrs. Wilson stated that they question why the right-of-way from this property onto
Trinity Road was retained if it is not going to be used, they prefer that construction trucks use
Trinity Road to access the development, and have concerns about sight distance issues,
stormwater management issues and erosion problems.

Mrs. Wilson stated that there are problems with the stormwater system in the current
subdivision because the developer has not maintained these areas. She also noted that there
is rock in this area which will need to be removed by blasting for these new homes’ foundations
and blasting could impact the adjacent homes. Mrs. Wilson stated that the residents are also
concerned about school bus access into and out of this development, the proposed proffered
conditions, traffic, etc. She further stated that there are no sidewalks and no gutters in Ashley
Plantation which means that citizens and children have to walk in the roadway. She stated that
the residents also have concerns with the recently announced monthly water rate increase by
Central Water Company and the system’s water pressure/quality. Ms. Wilson also questioned if
this development would have a HOA and would those residents be responsible for maintaining
the stormwater management structures.

Mrs. Wilson then spoke personally about her concerns with this request. Mrs. Wilson
stated that her property adjoins the proposed development and she has concerns about the
stormwater management on this site. Mrs. Wilson stated that the homeowners will be respon-
sible for maintenance of this infrastructure. She further stated that the original Ashley Plantation
developer previously approved any new homes built in the subdivision; however, he is no longer
handling this situation. She noted that the property values have decreased and there are no
sidewalks or parking on the lots which results in visitor's vehicles have to park on the street.
Mrs. Wilson stated that the section of Ashley that she lives in “was not thought out as well as
other parts of the development.”

Mr. Dan Weber of Stonewall Drive stated that he has lived in Ashley for 9 years. He
noted that they had issues with their basement flooding and had to install over 70’ of French
drain and a sump pump to resolve the issue. Mr. Weber stated that he has not had any flooding
problems in his basement in over 6 years but is concerned that it could happen again as the
proposed development is at a higher elevation than his lot and “water flows downhill.”

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Weber stated that he was told that his base-
ment flooding problems were caused by hypostatic pressure which occurs when water comes
up under the house and into the basement.

Mr. Harold Klaser of Stonewall Drive stated that his lot adjoins the proposed develop-
ment. Mr. Klaser stated that he has been concerned about the development of this 32+ acres
since May when “one alliteration after another” has been proposed for this property. Mr. Klaser

stated that he is also concerned about traffic safety for children walking in the street as there are
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no sidewalks and no gutters along the road, increased traffic from this development, water and
drainage concerns, etc.

Mr. Klaser further stated that a lot of grading will be necessary on this property and he
has heard that this will result in a retaining wall being built adjacent to his property line. Mr.
Klaser requested that the Board delay a decision on this request until the various issues of con-
cern have been given additional thought.

Mrs. Mary Barrera of Manassas Circle thanked the Board for allowing her to speak. Mrs.
Barrera stated that her property will be impacted by the Scarlet Drive entrance into this new
development. She noted that there are lots of children on their street, people use the roadways
to walk as there are no sidewalks, and she is concerned about the increased traffic causing
safety issues for these individuals.

Mrs. Barrera stated that she is also concerned about the strain that this new develop-
ment will cause on the various utility resources and on the Sheriff's Department which already
has a shortage of officers. She further stated that this development will cause additional traffic
through the Route 220/International Parkway intersection. She questioned “how are we going
to pay for these additional community and public resources.”

Mr. Michael Dixon of Alabama Court stated that the term “substantial conformance” has
not been defined by the applicant. Mr. Dixon stated that he thinks that the applicant has given
them a business plan and questioned if this is a plan for positive development and investment
for the County. Mr. Dixon stated that he is also concerned about the lack of proffered conditions
being submitted with this application.

Mr. Dixon stated that the Board should think about whether what has been offered is
necessary and sufficient to deal with positive development in the County. He also noted that the
proposal’s density is a problem. He further noted that there is an existing, large stormwater
management problem in this area.

Mr. Dixon stated that the proposal shows a lack of commitment for safety, security, and
emergency preparedness. He noted that the proposed design should be carefully reviewed and
the developer should articulate what the subdivision’s design would be and its impact on the
surrounding Ashley properties.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that “substantial conform-
ance” is defined as minor modifications to a design plan based on engineering-related issues as
long as the minor changes do not increase the number and density of the proposed lots and
development.

Mr. Dixon stated that this definition should be taken a step further and say what the
“everyday impact will be from this project.”

Mr. Williamson stated that the County adopted significantly-enhanced stormwater man-
agement regulations approximately 15 — 18 months ago and the developer will have to comply
with those regulations in constructing this subdivision.

Ms. Audrey Stone of Stonewall Drive then noted that even though the developer has
now said that the rezoning is from A-1 to R-1, the map displayed today still says R-3. She
stated that the developer and the area’s residents have gone through alliteration after alliteration
of this project and the citizens feel that they have absolutely no recourse other than civil court if
the project changes significantly from what is proposed.

Ms. Stone stated that she moved to the County from North Carolina two years ago and
they chose this area because of the character and that the County is thinking about how it wants

to grow in the future. Ms. Stone noted that she worries that her investment is compromised
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based on the interest of one investor. She asked that the Board think carefully about what they
are saying to the citizens if they approve this rezoning request.

Ms. Barbara Parshall of Stonewall Drive stated that Botetourt County is a large county
and, if this development was taking place elsewhere, the residents would be thrilled.

Ms. Parshall stated that they do not trust that what Mr. Camp is trying to build is what he
is going to build. She noted that the land is currently zoned A-1 and is used as a sound barrier
for the Route 220 traffic noise. Ms. Parshall stated that, when this barrier is removed, the noise
and impacts to wildlife will increase. She requested that the Board deny this request so that the
area residents can continue to enjoy the County’s beauty.

Mr. Sean Wilson of Scarlet Drive stated that he has been “taken aback” by this request;
however, he appreciates what the developer has done to decrease this project’s density.

Mr. Wilson noted that he retired to the County from the U. S. Navy and considered
several homes in Roanoke before choosing Botetourt County to live. Mr. Wilson stated that he
moved to this area from Washington, DC, “where people live on top of each other.”

Mr. Wilson stated that there are beautiful resources in the County and he would like to
see this land remain as farmland. He noted that when the County grows, “we need to do it care-
fully,” “vet the property before a decision is made,” and have an “earnest discussion” on the
development of our community.

Mr. Randy Long of Scarlet Drive stated that he lives on the corner of the new proposed
entrance. Mr. Long stated that he has lived in this area for 23 years and every County resident
has seen progress in that time. Mr. Long noted that his concern is that there are other existing
residential developments in the County that are having problems selling homes. He questioned
that, if this project proceeds and only a few homes are built and do not sell, what happens with
security and crime in this area. Mr. Long stated that there are a lot of homes in Ashley that are
currently for sale and a few empty lots.

Mr. Long stated that he also receives a lot of stormwater runoff in his yard as there are
no gutters on the roadways. He noted that, with the proposed development, stormwater is
proposed to go uphill to the new stormwater management area, which is not feasible, and there
is also no way to release this water from the retention pond.

After questioning by Mr. Leffel, it was noted that there was no one else present to speak
regarding this matter. The public hearing was then closed.

Mr. Martin stated that he has heard many citizen comments about this proposed request
at both the Planning Commission’s and today’s Supervisors meetings and he thinks it would be
a good idea to let the Board consider the comments made and the revised site plan and bring
this matter back for a decision at a later date. Mr. Martin stated that he appreciates Mr. Camp’s
efforts through his redesigns to correct some of the citizens’ concerns; however, he still has
concerns about having only one access road into this development.

Mr. Williamson stated that the strategic plan includes provisions for the development of
“starter” housing and increased residential density in areas served by public water/sewer/natural
gas. Mr. Williamson stated that he thinks that this proposal falls “broadly” into that definition and
believes that this property will be developed eventually.

Mr. Williamson stated that Mr. Camp has been responsive to citizens’ concerns with his
development proposal by decreasing the number of units from 170 to 20+ lots. Mr. Williamson
further stated that he is concerned that the proffered conditions are not complete and would
request that this request be tabled until after December to allow staff time to review issues

regarding the 40’ right-of-way, cul-de-sac length, etc. Mr. Williamson stated that he is not
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opposed to the design plan as presented today but there are still a number of questions that
need to be clarified including answers from the staff on stormwater issues.

Dr. Scothorn stated that he agrees with Mr. Williamson’s and Mr. Martin’s comments and
hopefully some of Mrs. Wilson’s questions will be answered. He stated that this request should
be tabled to allow staff to further review the proposal with the developer.

Mr. Leffel stated that the citizens who spoke today had some very good comments about
this proposal and he appreciated the courtesy that they gave to the entire room.

Mr. Dodson stated that he also appreciated the comments made during today’s public
hearing. He noted that there are several issues regarding this proposed development as well as
matters of concern that go beyond the boundaries of this development in the greater Ashley
Plantation Subdivision. Mr. Dodson stated that there is no rush to get this finalized and he
believes that the proffered conditions and stormwater management issues need to be reviewed.

Mr. Dodson then made a motion, which was seconded by Mr. Leffel, to table the request
in the Amsterdam Magisterial District from Ashley Investments, LLC, for a Commission Permit in
accord with 815.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia for the construction of a public road, in addition
to a request for rezoning from an Agricultural (A-1) Use District to a Residential (R-1) Use Dis-
trict, 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) intersection, identified on the Real Property
Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 88, Parcel 82F, until the January 24, 2017,
Board of Supervisors meeting, to allow further staff review of the stormwater management, con-
struction entrance, right-of-way, etc., issues.

After discussion by Mr. Lockaby, County Attorney, Mr. Leffel questioned whether Mr.
Sam Camp was agreeable to a delay beyond the 60 day appeal period in the Board’s consid-
eration of approval of his Commission Permit for the construction of State-maintained roads until
the January 24, 2017, Supervisors meeting.

Mr. Camp agreed with the delay of consideration of his Commission Permit until the
January 2017 Supervisors meeting.

There being no further discussion, Mr. Dodson’s motion was approved by the following
recorded vote: (Resolution Number 16-11-12)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None

Mr. Dodson then requested that a meeting between the County Administrator and Ms.
Amy Wilson be scheduled to discuss issues mentioned earlier today regarding maintenance of
Ashley Plantation’s stormwater detention infrastructure, etc.

After discussion, Mr. Chris McMurry stated that there are five stormwater detention
ponds in Ashley, plus one “T” box.

Mr. Williamson noted that, historically, the developer is responsible for maintenance of

these facilities until the development reaches a certain density.

The Board was reminded that the December regular meeting would be held on Thurs-

day, December 22, 2016, beginning with a closed session at 12:45 P. M.
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There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Dodson,
and carried by the following recorded vote, the meeting was continued at 7:15 P. M. until 8:30
A. M. on December 10, 2016, in Room 229 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center for
a strategic planning session. (Resolution Number 16-11-13)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None



A continued meeting of the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors was held on Satur-
day, December 10, 2016, in Room 229 of the Greenfield Education and Training Center in Dale-
ville, Virginia, beginning at 8:30 A. M.

PRESENT: Members: Mr. L. W. Leffel, Jr., Chairman
Mr. Todd L. Dodson, Vice-Chairman
Mr. John B. Williamson, llI
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. Tony Zerrilla, Director of Finance
Mr. Ken McFadyen, Economic Development Director
Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager
Mr. Jim Farmer, Director of Parks and Recreation
Mr. Cody Sexton, Management Assistant

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 8:42 A. M. and welcomed everyone. He
noted that it is difficult to believe that it has been two years since the Board began the strategic
planning process and a lot has happened in the County in the last year.

Mr. Williamson, Chairman of the General Fund Budget Subcommittee, noted that he
made some comments at the Board’s November regular meeting about the progress that the
County has made in strategic planning in the past two years and he is pleased with what has
been achieved so far.

Mr. Williamson stated that, after reviewing the financial forecast earlier this year, the
Board “went through the agony” of increasing the County’s real estate and personal property tax
rates as of January 1, 2016. He noted that the County’s budget deficit and the employee salary
adjustment on which the State reneged on their share have impacted the current budget. He
noted that the County has also had discussions with the School administration about their long-
term capital needs and funding options for those items.

Mr. Williamson stated that the County administration has put together a long-range
financial forecast for presentation today based on what we think will happen with the County’s
population, school enrollment, the buildout at Botetourt Center at Greenfield, and other factors.

Mr. Zerrilla, Director of Finance, then reviewed a PowerPoint presentation on financial
conditions, trends, and expectations. He stated that local revenues are growing; however, State
and federal revenues are flat and it is up to the County to expand local revenues. Mr. Zerrilla
stated that local revenues account for almost 80% of the total revenues received by the County.
He noted that the County received $34.7 million in property tax revenues in FY 16 and, of the
County’s non-property local tax revenues, the local sales tax has increased 50% since 2011.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Zerrilla stated that hotel/motel tax revenues
increased from $350,000 in FY 15 to $400,000 in FY 16.

Mr. Larrowe noted that the contractors working on the upgrades to the AEP substation in
Cloverdale and the Eldor grading project utilized Botetourt County hotels/motels/restaurants.
He noted that there was no long-term housing available for the Ballast Point personnel so they
are staying in Roanoke.

Mr. Zerrilla then noted that the food tax revenues increased by $50,000 in FY 16
compared to FY 15.



Regarding the 2016 reassessment, Mr. Zerrilla stated that no increases in revenues are
anticipated in FY 17 because the reassessment rates were flat. He noted that public service
corporation taxes continue to grow; personal property tax revenues are 10% of the real estate
assessment revenues; the machinery and tools tax rate has been flat; and the personal property
tax rate was increased 8¢ in FY 13 and FY 17. He then reviewed a chart showing the County’s
historical real estate tax rate from 1980 to 2017 and noted that since 1984 (32 years) the
County’s real estate tax rate has only increased 4¢.

Mr. Zerrilla then reviewed expenditures by governmental activity. He noted that the
increase from $50,000,000 in FY 15 to $57,000,000 in FY 16 includes fund transfers to the
Economic Development Authority (EDA). He further noted that education and public safety
expenditures constitute nearly 70% of the County’s total costs. Mr. Zerrilla stated that the
County’s net bonded debt has decreased from $53,000,000 in FY 06 to $29,000,000 in FY 16
as the County has paid off approximately $1 million in debt over the last two years including
General Obligation refunding bonds, and Virginia Public School Authority bonds.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the County’s net bonded debt per capita has decreased from
approximately $1,650 to $850 per person. He noted that the County’s population has increased
2.5% since 2007 and there has been an approximate 50% reduction in debt per capita since
2007. Mr. Zerrilla stated that various construction projects in 2006 resulted in reserved/
restricted debt. He noted that the total General Fund balance in FY 15 was $24.8 million and
$22.4 million in FY 16; with this reduction primarily due to the County’s funding of EDA projects.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the fiscal stress index is based on three factors—revenue capac-
ity per capita (theoretical ability of a locality to raise revenue), revenue effort (amount of theoret-
ical capacity that the locality actually collects through taxes/fees), and median household
income. He noted that this index ranks 133 localities in the State with the most stressed locality
having a rank of 1. Mr. Zerrilla stated that the County’s stress index figure in 2013 was approx-
imately 95 and in 2014 it was approximately 97. He further stated that after the 2010 census,
Botetourt County had the highest median income of any neighboring locality and the County is
close to being considered low stress.

Mr. Sexton noted that this figure will be updated in March 2017.

In conclusion, Mr. Zerrilla stated that “it is all on us” as the County is heavily reliant on
property tax revenues, the reassessment was essentially flat, the County is still assessing the
impact of the 2016 real estate tax rate increase, and moving up the tax due date from Decem-
ber 5 to November 1 has increased the County’s cash flow at the end of the calendar year. He
noted that the County has averaged above 98% in its tax collection rates for many years, which
is an excellent figure.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Zerrilla stated that the County did not receive many
complaints about moving the tax due date from December to November. Mr. Martin stated that
he received several complaints about this due date change.

Mr. Zerrilla further stated that significant investments in education and public safety will
likely continue in the future and the debt ratios and General Fund Balance are favorable at this
time; however, the County will have significant challenges in developing future budgets/
priorities.

He noted that the staff gave a similar financial forecast presentation to the School
administrative personnel a few weeks ago and discussed opportunities for increasing debt

capacity and revenue capacity over and above the County’s base level.



He noted that the County’s primary considerations in the analysis were housing devel-
opment, industrial development, school enroliment, existing debt obligations, and economic
development obligations (incentive payments). Mr. Zerrilla stated that the last sheet (Net Budg-
etary Impact — Support for Capital Outlay and Incremental Debt Service) of the “Projections”
handout shows the anticipated budget impact for FY 18 — 30 which includes new tax revenues
from housing and industry locations, impact from industrial rebates/incentives, State student
enrollment revenue, annual savings on existing debt/long-term obligations, and net annual and
net cumulative revenue for debt service. He noted that the new housing revenue figures were
based on an estimated 1,400 additional units and stated that the net cumulative revenue for
debt service does not show a positive impact until FY 2021.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that his estimate, based on the anticipated economic development
and housing scenarios, is that the County could not take on any additional long-term debt until
2022; however, this “does not include the future impact of base revenues and expenditures.”

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. Zerrilla stated that no new industry location reve-
nues, beyond what has been announced as of this date, were included in these figures. Mr.
Dodson stated that the County has opportunities to build out Greenfield and develop sites at
Exit 150 in the next few years which would generate additional revenues.

Mr. Williamson stated that this chart shows the “lag” of receipt of revenues after new
businesses/housing are announced. He noted that, according to these calculations, it would be
2021/2022 before the County would have sufficient revenues to support debt service payments
on a $25 - $30 million project.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Zerrilla stated that funding for the schools’ future
yearly facility maintenance costs versus planning for debt utilization depends on priorities. Mr.
Larrowe stated that it is hoped that the schools new energy performance contract will alleviate
some of their immediate infrastructure maintenance needs.

Mr. Larrowe further stated that he and Mr. Moorman have met with the County’s depart-
ment heads/managers over the past few weeks about being cognizant of their expenditures to
ensure the County’s good financial condition for the remainder of this fiscal year. He noted that
this includes reviewing vacant positions to determine whether their need in order to reduce
costs as much as possible. Mr. Larrowe stated that, at this time, it is estimated that the State’s
FY 18 budget will have a $2 billion gap which may result in localities having to fulfill part of this
shortfall.

Mr. Zerrilla noted that the State has asked their departments to prepare budget scenar-
ios with 5% and 7% decreases.

Mr. Larrowe stated that the County should be investing in its employees and he is
involved in conducting a regional local government personnel compensation study.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn regarding regional opportunities to combine services,
Mr. Larrowe stated that the County currently participates in a regional animal shelter, a regional
juvenile detention center, a regional jail, but there may be other areas to consider in this regard.

After questioning by Mr. Martin regarding shared procurement opportunities, Mr. Larrowe
stated that he has discussed purchasing opportunities with NACo (National Association of
Counties) representatives which, for example, may allow the County to purchase items off of a

Los Angeles, California, contract.



Mr. Williamson stated that the 2017 General Assembly “may finally get serious” about
mental health and this may include new programming and services that localities may have to
fund. He noted that nationally approximately 35% of inmates have mental health issues.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the County has seen a large increase in Comprehensive Services

Act costs over the past few years for at-risk youth services.

The Board then participated in a Skype call with Mr. Stu Patz of S. Patz and Associates
regarding the County’s housing study. Mr. Patz stated that the initial draft of this study has been
completed and the final document should be completed in approximately two weeks. He noted
that his staff viewed this study as a way to identify how the County can have new housing
options constructed. Mr. Patz stated that they analyzed the County’s available and potential
properties for residential development. He noted that currently there is only one site in the
County that is readily available for this type of development—Daleville Town Center; however,
additional residential units on this property would necessitate an amendment to the develop-
ment’s master plan.

Mr. Patz stated that other properties that could be considered for residential uses should
have water/sewer service and be zoned appropriately. He noted that there are also “adaptive
reuse” possibilities which are commercial sites that can be renovated into residential uses.

Mr. Patz noted that, with the Eldor, Ballast Point, and Virginia Community College Sys-
tem’s shared services facility location announcements, the County’s employment growth is
evolving at a faster rate than the housing market can sustain. He noted that the County needs
to identify one or two sites that can be made available for residential housing development.

Mr. Patz stated that Roanoke City and Roanoke County have limited land available for
economic development and have higher land values; therefore, Botetourt Center at Greenfield
“is the best game in town.” He noted that Botetourt County is anticipated to have 1,200 new
jobs created in the next 5 years which will put more pressure on the need for new housing.

Mr. Patz stated that, in the study, he and his firm tried to show what properties are avail-
able for housing, what the County can do to make them available for development, and the type
of housing these structures/sites could be developed into. He noted that anticipated incomes in
the new jobs will be more affordable for rental and/or multi-family housing than “for sale” hous-
ing.

Mr. Patz stated that in their review the County will need to reconsider the density for
rezonings of these types of housing projects and also review the Comprehensive Plan to this
effect. He stated that today’s real estate market is different than it was one or two years ago
and, if the County wants to meet these needs, they will need to rethink what the County can do.

After discussion, Mr. Patz stated that he “is not a fan” of mixed use buildings as there is
pressure to have the retail space occupied as soon as possible.

Mr. Patz stated that the County has a sufficient amount of retail space available but
housing is the aspect that should be focused on. He noted that, after today’s discussions with
the Board, he and his staff will complete the study’s development strategies and conclusions.

Mr. Williamson stated that we have seen the reuse of old buildings into residential space
in downtown Roanoke over the past few years; however, he has not heard of anyone doing
similar projects outside of a downtown setting. He questioned if it was feasible to do this in
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Mr. Patz stated that his firm has conducted many market studies in Roanoke City. He
stated that having developers to do adaptive reuse projects in urban areas is not difficult
because the infrastructure (water/sewer/gas) is available, the developers can obtain historic tax
credits, the buildings are readily available, and they are the right size for residential use.

Mr. Williamson stated that during the Board’s strategic planning session two years ago
the potential was mentioned of 3,000 — 4,000 infill residential units in the southern portion of the
County where public water/sewer was available. He questioned where Mr. Patz thought the
1,600 — 2,200 square foot “starter” home locations would be.

Mr. Patz stated that the “for sale” market is still slow and the housing needs of these
1,200 announced new industry employees will require a larger density than just through the
single family market. He noted that there has been discussion of Daleville Town Center con-
structing an additional 60 townhomes and 40 single family dwellings, which he thinks makes
sense, as well as a few residential subdivisions that still have lots available for construction. Mr.
Patz stated that the “single family dwelling market will take care of itself.”

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Patz stated that there is no issue of drawing people
back to the County to live/work; the issue is that people need to be comfortable that, if they buy
a home, it will retain its value. He further noted that there is a need for starter homes, including
townhomes. He noted that more and better employment opportunities will be the key to getting
the higher priced homes built.

Mr. Patz stated that, in approximately 5 years, the amount of available industrial land in
the County will decrease and it takes 3 — 5 years to get a new industrial park ready to be put on
the market.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. Patz stated that, if the County agrees with the
suggestion of reusing existing buildings and development of apartments and also works with the
owners, it would depend on the rezoning application process timeline as to when these projects
would proceed. He noted that most of these adaptive buildings are located in the Towns, not
the County, and the Town’s rezoning application timeline and their Zoning Ordinances may
cause delays.

Mr. Williamson questioned what the schedule would be if there was a 90 day applica-
tion/review process for these types of rezonings. Mr. Patz stated that with a 90 day process,
developers could begin construction in mid-2017. He noted that water/sewer is available in the
towns and there is value and charm in some of those potential adaptive structures.

Mr. Larrowe stated that a housing summit is being proposed for February at which
developers, contractors, etc., would be invited to learn of available sites in the County, the pro-
cess to redevelop them into residential units, etc.

Mr. Patz stated that this is a good idea as the clients that he deals with do not know
about the possible residential development options in the County and the upcoming economic
development projects at Eldor, Ballast Point, etc. He noted that the Towns have to be willing to
work with the developers during the rezoning application process. Mr. Patz further noted that
density is a big issue; however, design is more important than density in his opinion. He stated
that the development community should be charged with coming up with feasible ideas to get
the most number of units in a reasonable amount of time.

Mr. Patz stated that the County’s residential units-per-acre requirements in the Zoning

Ordinance would not be too high if it is in the right location. He stated that the County should



think of business park development instead of office park development and this would build up
the single family dwelling market.

Mr. Williamson questioned if 20 units per acre is the “magic number” for developers or
whether it should be a higher amount.

Mr. Patz gave an example of the former 3 acre school site in Troutville. He stated that if
80 — 100 units could be developed on this site with adequate parking, it would be financially
viable for a developer. He noted that a developer would probably not take on this project if it
contains less than 80 units. Mr. Patz noted that the former button factory site (4.5 acres) in
Buchanan is also another possible location for rental units.

After questioning regarding the possibility of condominiums, Mr. Patz stated that a job
offering a $40,000 salary does not sustain the condo market; rental units do. He noted that
“these types of things will evolve over time if the sites for them are ready to be developed.”

Mr. Patz stated that, as a conclusion to their report, they would put in a pro forma for the
adaptive use so it would show whether it is feasible for the developer to have these types of
projects.

After questioning by Mr. Patz on what is the County’s direction on identifying sites for
developers to consider, Mr. Dodson stated that, if Mr. Patz’s and his staff have identified poten-
tial sites for residential, including adaptive, development, they should be included in the final
report. Mr. Patz stated that the report would be finalized and forwarded to the County for
review.

After discussion, Mr. Patz further stated that the County needs to consider the Compre-
hensive Plan and how it affects new development and density, so when the developers come in,
the County is ready to work with them.

Mr. Moorman stated that the Exit 150 study mentioned the potential for infill development
and increased density in that area; however, streetscapes and pedestrian access would be
needed. He noted that the County does not want to exacerbate the traffic issues in this area.

Mr. Patz noted that most of the potential residential development sites that he and his
staff identified are not in the Exit 150 area. He noted, however, that the Painter and Talbott
properties are a different issue for this type of use.

There being no further discussion, the Board thanked Mr. Patz for his participation in this
discussion via Skype.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn and Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that she
and her staff plan to conduct an analysis in January on the Comprehensive Plan’s use as a poli-
cy guide for high-density residential development. She noted that the Comp Plan and the Zon-
ing Ordinance will likely have to be amended to this effect as the County currently does not
have a high-density zoning district. Mrs. Pendleton stated that County Planner Drew Pearson
has the ability to work on developing an overlay district for this purpose and updating the under-
lying components.

After further questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton noted that she has not
reviewed the Towns’ zoning ordinances in some time and imagines that they would need to be
updated for this purpose as well.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that staff is developing a time-
line on this now and anticipate a work session being held in February on an Urban Development
Area (UDA) Overlay District.



Mr. Larrowe noted that the housing study is a critical point for the path forward and he
appreciates the staff’'s support during this effort. He noted that the County has to take
advantage of this opportunity.

Mr. Martin stated, if the County has a new industry locating here and we know what the
average salary for those employees will be, then this information can be forwarded to devel-
opers so they will know what price range of housing these individuals will be able to afford.

Mr. Larrowe stated that housing philosophy has changed over time and someone com-
ing in to a new area to work would probably rent instead of purchase a residence as they would
not want to be “tied down” to paying a mortgage.

Mr. Moorman noted that the housing study would provide additional details on the salary
levels for the various residential housing options.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Moorman stated that there are few starter homes
available in the County at this time.

After further discussion, Mr. McFadyen stated that he is not sure that the housing study
will delve into these types of details.

Mr. Larrowe stated that the Daleville Town Center apartments have an occupancy rate
of 98% and the Board recently approved 74 new apartments behind the Botetourt Athletic Club.

Mr. Dodson noted that housing and real estate markets are different even from one year
ago and, if it is changing that quickly, how is it going to look a year from now. He noted that the
County needs “to look at things differently when the housing development project” applications
are submitted.

Dr. Scothorn stated that the County needs to concentrate on having apartments and
townhomes constructed now. He noted that there is no competition for these types of units
which means that developers of those existing units can set any rental rate they like.

Mr. Sexton stated that today’s renters do not want to be responsible for maintenance or
mowing grass and that is why they are living in apartments, townhomes, etc.

Mr. Leffel stated that the County has to do this now due to the short time period before
these apartment-type units are needed.

Mr. McFadyen stated that the housing study concentrates on a three year window to

resolve this housing problem.

The Chairman then called for a 10 minute break.
The Chairman called the meeting back to order at 10:43 A. M.

Mr. Sexton then provided the Board with a statistical update. He noted that this data has
been updated since the strategic planning session in 2014. He noted that the County has aver-
aged 5% growth for every census since 1960; however since 2010 the County’s population has
not increased to that percentage. He noted that the 2016 population figure will be provided by
the UVA Weldon Cooper Center in mid-January 2017.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that the County used to have 1% growth per year; however, we are
below that rate at this time.

Mr. Sexton then reviewed the male/female population data for 2013, 2015, and the esti-
mated data for 2020, 2030, and 2040. He noted that the County’s male/female population is

anticipated to “even out” through 2040 but the 20 — 29 age group will not change much from its



current low percentage. It was noted that the County’s median age is currently 44.9 years of
age.

Mr. Sexton then reviewed various land use data including 2010 figures for total real
estate acreage (95% agricultural/forest conservation and the remaining 5% consisting of com-
mercial, industrial, residential, mixed use, and towns). He noted that only 7% of the total land
area in the County is developable.

Mr. Williamson stated that he would like to see this same chart for the area south of Trin-
ity Road only. He noted that probably 50% or less of the land in the southern end of the County
is still agricultural.

Mr. Dodson stated that he would also like to see data on what the land is zoned for
versus its actual use.

Mr. Sexton stated that the chart showing total real estate parcels indicates that less than
1% is considered mixed use. He then reviewed charts indicating the average parcel size in
acres for the various zoning districts, acres with and without dwelling units, parcels with and
without dwelling units, and residential parcels with dwelling units. Mr. Sexton stated that most of
the County’s development is in the low-density areas.

Mr. Sexton then reviewed development data from the building aspect including housing
units by age, total permits, total permit fees, construction value, and total inspections.

Mr. Williamson noted that the large number of housing units constructed in the 1970s
was in the Blue Ridge area. He noted that the people who built homes in the 1970s are now
aging and deciding to move into smaller homes.

Mr. Sexton noted that the number of building permits is leveling off and there is a fairly
even distribution of all types of permits being issued. He noted that the total permit fees in 2016
are similar to the figures over the previous 7 years and construction value is approximately $30
million in FY 16 which is approximately $11 million less than in FY 15.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, it was noted that the total inspections chart only
includes building-related inspections, not stormwater-related inspections, and it was further
noted that more inspections are required under current building codes than in previous years.

Mr. Sexton then reviewed various social data including household types, household
income, marital status, and educational attainment. He noted that the total number of house-
holds in the County has been stable for many years (12,867) with the largest percentage (67%)
being designated as married couple family. Mr. Sexton stated that household income percent-
ages are almost the exact same distribution as two years ago. He noted that the County’s
median household income is $63,011 and the average household income is $81,917.

Mr. Zerrilla stated that this figure is why the County had an increase in its fiscal stress
number.

After questioning by Mr. Martin, Mr. Sexton stated that when the average household
income figure is greater than the median household income figure, it means that the higher
income residents’ income is increasing more than those with less income.

Regarding the educational attainment data, Mr. Sexton stated that the County has seen
a 3% increase in those citizens who are high school graduates or higher and in those with
Bachelor’'s degrees or higher. He noted that nationally 25% of the population has Bachelor’'s
degrees.

Regarding economic data, Mr. Sexton stated that the County’s unemployment rate for

FY 16 is approximately 3.75% which is lower than the Roanoke Metropolitan Statistical Area



rate and the national rate. He noted that the chart showing the various County occupations is
almost unchanged from the previous figures with management, business, science, and arts
consisting of 38%; service occupations consisting of 13%, sales and office occupations being
28%; natural resources, construction and maintenance 8%; and production, transportation, and
material moving 13%.

He noted that the County’s civilian employed population 16 years and older was 16,084
which has decreased slightly over the previously available data.

Mr. Sexton then reviewed a chart showing various Botetourt industries.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mrs. Pendleton stated that this data is compiled
from a five year American Community Survey. She noted that this data is collected annually via
telephone and the information is compiled into 3 or 5 year estimates.

After discussion by Mr. Williamson, Mr. McFadyen stated that manufacturing industries
consist of 18% of the County’s jobs.

After further questioning, Mr. Moorman stated that the “Botetourt Industries” data shows
the type of employment of Botetourt County residents; it is not reflective of the jobs in the
County but in which vocation the citizens’ work.

Regarding the Commuter Data, Mr. Sexton stated that this information will be updated in
2017. He noted that approximately 5,000 of the County’s total workforce (15,426) live and work
in Botetourt County, with 5,200 residents commuting to jobs in Roanoke City, and 2,800 com-
muting to jobs in Roanoke County. Mr. Sexton then reviewed the County’s top 10 employers
which include the County, School System, Altec, Dynax, Metalsa, Lawrence Transportation,
Arkay, The Glebe, Roanoke Cement, and Gala Industries. He noted that four of these indus-
tries are either expanding or have plans to expand in the near future.

Mr. Dodson noted that the Lawrence Transportation employee figure (100 - 249 employ-

ees) does not include their owner/operators.

A review of the progress and status of the priorities identified under the eight strategic
goal/vision items was then held.

Mr. Sexton stated that, at the 2014 strategic planning session, the Board identified 42
priorities under eight goals: Thriving Business Environment, The Gateway Center, Botetourt
Cool, Responsible Government, Infrastructure and Facilities/County Facilities Planning,
Responsive Government, Lifelong Learning Excellence, and Strategic Land Use.

He noted that the Board had been presented with a listing of these goals, priorities, and
an update on progress to date on these staff work items (attached). He noted that overall a
significant amount of progress has been made on these items.

Mr. McFadyen stated that the Department of Economic Development, which has been
combined with the Tourism Department, has been aligned with the Roanoke Regional Partner-
ship; conducted asset development to improve communications to promote and inform citizens
of the County’s offerings, and working on revisions to the Greenfield Master Plan so that it is a
more data and information driven document.

Mr. McFadyen stated that Greenfield is the County’s primary business development
location and the concept and perception of Greenfield is important. He noted that staff is con-
sidering discussions with existing/new companies about their supply chains to determine if

those businesses might have an interest in locating their operations in the County.
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Regarding economic development incentives, Mr. McFadyen stated that the department
wants to be responsive to the needs/wants of companies as well as have a good return-on-
investment.

After discussion, Mr. Williamson stated that the Virginia Community College System'’s
location in the former Lumos building cost the County very little in incentives. He noted that the
building/land was already in the tax base and the County only needed to purchase office cubi-
cles which was a good deal financially as they were purchased through the State’s surplus
property program.

After questioning by Mr. Williamson, Mr. McFadyen estimated that there is approximately
150-200 acres of developable land remaining in Greenfield. Mr. Williamson estimated that this
would house 3 or 4 new industries and/or the potential for another 100 acre pad-ready site.

Mr. Larrowe stated that there is a cost to develop these lots due to the rock in this area.

Mr. McFadyen stated that the County is also conducting outreach to the small business
community. He noted that a brochure, drafted by a summer intern, was created to help small
businesses starting out and inform them of what various permits/licenses, etc., are needed. He
noted that the office also has an on-line guide on how to start a small business, including com-
pliance with all of the legal requirements, e.g., zoning, business licenses, federal tax identifica-
tion numbers, etc., to do so.

Mr. McFadyen stated that the County does not know how many small businesses fail
each year due to their owner’s being unprepared or unfamiliar with all of the requirements/
regulations in operating a business.

Mr. McFadyen stated that he is a member of the Botetourt County Chamber of Com-
merce’s Board of Directors and they are working on a proposal to the County for the Chamber
to do more toward small business development assistance/opportunities.

Regarding the Agriculture Study and the goal of additional agricultural development in
the County, Mr. Larrowe stated that meetings have been held with the school and Cooperative
Extension Office staff to move forward with connecting agricultural-related entities with research
and development businesses.

Mr. McFadyen stated that, in his meetings with various County businesses/industries,
their top request is workforce development for their new employees which includes training in
customer service, employability, and having a good work ethic.

Mr. Williamson noted that the “This Valley Works” organization, which is affiliated with
Total Action for Progress (TAP), works with people to develop these soft skills to improve their
employability and these efforts could be used as a lower-end model for development of a pro-
gram in the County.

Dr. Scothorn suggested the possibility to work with the Sheriff’'s Department to educate
inmates in these skills so that they could join the workforce upon their release.

After discussion by Mr. Williamson regarding many 22 — 35 year olds having drug or
driving under the influence offenses on their record, Mr. Martin stated that giving these individ-
uals a “second chance” has been discussed at the TAP Board meetings.

Mr. Dodson stated that Mr. McFadyen, newly hired as Economic Development Director
with experience in other jurisdictions, has a new perspective on the Board’s goals and ques-
tioned whether he (Mr. McFadyen) believes that these goals were still applicable, feasible, and

achievable for the County.
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Mr. McFadyen stated that he believes that these goals are still viable for the County to
achieve. He noted that it is important for the staff to have a Board of Supervisors that has artic-
ulated these goals in detail.

Mr. Sexton stated that, of the goals listed under “Thriving Business Environment,” three
are substantially complete, three are ongoing, and two that the staff is working on. He noted
that this is a great success rate for one set of goals in two years.

After questioning by Mr. Dodson, Mr. McFadyen stated that he thinks the County is “on
the right track,” and there is enough detail in these goals to direct the actions of the Economic
Development Office in the future. He noted that staff has a site in mind for a small business
development park and will work to identify these goals to see if it is achievable. Mr. Dodson
stated that the Board needs to keep “at the strategic level and not get into the weeds” with these
strategic planning items.

Regarding “The Gateway Center,” Mrs. Pendleton stated there is a lot of interconnecting
pieces for all of the goals and suggested action steps on this item. It was noted that the Com-
prehensive Plan amendment regarding the Exit 150 area was approved by the Board in
November and the Zoning Office staff is beginning to work on revisions to the Zoning Ordinance
to implement this amendment’s ideas and to “connect” with the developers of this area.

Mr. Larrowe stated that he has questioned VDoT regarding the types of amenities avail-
able on the east side of the Gateway Crossing development area and will meet with the devel-
opers/retailers to discuss consideration of future development at Exit 150. Mr. Larrowe stated
that he thinks the County is in a good position because of the recently amended Comp Plan to
“drive the discussion.”

Mrs. Pendleton stated that allowing mixed use developments along with the amended
Comp Plan will open up residential and commercial opportunities for the County; however, the
Zoning Ordinance needs to be aligned with these ideas. She noted that a public hearing on
mixed use development amendments is scheduled for the December Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors’ meetings. She further noted that some recommendations on design
standards for mixed use projects should be included in the ordinance to give the developers
direction and to ensure that all of the pieces of the Subdivision Ordinance work together to pro-
vide these development opportunities.

Mr. Williamson noted that the Subdivision Ordinance has be in effect for approximately
40 years and questioned if this ordinance would be a “constraint” on development at Exit 150.

Mrs. Pendleton stated that the answer to Mr. Williamson’s question is “yes” and noted
that a consultant would need to be retained to offer advice on how to revise this ordinance. She
noted that approximately $50,000 would be needed for this project.

Regarding “Botetourt Cool,” Mr. Farmer stated that the County joined the Roanoke
Valley Greenway Commission in July 2016 and staff is working with the Commission to plan for
the Daleville Greenway. Mr. Farmer noted that he hopes to find opportunities to build the
greenway without grant funds in order to save money in the long term on this project. He further
noted that a meeting with a key property owner along the proposed route is scheduled in the
next couple of weeks and public meetings to obtain citizen input on the trail’s location will be
held early in 2017.

Mr. Farmer noted that the County has purchased property from Jeremy Thomas along
the James River in Eagle Rock and hope to close on this sale next week. Regarding the Eagle

Rock to New Castle Rails-to-Trails project, Mr. Farmer stated that VDoT has confirmed that they
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still own the right-of-way along this abandoned railroad track and, in the future, staff will work
with VDoT on this land conveyance.

He further stated that staff is working with the Roanoke Valley-Alleghany Regional
Commission to update the Regional Trails Plan in order to identify potential trails and green-
ways within Botetourt that can be tied into the Valley’s existing trails.

Mr. Leffel suggested that the boat launch at the Craig Creek/James River intersection be
relocated to the Route 43 side of the James River for better access by boaters/canoers.

After discussion, Mr. Farmer stated that he has been informed that the Gala canoe
launch area on the James River is for sale. He noted that currently the County has a lease with
the property owner for this and the Glen Wilton boating access sites.

Mr. Larrowe stated that the County has done a lot of work with the new Young Profes-
sional Organization (YPO) that was created earlier this year.

Mr. McFadyen stated that Mariana Toledo, Communications Specialist in the Economic
Development Office, is working to grow this group in the County and their meetings include dis-
cussions on growing the employment base, dealing with demographics that the millennial age
group prefers in the areas where they live/work, etc. He noted that a recent focus group ques-
tionnaire showed that availability of greenways, broadband, and housing opportunities are
important to millennials. He also noted that a job fair is being planned for 2017.

Mr. Sexton stated that he is also involved with the YPO and at a recent meeting they
discussed soft skill development, leadership development, teamwork in the workplace, resume
development, salary negotiation strategies, etc. He noted that they are also trying to “broaden
the range of this group” in the County.

Mr. Williamson stated that millennials should also be encouraged to join local nonprofit
boards which offers good networking opportunities.

Mr. Sexton stated that the current YPO networks are “Roanoke-centric” but we are trying
to shift their focus into Botetourt County.

Mr. McFadyen noted that Altec has been very excited about the creation of a YPO group
in the County.

Regarding Responsible Governance, Mr. Larrowe noted that the Board had received
financial forecast data from Mr. Zerrilla earlier in the meeting. He noted that there have been
some major strides in some of the goals/projects including obtaining authorization from the
General Assembly to increase the transient occupancy tax and direction by the Board last
month for staff to request the General Assembly to give counties authorization to implement a
cigarette tax. He noted that various departments are also working on grant submittals toward
alternative funding sources for projects.

Mr. Larrowe noted that the County has joined the Western Virginia Regional Industrial
Facility Authority, the Broadband Authority, the regional Greenway Commission, and the
Western Virginia Water Authority over the past two years. He noted that, when there is an
opportunity for the County go participate in regional projects, we are doing so.

He stated that the Parks and Recreation Department has conducted a County building
facility study and have replaced/repaired roofs on some buildings over the past few months. He
noted that the County will also take advantage of the School’s energy study to ascertain areas
where funds can be saved.

Regarding Infrastructure and Facilities, Mr. Larrowe stated that the County is looking for

opportunities to get internet fiber access to Greenfield through the Broadband Authority’s dark
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fiber line. He noted that the County can utilize the bidding process that is already in place in
Roanoke for this project.

Mr. Larrowe stated that, without the County becoming a member of the Water Authority,
Ballast Point Brewery would not have been able to locate in the County. He noted that the
County is also working with VDoT on SmartScale applications for road improvement funding
projects such as Exit 150, Route 220, Gateway Crossing, etc.

Regarding Responsive Government, Mr. Larrowe stated that the County is in the
process of relaunching its webpage on a new platform which will allow staff to modify the
content much easier, and an intranet site for County employee-only use to access various
information/documents has been created.

Mr. Larrowe stated that County/Town relations have improved as the County Administra-
tor has been meeting with the Town’s mayors/managers frequently for the past two years.

He noted further that the County has been working on long-term safety/security plans
with the Sheriff's Department, State Police and Fire/EMS. Regarding evaluating the future of
the County’s libraries, Mr. Larrowe stated that discussions have been held on modifications to
the Buchanan Library and considering the role of the library in adult and lifelong learning, etc,
including hiring a consultant to offer recommendations.

Mr. Larrowe noted that he is also seeing a more responsive attitude from County offices
and he hopes that this is apparent to the public in their dealings with staff.

Mr. Martin, Mr. Dodson, Mr. Williamson, and Dr. Scothorn noted that they have heard
good comments from their constituents and business representatives about working with the
County offices/personnel.

Mr. Larrowe noted that the Ballast Point representatives’ remarked on the County’s quick
building plan review as they were not used to such a fast approval process.

Regarding Lifelong Learning Excellence, Mr. McFadyen noted that he has been working
with various workforce development agencies that do not have a presence in the County about
having meetings here with applicants or interested individuals to provide advice and assistance
to those trying to find a job.

Mr. Larrowe noted that the County’s Corporate Visitation Program has been helpful in
letting County businesses meet with the schools, community colleges, Virginia Tech, Virginia
Employment Commission, etc., to discuss what their companies do and what types of educa-
tion/training they need for their employees.

Regarding Strategic Land Use, Mrs. Pendleton stated that staff is working on drafting a
residential wind ordinance, as well as planning for Comp Plan/Zoning Ordinance overlay dis-
tricts and node connections between the towns, and it is recommended that applications for
grant funds to establish Urban Development Districts (UDAS) in and around the town bound-
aries, if available, be pursued. She also stated that there have been a lot of amendments to the
Zoning Ordinance approved during the past two years.

After further discussion, Mr. Larrowe questioned if the Board members had any addi-
tions, revisions, or direction for staff on today’s Strategic Planning update.

Mr. Dodson questioned whether the staff thought all of these projects were still achiev-
able and sets the County in the direction that we need to go.

Mr. Farmer stated that he was impressed on reading this document how all of these

priorities/goals are “falling together.”
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Mr. Dodson stated that the Board should review these priorities/goals every two years to
ensure that the County is proceeding in the direction that the Board wants; however, he thinks
that we are still on the same track and should “stay the course.”

Mr. Larrowe stated that the department heads have been informed about the County’s
financial future and directed to parallel their work projects with the strategic plan’s priorities.

Mr. Dodson noted that everything that the Board is doing is to increase the County’s
incoming revenue lines so that there is less reliance on real estate and personal property taxes.
He noted that the County’s future is ours to make and the decisions made by the County help to
foster what businesses/industries locate in the County. Mr. Dodson noted that the County’s
budget is based on these strategic priorities.

Dr. Scothorn stated that there are still some adjustments needed to the Zoning Ordi-
nance, Comp Plan, the “sin taxes” should be increased, and the County should take advantage
of those individuals that are traveling through the County. He questioned if there are any tools
that the staff needs that the Board could supply to assist them.

Mr. Larrowe noted that the County is considering a fee change in EMS transport costs to
implement “hard billing” for out-of-County citizens.

After questioning by Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Larrowe stated that the County currently mails
invoices for EMS transports; however, if these individuals choose not to pay these bills, they are
being “written off.” He noted that this same issue occurs in other localities.

Mr. Larrowe stated that the County will be making efforts to maximize our revenue
streams wherever possible.

Mr. Williamson stated that today’s presentation provided a good update on the status of
these priorities. He noted that every company/board is only as successful as the management
team that works for them and carries out their strategies. He stated that the County has
strengthened over the last few years including hiring new staff and giving existing employees
the opportunity to grow. Mr. Williamson stated that he feels good about the management team
currently in place and what they are doing.

Mr. Martin stated that he thought that this meeting was very positive and he sees good
things coming out of this session. He noted that staff has taken these goals to heart and will
work hard to achieve them. Mr. Martin stated that two years ago he was concerned that the
staff would not have time to achieve all of these goals but they have done an outstanding job in
making progress. He thanked the staff for their hard work.

Mr. Leffel agreed with Mr. Williamson’s comments about the staff and he appreciates
their efforts while living under the pressure of completing the job.

Mr. Larrowe stated that he also appreciates the work that the staff has done on these
priorities over the past two years. Mr. Larrowe stated that he has seen staff “blossom” during
the time that he has been County Administrator. He noted that they have taken on every task at
a high level.

Mr. Larrowe stated that Mr. Moorman has been the backbone of this organization
throughout the transition between County Administrators and during his 20+ years with the
County and he appreciates his efforts.

Mr. Larrowe stated that the Board has been very supportive during his time as County

Administrator; this is rare and he appreciates their leadership.
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There being no further discussion, on motion by Mr. Leffel, seconded by Mr. Williamson,
and carried by the following recorded vote, the Board continued the meeting at 12:35 P. M. until
8:30 A. M. on Tuesday, December 20, 2016, at the Kroger parking lot for a site visit to various
gravel road. (Resolution Number 16-12-01)

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

NAYS: None

ABSENT: None ABSTAINING: None































































































































































































































































































































































Planning Commission Extract
Land Use Related Request

Board of Supervisors Action Needed

December 22, 2016

Request

Valley Magisterial District: Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al c/o Michael W. and
John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual purchasers) request a Commission Permit
and a Special Exception Permit, with possible conditions, for a private road, and to rezone
15.8 acres+/- from the Industrial (M-1) Use District to the Residential (R-3) Use District, with possible
proffered conditions, for the construction of up to 55 zero-lot line dwellings. The property is located
on Sanderson Drive (State Route 605) approximately 0.4 miles north of the intersection of Sanderson
Drive and Shadwell Drive (State Route 605) and is identified on the Real Property Identification Maps
of Botetourt County as Section 107, Parcels 1A and 4.

This land use change request involves the following:

Land rezoning (conditions must be proffered, or offered by the applicant).
Text Amendment.

Change of Proffers.

Commission Permit

Special Exceptions Permits (the Board has authority to assign conditions).

XX OOX

Planning Commission Recommendation:
On a vote of 4:0:0:1 (Mr. Foster absent), the Planning Commission recommended approval of the
Commission Permit.

On a vote of 4:0:0:1 (Mr. Foster absent), the Planning Commission recommended conditional approval
for the Residential, R-3 rezoning request.

On a vote of 4:0:0:1 (Mr. Foster absent), the Planning Commission recommended conditional approval
of the private road special exception permit.

Action requested of the Board of Supervisors:
The Board of Supervisors may approve or deny the request or the Commission Permit.

The Board of Supervisors may approve, approve with proffered condition(s), or deny the Residential, R-3
rezoning request.

The Board of Supervisors may approve, approve with condition(s), or deny the private road special
exception permit.

Staff Comments:

Four public comments were received regarding this request. One adjoining property owner e-mailed
her concern of traffic congestion, one speaker requested a turning lane, two speakers requested
location clarification, in addition to a concern regarding stormwater runoff.



Land Use Related Request
Sanderson Ridge
Page 2 of 3

DRAFT MOTIONS

Commission Permit:

Approval for Commission Permit

| move that the commission permit for a private road for Michael W. Beahm, et al;
Frances L. Sanderson, et al c/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC,
contractual purchasers) be approved.

Denial (Commission Permit):

| move that the commission permit for a private road by the applicants 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:
| move to approve the zoning map amendment for Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al

c/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual purchasers) with the
following proffered condition, supplied by the applicant:

1. This property will be developed for the proposed use of dwelling, zero lot line, up to
4.0 dwellings per net acres, to the exclusion of all other uses permitted in the Residential (R-3)
Use District.

This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-5810of 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:

| move to deny the zoning map amendment for the property of Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L.
Sanderson, et al ¢/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual
purchasers) on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-5810f the Zoning Ordinance have not been
satisfied due to the following reasons:

SEP, Private Roads:

| move to approve the Special Exception Permit for a private road for the property of Michael W.
Beahm, et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al c/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-
Fields LLC, contractual purchasers) (or approval with following conditions):




Land Use Related Request
Sanderson Ridge
Page 3 of 3

1. The project will be built in substantial conformance with the concept plan titled “Concept
Plan for “Sanderson Ridge” prepared for Hungate-Fields LLC, prepared by Lumsden
Associates, P.C. and dated September 20, 2016.

2. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer shall submit as-
built drawings, prepared and stamped by a licensed engineer in the state of Virginia, to
certify the roads have been built in accordance with the road construction details shown on
the concept plan.

3. Prior to final subdivision plat approval, or simultaneously with the recordation of the plat,
the homeowner’s association shall be established to manage and maintain all open space
areas, private streets, and stormwater management areas within the development.

And on the basis that the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposed use will have little
to no adverse effects upon the community or other properties in the vicinity of the proposed use or
structures according to the Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 and that the proposal would serve the
public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good zoning practice.

Denial, SEP, Private Roads:

I move to deny the Special Exception Permit for a private road for the property of Michael W. Beahm, et
al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al c¢/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC,
contractual purchasers). Based upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583, the following items have not
been satisfied:

1.
2. (list findings/reasons for denial).



BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Commission Application

5 W, Main Street, Suite 100 + Fincastle, Virginia 24090 + 540.473.8320
TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND PLANNING COMMISSION OF BOTETOURT COUNTY:

Please type or print information below

Date:

Q-i%- 26

Current zoning:
Tadosterad

Please check request(s)
below:

Please briefly describe request below {indicate zoning

change, SEP request, changes, efc.):

| Request rezoning to
J {From zoning ordinance
- | permitted uses list)

Q"‘B Q"lo'(‘ ('E\xe_

| Special Exceptions Permit
: \/ request for

7"} {from zoning ordinance SEP
list)

| Text Amendment
~ .| (proposed uss)

g)‘"}uﬂ-—ld— R@a.ég‘ aund C,Qméf«}’sf,‘a,\ [I)e_u-m“=1—

oo
\/ Change in

proffers/Conditions

Ceo Attetnd  Prolle Shalewe {

Describe proposed use:

Property owner name(s)

‘2 250 ciu-h fec(( §nj | o -—Q&mc“fy

Mailing address

S«f—& M‘F‘L@-cltx W\Q.M-(—

Town, State, Zip Code

Phone number

FAX

Email

hfaubm e @, P, ot

Property location {physical
address):

)
ga_,m c{iwg i Dp- -

Subdivision:

CN*“J) gc*—v&.!@“ﬁok_ Q t'c.(q -

State Route Number:

Magisterial District:

Tax map number({s}:

(0 T~LA +

s
/

T,

Deed Book:

Page number(s):

Total area of property

A‘h’n wit. L5 bttty

Total area included
in this request:

Certified plat prepared by a Licensed Land Surveyor of entire propetty to include metes and bounds.
Requests for rezoning of a portion of a parcel of land requires a legal metes and bounds description of
that particular portion. Show: Lengths of all property lines, existing and proposed building(s) for existing
and propcsed uses, and distance of buildings from all property lines, including distance from any
street/highway right-of-way adjoining the parcel. (See affached concept plan checklist and information

sheel.)

BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION

Rezoning/SEP/Text Amendment/Change in Proffers

Rev 0113

Page Sof 6
whw,botetonrt.org




BoreroUurt COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Commission Application
5 W, Maii Bt‘eet Suite 100 ¢ Fincastle, Virginia 240490 ¢+ 540,473.8320

Appropriate application fee payable to the Treasurer of Botefourf Cauniy is hereby submitted for
advertising.

All appiicants must have notarized slgnatures by the current proparty owners. By signing below,
signature(s} indlcate consent [§25-521(9){(1){c}] for counly officials to conduct site reviews on this

prog
F M P Lo 12 Fledds . TG

Signaiufe and prin{_,d’ynf praperly owners Date

),Jlé‘ﬂgﬁ/ /%// Dan 15 /i/,w‘a::f e ‘f'_/zl- %

Slgﬂature and printed name of properly owners

Slgnature and printed name of properly owners Date
Signeture and printed name of property ownars Dale
Stats of Virginia

Coeuwity of Botetawt to WL

Cideg  Solte _
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this L S** day of %ﬁéﬁr‘\bﬁ' 2.8\eby

Telec 2. Fie s

" Printed name of properly ownars

My commission explres: (32‘;22, __l;z ! g ..Date

XDZM@E Mane o zdgf “eq)
otary Poblic printed name and regisiration number Notary Public sighature

State of Virginia e e
County of Boistourt ta Wil TN

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this {Q™ _ day ofm 241t by
MNadtan Hun@c&,

Printed name of propettyowners(s)

A
'\"

temlsnmnmz\; N =
RLCTRY =
CRTCOME, furnes; T
UJ!DEIPL’HB S F

u")
e

.....

SR Mg,
My commission expires: _,Q‘_ZI/ 78 /’7!)[ 2 Rate ‘s‘\?‘:‘ E"n‘;ér‘jmzh ¢
JennBre oeie Taulor 2

Notary Public printed name and registrat®fin number Nof Wry Publicslgnatura Ty ~;5' Wik, Exisgg
. ",) 122 A s

Hote: Signature(s) of property owner(s) must be notarized. Pt

BOTRTOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERFICES PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION
Regoning/SEP/Text Amendment/Change in Proffurs
Page 6 of §
Rev 0316 ww bofelonrt.ovg




BOTETOURT COUNTY BEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Commission Application
B W. Main Street, Suite 100 + Fincastle, Virginia 24090 + 540,473,8320

Appropriate application fee payable {o the Treasurer of Bofefourt County is heraby submitied for
advaertising.

All applicants must have notarized signatures by the curreni property owners. By signing below,
sighature(s} indicate consent [§25-5621(9)(1){c)} for county officials o conduct site reviews on tiis

CNLs, b ks Tl Lty Becky . S/l

Bignaiure and printed ra ,r of propedy owners
MZ Ll Mloe/ b ($cohnm y-20°/8

Signature and printed name of pmperly owners Date
\3’“\&:@@%%& Danfa., MM Jaine. B. Daile )/ Q-20- (6

Signature Bhd printad name of proparly ownofd Date

Slgnature and pHnted name of properly owners : Date

State of Virginia
County of Botetourt o Wit

0% S
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this» __ day of WM 20Mle by
ﬁk@bm;mmu_ﬁmhw__pm e B Dailey

' Printad name of pr pruparly ywriets

My commission explres: i '30“ 7. OO 8.1

|

v . £ i

Tina H. MeCluna assss5——writarm T UNSC D
Notary Fubllc printed rame and cefistrelion nufnbar MOTARY P ﬂfsﬁé‘ signTure

Commaonwealth of Virgin

Heg. #265035
My Caninil asicng Explrag, \ 30411 ;

State of Virginia
County of Botetourt to Wit

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged befora me this day of 2 by

Printad nama of propatly owners(s)

My commission explitos; _ Datg

Netary Public prinfed name and rogistcation nuraber " Netary Pubiic sipnature

Note: Signature(s) of property ‘ow‘ner(S‘} must be notarized,

BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING COMBMISSTON ARFLICATION
Rezonfng/SEPoxt Amenduent/Chonge In Praffers
Page 6 efd
Rev 0318 winw bodefourt.org




BaruEroury Covrty BEVELOPMENT SRRVICES
Plgnning Commission Application
B W, Mudn Btreet, Buite 100 + Fiteantie, Virginde 24090 + 840,473,8330

Appropriaie application fee payable to the Treasarar of Bofatourt Gounty is hareby submittad for
advariising.

Alf applicants.must have notarized signatires by the curment property owners, By signing balow,
sunalure{s) tndmte congent [§25-521(8)1 o)} for caunty GHicials 10 conduot site revisws an this
pmpaxiy

/mﬂm,@ﬁq?ww/ D 77 2

Slgnialyfe a0d printed nanie of propeny oOners o Bata
SipnEtare.5nd printow naind OF prapey Gmse T S i T
T [T

St of Virginia | o )
Gounty-of-Ratdlolin e Wit i < ot Virgia beuen
A . T £y ' - L
Thg foragairg Enf;frumeniwae acknowladged before ma this d\ day of . ;CX?TQ}‘ RRTIEY =!8
W\‘Us{‘ CA_ \(“)uif\ﬁ’ff

P}ml‘ed numa &F; i’mperiyo\*merq - -
)Y:?r'? 0\ A 020D Ea@mf )
- B J‘" i it
\.}kP\C”«ne M, (\ddw’ ]b T\V\r} Fa Ry /fo L /
w

My mmrm siar; er;piraa‘

;f'

Rolary Pibitd priatedl name aod redistieionnitinkiar {7 I IR T prea
Stale of Virgita .
Gﬁuﬁ%w‘i’nlemnmo‘vvﬂ vy o \fsrm o & eatn k

The foregoing nstrurent was seknovdledged befero me this day of

Printed namb of property ovncrse)

Wy camrigsion explres: o o Date
Holary Bl pAnted nama and regfolaton rorher ' Notary Fullic Sigranre

Note: Signaturs(s) of property dy&{ﬁg}(g} pj_t;f;.t ba nqtgfi‘t_ézc;. | _ |

ReFEFET LOLNTT DEVELOPAERT SORVICHS PLANNING COMMESSION AFPLICATION
FeznidnglSE Text A:ﬁmut’ts:vsm Cieoige e Proffos
Pege & s
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John Early Beahm
P. 0. Box 68
Draper, VA 24324

Mary Jane Dailey
2041 Bethel Church Road
Forest, VA 24551

Myra Anne Townes
1181 Belmeade Drive
VA Beach, VA 23455

Michael Beahm
7816 Sanderson Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Nathan Hungate & Peter Fields
8005 Whittler Court
Roancke, VA 24019




Proffers or

Tax Map Parcels 107-1A and 107-4

Rezoning Request from M-1 to R-3

:olr\k E. Beebun \ ﬂ/la.h( Teene [D‘tfte‘?’, m‘/"“— la"‘“‘—'nwn'—ﬁ, Michael 1), Beahu
1, a-‘f F\—-osw.a.s L. Sam ) C4 mi W o
hereby proffer the following conditions as a part of the above-referenced request:

1. This property will be developed for the proposed use of “dwelling, zero lot line, up to 4.0 dwellings
per net acres, to the exclusion of all other uses permitted in the Residential (R-3) Use District.

WZ, Sl J0-28 e
&

Owner Date
790 2 50
Date . .
/0 ~ZYE (o
. . Date
o Q}be\b% r0-2%¥ 16
O J D
ate
Date
State of Virginia
County of Botetourt to Wit:
GINNY MARIE HICKS
NOTARY PUBLIC
Commonwealth of Virginia
Reg. #7586038
C’Cﬁ) b,&r 201/ by Myra Avve Tewnes, Midraet w. Bexdhen My Commission Explres Apr. 30,

My commission expires:

Notary Public






Letter Of Intent

Botetourt County Planning Departmeant
5 Waest Main Street

Suite 100

Fincastie, VA 24090

Attn: Nicole Pendleton

Rezoning Request from M-1 1o R-3 O-lat fine
R.E. Tax Parcels 107-1A and 107-4
Applicant:

Hungate-Fialds, LLC

8005 Whittler Court

Roanoke, VA 24019

Pater R. Felds and Nathan B, Hungate



Requast for rezoning by Hungate-Fields, ELC
R.E. Tax Parcels 107-1A and 107-4

‘ To Whom it May Concern:

Hungate-Fields, LLC is requesting a zoning change on the above mentioned property from industrial ta
R-3 0-lot line.

Our request Is based on the following facts surrounding this property.
1. This proposed use is consistent with neighboring residential uses.
2. This praposed use is consistent with the comprehensive plan.

3, Utilities inchuding Electric, Water, and Sewer are available at the site, Roadways and schools
are adequate to serve this new proposed community. Fire and rescue facilities are located
approximately 2 miles from the site,

4, Because of public utilities avalfable there shauld be no adverse effects on the county's
ground water supply,

5. Proposed property use as residential poses no threat to the structural capacity of sofls.
6. Any traffic impact on Sanderson Drive due to this rezoning request would be minimal.

7. The likelihood of an Industrial use occurting on this site would be highly inconsistent with
adjacent properties which are almost completely residential.

8. There are no environmentally sansitive areas in the parcel where rezoning fs being requested.

9; The residentia! 2oning requested is responding to aconomic develapment ongaing in
Rotetourt County by providing new housing In an area surroundad by existing housing and in an
area of higher density residential growth and does not threaten the ruralfagricultural areas of
Batetourt County.

10. The proposed zoning change will offer the opportunity for moderately priced homes to be
avaitable In a residential area with a wide range of housing opportunities,

11. There are no known archaealogical o historic features on the property and does nat
negatively affect any natural or scenic features.

Thank you for your cansideratian of this rezoning request



The following is a description of 15.8545 acres to be rezoned and described as follows:

Beginning at a point lying on the easterly boundary line of “Altamira — Section #1”, as recorded
in the public records of Botetourt County, Virginia in Plat Book 45, Pages 2-4, said point being
the northwesterly property corner of “New Lot 2, Plat Book 60, Page 3 being the property of
Jerry Donald Rice, Jr. and Leanne B. Rice, as acquired in Instrument # 160001606 and lying N
26° 44" 48" E a distance of 281.33 feet (283.22° per McMurry survey in the said P.B. 60, Page
3) from the southeasterly corner of Lot 34 of the said “Altamira — Section #1”;

thence with the easterly boundary line of the said “Altamira — Section #1” and with “Altamira —
Section #2”, as recorded in the public records of Botetourt County, Virginia in Plat Book 50,
Pages 50-52, N 26° 44' 48" E a distance of 1370.08 feet to a point on the southerly boundary line

of the New Beginnings Church at Cloverdale property as acquired in Instrument # 070006854,

thence leaving the said “Altamira — Section #2” and with the New Beginnings Church at
Cloverdale property, S 57° 45' 12" E a distance of 640.38 feet to a point on the westerly right-of-
way line of Sanderson Drive, Virginia Secondary Route # 605;

thence leaving the said New Beginnings Church at Cloverdale property and with the westerly
right-of-way line of Sanderson Drive for the following seven courses, S 51° 14' 48" W a distance
of 26.40 feet to a point;

thence S 19° 44' 48" W a distance of 128.17 feet to a point;

thence along a curve to the RIGHT, having a radius of 1,120.92 feet, a delta angle of 11° 24'
37.15", and whose long chord bears S 37° 40" 46™ W a distance of 222.86 feet to a point;

thence S 43° 23' 05" W a distance of 878.04 feet to a point;

thence along a curve to the RIGHT, having a radius of 547.96 feet, a delta angle of 25° 11' 07",

and whose long chord bears S 55° 58' 38" W a distance of 238.93 feet to a point on the



northeasterly property line extended of the aforesaid Jerry Donald Rice, Jr. and Leanne B. Rice
property;

thence leaving the westerly right-of-way line of Sanderson Drive and with the aforesaid Jerry
Donald Rice, Jr. and Leanne B. Rice property for the following three courses, N 04° 00' 50" W a
distance of 56.56 feet to a point;

thence N 26° 55' 22" E a distance of 59.91 feet to a point;

thence N 62° 30' 55" W a distance of 203.03 feet to the point of beginning and containing

15.8545 acres.



Peter Fields

From: Parker iV, Clifion L, [CLParkerV@aguaamerica.comj

Sent: Waednesday, April 2@, 2016 9:13 AM

To: ‘Peter Fialds'

Ce: Hutehinsan, Brant A.; Divers, Michagl J.; Blankenshlp, Terry L.
Subject: RE: Altimira - connection faz change

Pefar —

| think as fong as you are in Botetourt County we have the waler service area and western only has sewer service.
[ think the system could easily serve 40 more lots.

" Let me confer with our ops team to verify.

Brent/Jay — please confirm?

Cliff Parker
804.310.0398

Frotu: Peter Fields [mailto:peterfields1955@gmall.com])
Senk: Monday, April 18, 2016 10:05 PM

To: Parker IV, Clifton L,

Subject: RE: Altimira - connection fee change

Clif,

Thanks for looking inte this for me. _

I have another gquestion for you. We are looking at a property adjacent to the Aftamira property and am wondering If
the water system will handle another 36 to 40 lots including pressure and volume to fire hydrants. Also, we could tap
the main running from Sanderson Rd, up the bill on the church property easement to the Altamira property. | would be
interested In your feedhack regarding this proposal, We also have an opportunity to tie it a Western Va. Water
Authority line and they may require us to do so but | would fike to know what opiions [ may have.

Thanks agalty,

Peter Fialds

o T g P

Frem: Parker IV, Clifton L. [maifto;Cl ParkerIV@aguaamerica.com]
Sentt: Monday, Apiil 18, 2016 10:45 AM

To: Peter Fellds (peter@ficldsconstruction.com)

Cc: Divers, Michael 1,

Suhject: Altimira - connection fee change

Poter ~

Hope ail is well}

Jay said you had a question about the fee change.

{ reviewed the confract, :
Although the fee went up from 932 to 1500, you will still get back alf but $432 - so really, there is no net change for you
as the developer.

Lel me know if you have any guestions,

Thanks.

Clifton L, Patker, IV, PR
Director, Corporate Development
Aqua Vieginia, Inc.

2414 Granite Ridge Road
Rockville, Virginia 2346

C: 804.310.0398 Fax:804.749.8002

b b

A L S




Adjacent Land Owners

Jerry Ir. and Learine Rice
7915 Sanderson Drive
Reanoke, VA 24018

Warren and Kathryn Sue Strickiand
30 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

James and Elaine Hiner
A4 Aitamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Elizabeth Hungate
58 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Richard and Andrea Hall
72 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24018

Blair Sr. and Iris Stone
86 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Gletn and Linda Bowman
100 Altamira Drive
Raanoke, VA 24018

Billy and Audry Stewart
114 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Rac Magee
128 Altamira Drive
foanoke, VA 24019

Thomas and Jone Henson
. 142 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019

Carol Willlams
156 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019



Thomas and Paula Lesko
170 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24015

Frank and Stephanie Stott
184 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24018

Mary Hinma
198 Altamira Drive
Roanocke, VA 24019

Connie Raglahd
212 Altamira Drive
Roanoka, VA 24019

Michael Hodge
226 Altamira Drive
Roancke, VA 24019

Loretta Haskins
240 Altamira Drive
Roanocke, VA 24019

James Mannitig
254 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 240189

Myers Property Management LLC
282 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24015

Donald and Polly Dodson
206 Altainira Drive
Roancke, VA 24019

tosephine and Beverly Mullins
310 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 240159

Robert Ir.and Connie Tolley
324 Altamira Drive
Roanoke, VA 24019



The New Beginnings Church at Claverdale
P.O. Box 189
Cloverdale, VA 24077
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GENERAL NOTES: | / / / \* — % — \)\ - 8
\ -
1. THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON IS COMPRISED OF BOTETOURT COUNTY TAX PARCEL 107-1A AND 107-4. ‘\ | / / CONNECT TO EXISTING PUBLIC ) 7& 1 — K —_— /
/ / SANITARY SEWER (WVWA) \ K T
2. BOUNDARY INFORMATION WAS OBTAINED FROM EXISTING RECORDS. ‘ , y / \ / - \ . Qf
D N
3. TAX PARCELS 107-1A AND 107-4 ARE ZONED M1-INDUSTRIAL. THESE PARCELS SHALL BE REZONED TO RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT R-3 WITH | / A \\@ \ /
SPECIAL EXCEPTION FOR PRIVATE ROADS. ] / / \ \ \ T/ . \ —
[ —— - -
4 NO TITLE REPORT WAS FURNISHED FOR THIS PROPERTY. Il / / / \ \ “i L\ — — SANDC ERSON DR|VE/L _ —
~ — — =
5. THIS PROPERTY DOES NOT LIE WITHIN THE LIMITS OF A 100-YEAR FLOOD BOUNDARY AS DESIGNATED BY FEMA. THIS OPINION IS BASED ON AN / / \ \ k S~ c.mqf\sﬁ% / -
INSPECTION OF THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAPS AND HAS NOT BEEN VERIFIED BY ACTUAL FIELD ELEVATIONS. SEE COMMUNITY PANEL NUMBER k / \ \ — —> (50° RXW — 40 MPH SPEED LIMIT;
~
510018 0150 A. SITE AND ZONING TABULATIONS \ / / \ \ ~__ _ \
6. TOPOGRAPHIC DATA IS TAKEN FROM BOTETOURT COUNTY GIS MAPPING. THE CONTOUR INTERVAL IS 4 FEET. CURRENT ZONING:  M1—INDUSTRIAL \ / \ 7 — \__
b \ / \ ~ -~ ©o| o™
PROPOSED ZONING: R-3 WITH SPECIAL EXCEPTION FOR PRIVATE ROADS N\ - ~ = 8
7. DEVELOPER OWNERS \ \ / \ P - S| 8
HUNGATE—-FIELDS LLC MICHAEL W. BEAHM ET AL , ~| S
8005 WHITTLER. COURT 7816 SANDERSON DRIVE, ROANOKE, VA 24019 PROPOSED USE: SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED RESIDENTIAL, ZERO LOT LINE \\ \ / \ /// - e
ROANOKE, VA 24019 . Q| o
(540) 309-0266 FRANCES L. SANDERSON, ET AL TOTAL SITE ACREAGE: 15.8 ACRES +/- \ \ / / S|
7816 SANDERSON DRIVE, ROANOKE, VA 24019 MINIMUM LOT AREA REQUIRED: 9,000 SQUARE FEET \ \ 2
8. THE DEVELOPMENT SHOWN HEREON WILL BE SERVED BY A PRIVATE WATER COMPANY (AQUA VIRGINIA) AND THE PUBLIC SANITARY SEWER SYSTEM MINIMUM LOT AREA PROPOSED: 10,000 SQUARE. FEET \\ \ / / D
(WESTERN VIRGINIA WATER AUTHORITY). MAXIMUM DENSITY ALLOWED: 4.0 DWELLINGS PER ACRE &
, PROPOSED DENSITY: 2.3 PER ACRE %)
9. ALL ROADS WITHIN THE DEVELOPMENT ARE PRIVATE AND WILL BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY A HOMEOWNER'S ASSOCIATION.
MAXIMUM LOT COVERAGE: 50% MAXIMUM IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE: 75%
10. A TURN LANE STUDY WILL BE SUBMITTED UNDER SEPARATE COVER. PROPOSED LOT COVERAGE: 40% PROPOSED IMPERVIOUS SURFACE COVERAGE: 65%
40’ PRIVATE ROAD ACCESS AND UTILITY EASEMENT
11. ALL EXISTING STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENT WILL BE DEMOLISHED. MINIMUM LOT WIDTH REQUIRED: 60 FEET AT MINIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE 30
MINIMUM LOT WITH PROPOSED: 70 FEET AT MINIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACK LINE . ; .
12. TRASH COLLECTION WILL BE PROVIDED BY A PRIVATE WASTE DISPOSAL COMPANY. SERVICE WILL BE PROVIDED BY KESSLER GARBAGE SERVICES. 3 Limits of Bituminous Surface = 24 3
MINIMUM FRONT YARD SETBACK: 25 FEET . CONCEPT PLAN FOR
13. SCREENING AND BUFFERING AND LANDSCAPING SHALL MEET OR EXCEED THE BOTETOURT COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE. MINIMUM SIDE YARD SETBACK: 20 FEET ON OPEN SIDE 2" SM—2A "
MINIMUM REAR YARD SETBACK: 25 FEET A 35 35
14, SIGNS SHALL MEET THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE BOTETOURT COUNTY ZONING ORDINANCE. THIS DEVELOPMENT PROPOSES ONLY MONUMENT TYPE oo TS IS S A /\/ DER S 0 /\/ R[D GE
SIGNS. ACCESSORY BUILDINGS: NOT CLOSER THAN 5 FEET TO A SIDE OR REAR LOT LINE, NOT ALLOWED IN FRONT YARD -l = Rl ST
NOT MORE THAN 1 ACCESSORY BUILDING PERMITTED PER LOT S Lt S T S T S [ s | S S 1 = gt VDOT PREPARED FOR
15. EXTERIOR LIGHTING SHALL BE ARRANGED SO THAT NO GLARE OR DIRECT LIGHT ILLUMINATES AREAS BEYOND THE BOUNDARY LINES. MAXIMUM Standard
LIGHTING HEIGHT SHALL BE 20 FEET. MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS AND STRUCTURES: 35 FEET Roll Top Curb HE ] ]\ ] G A TE — FIELD S LL C
16. THE DEVELOPMENT SHOWN HEREON MAY RESULT IN AN ESTIMATED 14 SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN. THIS ESTIMATE IS BASED ON METHODOLOGY MINIMUM OPEN SPACE REQUIRED: 10% OF GROSS ACREAGE OF TRACT (1.6 ACRES) ' Limits of Subbase o
PROVIDED BY BOTETOURT COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT OR 0.375 SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN PER DWELLING. OPEN SPACE PROVIDED:  14.6% (2.3 ACRES) TYPICAL PRIVATE ROAD SECTION LOCATED AT TAX PARCELS 107—1A AND 107—4 ;
SITUATED ALONG SANDERSON DRIVE =
O
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BACKGROUND REPORT

Planning Commission — December 12, 2016
Board of Supervisors — December 22, 2016

Prepared by: N. Pendleton

PROJECT SUMMARY

The applicant, Hungate-Fields, LLC, contractual purchasers is requesting a Commission Permit and a
Special Exception Permit (SEP) for new private roads as well as a rezoning from Industrial, (M-1) to
Residential, (R-3) for the construction of a zero lot line subdivision. The 15.8-acre property is comprised
of one parcel, and a portion of another parcel, located adjacent to the Altamira Subdivision and across
the street from the Beahm family farm. The entrance is proposed directly across from Stonegate Drive.

STAFF COMMENTS

This project, as submitted, is to rezone one parcel and one portion of an adjacent parcel for the use of
single family dwellings built in a zero-lot line development. Staff has no concerns with the split zoning
of one of the parcels at this time. The applicant submitted one proffer stating the lots would be
developed as single-family, zero-lot line development. If the rezoning were approved with the single
submitted proffered condition, the applicant could develop the ~16-acre tract, potentially, into a
greater number of lots than what is shown on the concept plan due to the lots on the plan being slightly
larger than the minimum lot requirements for the Residential (R-3) Use District.

In addition, private roads are permissible by Special Exception Permit only because the construction of
private roads has the potential to create future issues for the residents in the subdivision should they not
be constructed properly or have any mechanisms to ensure proper maintenance, among other reasons.
In that regard, and in order to ensure the layout is consistent with what has been proposed by the
applicant, staff would recommend conditions that would require substantial conformance to the concept
plan. The concept plan provides details on the layout of the roads and lots, as well as road construction
detail and a note that the roads will be owned and maintained by a homeowner’s association. The
subdivision ordinance does require a bond for the construction of any streets or roads, so therefore, to
release the bond, the applicant will have to provide satisfactory evidence that the roads have been
constructed in accordance with the road construction plans, however, staff does suggest a condition that
the developer provide as-built construction drawings that are certified by a professional engineer
licensed in the State of Virginia prior to any certificate of occupancies being issued for the dwellings in
the subdivision. Finally, staff suggests a condition that the homeowner’s association will be established
at the time the lots are subdivided.

The proposal is consistent with other subdivisions in the area, and as the applicant has stated, utilities
are available on the site, creating an opportunity for infill development to meet housing demand in an
area of the county that is surrounded by higher density residential growth, thus reducing development

Hungate-Fields, LLC— Rezoning to R-3, SEP, Commission Permit for private road
December 2016
Page 1 of 7



pressure on more rural areas of the county. The applicant states that the proposed zoning change will
offer the opportunity for moderately priced homes in locations with wide ranges of housing opportunity.

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.

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT

Valley Magisterial District: Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al c/o Michael W. and
John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual purchasers) request a Commission Permit and
a Special Exception Permit, with possible conditions, for a private road, and to rezone 15.8 acres+/-
from the Industrial (M-1) Use District to the Residential (R-3) Use District, with possible proffered
conditions, for the construction of up to 55 zero-lot line dwellings. The property is located on Sanderson
Drive (State Route 605) approximately 0.4 miles north of the intersection of Sanderson Drive and
Shadwell Drive (State Route 605) and is identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt
County as Section 107, Parcels 1A and 4.

EXISTING CONDITIONS & BACKGROUND

The portion of the property being rezoned is located in the Industrial (M-1) Use District. This property
has been used for agriculture and it does not appear that there are any existing improvements on the
portion of the property that is proposed to be rezoned.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Hungate-Fields LLC proposes to create a 36 lot subdivision to be accessed by one entrance road, which
will serve two lots, and an additional perpendicular road which will extend to the property line, and
serve the remaining 34 lots. Stormwater management and open space are shown on the plan. The roads
in this subdivision are proposed to be private roads, however a concept plan and conversations with the
applicant indicate that these roads will be built consistent with the paving standards of VDOT roads.
The typical private road section shown on the concept plan shows a 24-foot section with three feet of
shoulder on each side, and shows construction detail with VDOT standard roll top curb. No sidewalks
are shown or proposed. The proposed subdivision is similar in nature to Altamira Subdivision, which was
developed by one of the applicants. The concept plan shows the building footprint for the homes and
lots which are over 70 feet wide, ten feet wider than the required minimum lot width.

The applicant did not provide architectural renderings, or any landscaping details.

The applicant states that a sign will be monument style only, and that lighting will be no higher than
20 feet and will not produce glare or direct light illumination offsite.
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ADJACENT PROPERTIES AND SURROUNDING AREA

Zoning Land Use
North |Residential (R-1) New Beginnings Church
East Residential (R-1) Single-family dwellings, Stonegate subdivision and others
West Residential (R-3) Single-family dwellings- Altamira subdivision
Residential (R-1)
Agricultural (A-1) Agriculture
South |Roanoke County Single-family dwellings

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS — RESIDENTIAL (R-3)

Criteria Code Requirements

All development shall be served by public (community) water and public

sewer.

District Limitations: 10% Gross area preserved as common open space
Maximum Density: 4 dwellings per net acre

Minimum Lot Area:

(Zero Lot Line) 9,000 sq. ft.

Minimum Lot Width:
(Zero Lot Line & Duplex | 60 ft. Frontage

Setbacks:

Front 25’ (all units)

Side 20’ (on open side)

Rear 25’ (all units)

Density 4.0 dwelling units per net acre
Impervious Surface Maximum 75% per lot

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, as well as design of streets and connectivity. 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. After approval of the final plat, the subdivider will be required to post necessary
bonds or letters of credit in an amount sufficient to cover the costs of necessary improvements, to include
all roads, streets, drainage facilities, water and sewer facilities.

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
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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 the subdivision will be served by Aqua Virginia water and sewer will be
provided by Western Virginia Water Authority (WVWA).

TRAFFIC

2015 VDOT traffic data indicates that there is an estimated Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)
volume of 5,900 vehicles along the 1.31 mile segment of Sanderson Drive (Route 605) from the Roanoke
County line to the intersection with Read Mountain Road (Route 654).

A traffic study to evaluate the requirement for a turn lane will be submitted under separate cover and
was not included in the application package.

VDOT COMMENTS
VDOT comments are attached.

FIRE AND RESCUE
The Read Mountain Fire and Rescue Station provides fire and rescue services for this property. The
station is located approximately 3.5 miles from the proposed development.

Adam Smith, Botetourt County Fire & EMS, provided the following comments:

The plans show 40’ in width for the roadway however, one concern we have is that after utility
easements the road width would drop down close to 24". If there is going to be curbside parking
this would make things rather narrow for our fire and ems apparatus. We would like to maintain at
minimum 24’ width and if any curbside parking would be possible or included we would request an
additional 6'. At any hydrant location there should be a minimum of 26’ in that area for apparatus
access to the hydrant.

At both turnaround locations as long as there is a 70’ distance at the alternative hammerhead
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turnaround locations then we are ok with this. That should give us enough area to turnaround our
apparatus at these locations.

SCHOOLS

The schools serving this project will be Cloverdale Elementary, Read Mountain Middle School and Lord
Botetourt High School. Using the following model the maximum number of school age children is
approximately 19. (36 proposed homes X 2.55 persons per household) * 20% = 19)

FLOODPLAIN
This property is not within a designated FEMA 100-year Flood Hazard Area.

PUBLIC COMMENT
To date, no feedback has been received by the public. Additional comments may be forthcoming at
the public hearings.

PROFFERS- REZONING
The applicant submitted the following proffer:

1. This property will be developed for the proposed use of dwelling, zero lot line, up to 4.0
dwellings per net acres, to the exclusion of all other uses permitted in the Residential (R-3)
Use District.

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS-SEP

Staff suggests the following conditions related to the construction of the private roads to serve this
subdivision, if approved:

1. The project will be built in substantial conformance with the concept plan titled “Concept Plan
for “Sanderson Ridge” prepared for Hungate-Fields LLC, prepared by Lumsden Associates,
P.C. and dated September 20, 2016.

2. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer shall submit as-
built drawings, prepared and stamped by a licensed engineer in the state of Virginia, to
certify the roads have been built in accordance with the road construction details shown on
the concept plan.

3. Prior to final subdivision plat approval, or simultaneously with the recordation of the plat,
the homeowner’s association shall be established to manage and maintain all open space
areas, private streets, and stormwater management areas within the development.
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DRAFT MOTIONS

Commission Permit:

Approval for Commission Permit

| move that the commission permit for a private road for Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L.
Sanderson, et al ¢/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual

purchasers) be approved.

Denial (Commission Permit):

| move that the commission permit for a private road by the applicants 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:

| move that the zoning map amendment for Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al ¢/o
Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual purchasers) be
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with the following proffered condition, supplied by the applicant:

1. This property will be developed for the proposed use of dwelling, zero lot line, up to 4.0
dwellings per net acres, to the exclusion of all other uses permitted in the Residential (R-3) Use
District.

This recommendation is on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-5810f 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:

| move that the zoning map amendment for the property of Michael W. Beahm, et al; Frances L.
Sanderson, et al ¢/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC, contractual
purchasers) be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with recommendation for denial on the basis
that the requirements of Section 25-5810f the Zoning Ordinance have not been satisfied due to the
following reasons:

Hungate-Fields, LLC— Rezoning to R-3, SEP, Commission Permit for private road
December 2016
Page 6 of 7



SEP, Private Roads:

| move that that the Special Exception Permit for a private road for the property of Michael W. Beahm,
et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al ¢c/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC,
contractual purchasers) be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with recommendation of approval
(or approval with following conditions):

1. The project will be built in substantial conformance with the concept plan titled “Concept Plan
for “Sanderson Ridge” prepared for Hungate-Fields LLC, prepared by Lumsden Associates,
P.C. and dated September 20, 2016.

2. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer shall submit as-
built drawings, prepared and stamped by a licensed engineer in the state of Virginia, to
certify the roads have been built in accordance with the road construction details shown on
the concept plan.

3. Prior to final subdivision plat approval, or simultaneously with the recordation of the plat,
the homeowner’s association shall be established to manage and maintain all open space
areas, private streets, and stormwater management areas within the development.

And on the basis that the applicant has satisfactorily demonstrated that the proposed use will have little
to no adverse effects upon the community or other properties in the vicinity of the proposed use or
structures according to the Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 and that the proposal would serve the
public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good zoning practice.

Denial, SEP, Private Roads:

| move that that the Special Exception Permit for a private road for the property of Michael W. Beahm,
et al; Frances L. Sanderson, et al ¢/o Michael W. and John E. Beahm, Executors (Hungate-Fields LLC,
contractual purchasers) be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with recommendation of denial.
Based upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583, the following items have not been satisfied:

1.
2. (list findings/reasons for denial).

Hungate-Fields, LLC— Rezoning to R-3, SEP, Commission Permit for private road
December 2016
Page 7 of 7
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CHARLES A. KILPATRICK, P.E.

C MONW ALTHo VIR INIA

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
714 South Broad Street
Salem, VA 24153

COMMISSIONER

November 7, 2016

Ms. Nicole Pendleton

Planning and Zoning Administrator
County Of Botetourt

5 West Main Street, Suite 100
Fincastle, VA 24090

RE:

Planning Commission Request

Rezoning - Special Exception Permit—R-3 (0 - Lot line), Private Roads
Botetourt County

Route 605, Sanderson Drive

Dear Ms. Pendleton,

We have reviewed the above mentioned special exception request and offer the following comments:

1.

2.

A Land Use Permit will be required if a new entrance is needed from the VDOT right-of-way or
for the change in use of an existing entrance.

The VDOT Road Design Manual, Appendix F: Access Management Design Standards for
Entrances and Intersections must he adhered to where applicable for commercial entrances.
This includes but is not limited to commercial entrance spacing and intersection sight distance.
The intersection sight distance must be field verified and measures taken to ensure the
minimum required distances can be met.

The documentation states the roadways in the proposed subdivision are intended to be private.
A standard private road note must be included on the recorded plat. The roadways will not be
accepted into the secondary system for maintenance until improved to current standards at that
time utilizing a funding source that is not administered by the Department.

The department will not issue an approval of the plans or Land Use Permit until the locality
approves this request. In addition, information regarding any changes to the existing drainage
system should also be included for review.

Should you have any guestions, please do not hesitate to call. Thank you.

Sin

rely,

Brian K. Blevins, P.E.
Assistant Resident Engineer/Land Use
VDOT Salem Residency

www.VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING



GOAD, LAURA

From: Smith, Adam

Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2016 11:09 PM

To: GOAD, LAURA; FIRESTONE, DAVID

Cc: Pendleton, Nicole

Subject: RE: Sanderson Ridge - Please comment by November 17
Attachments: turnaround required.docx

Laura,

We have reviewed the site plans for Sanderson Ridge and have come up with the following requirement
requests for the road access. The plans show 40’ in width for the roadway however, one concern we have is that
after utility easements the road width would drop down close to 24'. If there is going to be curbside parking this
would make things rather narrow for our fire and ems apparatus. We would like to maintain at minimum 24'
width and if any curbside parking would be possible or included we would request an additional 6'. At any
hydrant location there should be a minimum of 26' in that area for apparatus access to the hydrant.

At both turnaround locations as long as there is a 70" distance at the alternative hammerhead turnaround
locations then we are ok with this. That should give us enough area to turnaround our apparatus at these
locations.

There are examples attached , Thanks.

Adam Smith
Fire investigations & Prevention
Botetourt Fire & EMS

540-521-5765



D103.4 Dead ends.
Dead-end fire apparatus access roads in excess of 150 feet (45 720 mm) shall be provided with

width and turnaround provisions in accordance with Table D103.4.

TABLE D103.4 REQUIREMENTS FOR DEAD-END FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS

LENGTHWIDTH
(feet) | (feet) TURNAROUNDS REQUIRED
0-150 20 [None required
151-500| 20 120-foot Hammerhead, 60-foot “Y” or
96-foot diameter cul-de-sac in accordance with Figure D103.1
120-foot Hammerhead, 60-foot “Y” or 96-foot diameter cul-de-sac in accordance with
501-750| 26 )
Figure D103.1
Over 750 Special approval required

For SI: 1 foot = 304.8 mm.

20
26°
28'R 3
20
TYP, a0
#6-FOOT DIAMETER 80-FOOT ¥ MINIMUM CLEARANCE
CUL-DE-SAC e ARCUND AFIRE
HYDRANT
60" 60" 28R ]
TYP.
20’ i e 70!
28R 1
TYP 2
28 : 20°

120-FOOT HAMMERHEAD ACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVE

TO 120-FOOT BAMMERHEAD




From: GOAD, LAURA

To: Billy W. Martin Sr. (bilbecl@juno.com); Hiawatha Nicely (hiawathanicely@aol.com); John Griffin
(bildelcorp@gmail.com); Sam C. Foster (blueridgefarm@comcast.net); skidd41399@aol.com;
wrthurman@amail.com

Cc: Pendleton, Nicole; Pearson, Drew
Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Friday, December 09, 2016 5:03:00 PM
Attachments: image003.png

Please see comments below from Mrs. Doss.
Thank you,

Laura

Laura Goad | Community Development
Division of Planning & Zoning

5 W. Main St., Suite 100 ~ Fincastle, VA 24090
0:540.928.2078 F:540.473.2018

Botetourt County | Igoad@botetourtva.gov

From: Stephanie Doss [mailto:SDoss@cranwellmoorelaw.com]
Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:50 PM

To: PlanningComments <planningcomments@BOTETOURTVA.GOV>
Subject: RE: Planning Commission Hearing

PS —you may reach me at the below number M-F 8:30-5:00 or outside those hours at (540) 904-
9600.

Stephanie S. Doss, Paralegal
Office of Devon J. Munro
Cranwell & Moore, P.L.C.
P.O. Box 11804

Roanoke, Virginia 24022-1804
540-344-1000 (phone)
540-344-7073 (fax)

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached documents are intended
for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to which this e-mail is addressed. This e-mail may
contain information which is legally privileged and confidential attorney-client communication,
and/or which is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this e-mail
is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, forwarding, photocopying (or
other reproduction), communication, or distribution of this e-mail, or the taking of any action in
reliance on the contents of this e-mail, is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by e-mail or by telephone at (540) 344-1000. Thank you.
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From: Stephanie Doss

Sent: Friday, December 09, 2016 2:43 PM
To: 'planningcomments@botetourtva.gov'
Subject: Planning Commission Hearing
Importance: High

Dear Ms. Pendleton,

I am in receipt of your certified letter dated December 2, 2016 regarding the rezoning request
for Sanderson Drive. We didn’t receive the certified notice until Monday evening and went
immediately on Tuesday morning when the post office opened to pick it up. You now have a
meeting scheduled for Monday, December 12, giving us less than a week to gather facts and
prepare for the meeting.

My husband and are highly opposed to more development in this area. Sanderson Drive was
not highly congested when we purchased our property in 1995, but has become steadily and
increasingly moreso as more development has taken place, i.e., Altamira and Stonegate. We
would like to request this meeting be rescheduled as, again, we didn’t receive the notification
of certified mailing until after 6:15 p.m. (the postman didn’t arrive until then) on Monday,
December 5, 2016 and the post office was already closed. We, again, did go immediately on
Tuesday morning December 6, 2016 and pick up your letter. This gives us only a 6 day
window between receipt of your correspondence and the hearing date, which is insufficient at
best.

In addition to the additional traffic the newer subdivisions have already brought to Sanderson
Drive, it seems over the years, more and more people have discovered and use this as a “cut
through”. When an accident occurs on 1-81, which is pretty regularly, traffic seems to route
down Sanderson Drive and there are times we can’t even get out of our own driveway as it
currently is. Adding 55 more units, most of which will probably be 2 car families at
minimum, adds to the already congested area and | believe will hurt our property values
because of it.

I would like to request a list of the other property owners who were mailed this same letter and
also be provided copies of any traffic volume studies, accident history, and speed studies
conducted by Botetourt County or by VDOT. At the bare minimum, Sanderson Drive needs
traffic lights at both ends currently as making a left turn is sometimes nearly impossible
without adding even more resident traffic to the area. However, based on our knowledge of
traffic from actually living directly on Sanderson Drive, | can say we believe this to be a
terrible idea for all the residents in our area.

Again, | would like to request this hearing be postponed until we can gather more information
and proceed accordingly.

Please advise as soon as possible.

Stephanie S. Doss, Paralegal
Office of Devon J. Munro
Cranwell & Moore, P.L.C.
P.O. Box 11804



Roanoke, Virginia 24022-1804
540-344-1000 (phone)
540-344-7073 (fax)

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message and any attached documents are intended
for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to which this e-mail is addressed. This e-mail may
contain information which is legally privileged and confidential attorney-client communication,
and/or which is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this e-mail
is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, forwarding, photocopying (or
other reproduction), communication, or distribution of this e-mail, or the taking of any action in
reliance on the contents of this e-mail, is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by e-mail or by telephone at (540) 344-1000. Thank you.



From: Stephanie Doss

To: PlanningComments; Pearson., Drew
Subject: Sanderson Ridge

Date: Monday, December 12, 2016 4:13:00 PM
Importance: High

Ms. Pendleton and Mr. Pearson,

My husband and | are unable to attend the Planning Commission meeting this evening. We do
appreciate the information you sent last week by email and have looked that over. Since the
number of units has gone down, though we would prefer the field stay open, we understand
progress and do not voice any objections to the subdivision at this time.

However, we do have a concern and would appreciate your consideration. The traffic on
Sanderson Dr is already pretty high for those of usliving directly on Sanderson, as my
husband and | do. As previoudly stated, there are certain times of day that are worse than
others with areally unacceptable traffic flow asit is (something we' ve discussed between
ourselvesin the past year). Now, adding more homes, we feel even more strongly that thereis
aneed to install traffic lights at each end of Sanderson Drive, as making aleft hand turnis
rather difficult asit is; secondly, we would like to ask that a turn lane be added for the new
Sanderson Ridge subdivision instead of traffic coming to a dead stop, backing up for people to
turn in there. These seem like reasonable requests for the safety and peaceful living of those
of usliving directly on Sanderson Drive who will be affected the most.

Thank you for your consideration and we would appreciate hearing from you.
Best regards,

Stephanie S. Doss, Paralegal
Office of Devon J. Munro
Cranwell & Moore, P.L.C.
P.O. Box 11804

Roanoke, Virginia 24022-1804
540-344-1000 (phone)
540-344-7073 (fax)

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: Thise-mail message and any attached documents are intended
for the exclusive use of the individual or entity to which thise-mail is addressed. Thise-mail may
contain information which islegally privileged and confidential attorney-client communication,
and/or which is otherwise exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this e-mail
is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any review, disclosure, forwarding, photocopying (or
other reproduction), communication, or distribution of this e-mail, or the taking of any action in
reliance on the contents of this e-mail, is strictly prohibited. If you received thise-mail in error,
please immediately notify the sender by e-mail or by telephone at (540) 344-1000. Thank you.
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Planning Commission Extract
Land Use Related Request

Board of Supervisors Action Needed

December 22, 2016

Request

Timothy W. Lucas requests text amendments to the Botetourt County Code, Chapter 25, to permit
residential units above permitted uses in certain zoning districts. These proposed amendments are to
Article II. District Regulations Generally: Division 7. Planned Unit Development (PUD): Sec. 25-182.
Permitted Uses, or, Sec. 25-183. Uses Permissible by Special Exception, Sec. 25-184. District
Requirements and Allowable Density, Sec.25-187. Use Limitations; Division 8. Traditional
Neighborhood District (TND): Sec. 25-204. Permitted Uses, or, Sec. 25-205. Uses permitted by special
exception, Sec. 25-206. Residential Lot and Building Requirements; Division 9. Business District (B-1):
Sec. 25-222. Permitted Uses, or, Sec. 25-223. Uses Permissible by Special Exception, Sec. 25-225. Lot
Requirements, Sec. 25-227. Use Limitations; Division 10. Business District (B-2): Sec. 25-243. Uses
Permissible by Special Exception, Sec. 25-246. Building Requirements, Sec. 25-247. Use Limitations;
Division 12. Shopping Center District (SC): Sec. 25-282. Permitted Uses, or, Sec. 25-283. Uses
Permissible by Special Exception, Sec. 25-285. Lot Requirements, Sec. 25-287. Use Limitations; Article
IV. Supplemental Regulations: Division 3. Parking: Sec. 25-473. Required off-street parking and loading
spaces; Article VI. Definitions: Sec. 25-601. Definitions.

This land use change request involves the following:

Land rezoning (conditions must be proffered, or offered by the applicant) with a
Commission Permit.

Text Amendment.

Change of Proffers.

Commission Permit

Special Exceptions Permits (the Board has authority to assign conditions).

O

OO00OX

Planning Commission Recommendation:

On a vote of 4:0:0:1, (Mr. Foster absent) the Planning Commission recommended approval of the text
amendments to create a new land use category; Dwelling, Mixed Use to allow residential dwelling units
above nonresidential uses located within the PUD, TND, B-1, B-2 and SC zoning use districts.

Action requested of the Board of Supervisors:
The Board of Supervisors may approve or deny the text amendments.

Staff Comments:

Staff explained that the amendments proposed the creation of a new land use category (Dwelling,
Mixed Use), which would allow residential units on the second or higher floors above nonresidential
uses, and that these residential units would not be included in density calculations that limit the
maximum floor area or the number of dwelling units per acre, therefore these residential units would
not reduce the current amount of nonresidential or residential development that would currently be
allowed within the underlying zoning use district. Staff also pointed out that the amendments would
not allow any nonresidential use that was not already permitted by right or with a special exception
permit, that the required parking would be based on both the residential and nonresidential use
formulas, and that all such residential dwelling units would require permitting and inspections to assure
compliance with the Virginia Building Code. Staff responded to a question about building height from




Land Use Related Request

Text Amendments, Mixed Use Dwelling
Page 2

December 2016

the Planning Commission by stating that no changes to building height were being proposed, therefore,
a building incorporating residential units would need to comply with the existing height limitations of
the underlying zoning district. The Planning Commission also asked whether parking spaces would be
required to be designated differently for the residential versus the nonresidential uses. Staff responded
that the amendments did not propose such a requirement. Staff also indicated that the County had not
received any public comments regarding the proposed amendments.

DRAFT MOTIONS

Approval:

| move to approve the text amendments to Chapter 25, Article Il, District Regulations Generally,
Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt
County Zoning Ordinance to create and regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, as included in package
memo, on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan
and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

...and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and
the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

Approval with Recommended Changes:

| move to approve the text amendments to Chapter 25, Article Il, District Regulations Generally,
Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt
County Zoning Ordinance to create and regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, as included in package
memo, with the following changes on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with
the comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

N

...and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and
the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

Denial:

| move to deny the text amendments to Chapter 25, Article Il, District Regulations Generally, Divisions 7,
8,9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt County
Zoning Ordinance to create and regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, as included in package memo, on
the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and the
purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance. The denial is based on the following

reasons:

...and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the comprehensive plan
and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.



BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Commission Application
5 W. Main Street, Suite 100 ¢ Fincastle, Virginia“ 24090 ¢ 540.928.2080

TO THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS AND PLANNING COMMISSION OF BOTETOURT COUNTY:

Please type or print information below

Date: Current zoning:

10.09.2016
Please check request(s) Please briefly describe request below (indicate zoning
below: change, SEP request, changes, etc.):

Request rezoning to
(From zoning ordinance
permitted uses list)

Special Exceptions Permit

request for
(from zoning ordinance SEP
list)

X ;[::; égﬁr;g)ment Mixed business uses to include apartments above commerical uses..

Change in
proffers/Conditions

Describe proposed use: Allow residential units above commercial developments

Property owner name(s) Timohty W. Lucas

Mailing address 641 Winesap Rd

Town, State, Zip Code Roanoke, VA 24019

Phone number 540-966-4848 FAX

Email

Property location (physical
address):

Subdivision:

State Route Number: Magisterial District:

Tax map number(s):

Deed Book: Page number(s):

Total area of property

Total area included
in this request:

Certified plat prepared by a Licensed Land Surveyor of entire property to include metes and bounds.
Requests for rezoning of a portion of a parcel of land requires a legal metes and bounds description of
that particular portion. Show: Lengths of all property lines, existing and proposed building(s) for existing
and proposed uses, and distance of buildings from all property lines, including distance from any
street/highway right-of-way adjoining the parcel. (See attached concept plan checklist and information
sheet.)

BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION
Rezoning/SEP/Text Amendment/Change in Proffers
Page 5 0f 6
Rev 0316 www. botetourtva.gov



BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

Planning Commission Application
5 W. Main Street, Suite 100 ¢ Fincastle, Virginia 24090 ¢ 540.928.2080

Appropriate application fee payable to the Treasurer of Botetourt County is hereby submitted for
advertising.

All applicants must have notarized signatures by the current property owners. By signing below,
signature(s) indicate consent [§25-521(9)(1)(c)] for county officials to conduct site reviews on this
property.

On file
Signature and printed name of property owners Date
Signature and printed name of property owners Date
Signature and printed name of property owners Date
Signature and printed name of property owners Date
State of Virginia
County of Botetourt to Wit:
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of 2

Printed name of property owners

My commission expires: Date

Notary Public printed name and registration number Notary Public signature

State of Virginia

County of Botetourt to Wit:

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of 2

Printed name of property owners(s)

My commission expires: Date

Notary Public printed name and registration number Notary Public signature

Note: Signature(s) of property owner(s) must be notarized.

BOTETOURT COUNTY DEVELOPMENT SERVICES PLANNING COMMISSION APPLICATION
Rezoning/SEP/Text Amendment/Change in Proffers
Page 6 of 6
Rev 0316 www.botetourtva.gov



DOWNHOME
PHARMACY

40 Summers Way, Suite 101
Roanoke, VA 24019

540-966-4858
October 9, 2016

Botetourt County Planning & Zoning,

| would like to propose that a text amendment be written to
amend the county’s zoning ordinance to allow residential units
above commercial developments within certain zoning districts.

It is my intention to build a pharmacy at the entrance to the
Cottages of Steeple Chase zoned for commercial use and | want
to provide small apartments above the store. | think this Mixed
Use Building would be a great idea at this location and if it is
allowed in more locations would provide an excellent
opportunity for more housing options in Botetourt County.

W? — 2
W-
Tim Lugds, DownHome Pharmacy



MEMORANDUM

TO: Members, Botetourt County Planning Commission
FROM: Drew Pearson, Planner
SUBJECT: Zoning Ordinance Text Amendments
DATE: December 12, 2016
CC: Gary Larrowe, County Administrator
David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator

Nicole Pendleton, Planning Manager / Zoning Administrator
Mike Lockaby, County Attorney

Mr. Tim Lucas with Downhome Pharmacy has filed an application requesting consideration
of text amendments to the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to allow residential dwelling
units above permitted uses within certain zoning districts. Mr. Lucas has indicated that it is
his intention to build a pharmacy at the entrance to the Cottages of Steeple Chase, which is
already located in the Business (B-2) Use District and that he wants to provide small
apartments above the store. Mr. Lucas stated that he thinks such a mixed use building would
be a great idea at this location and if it is allowed in more locations it would provide an
excellent opportunity for more housing options in Botetourt County. Staff has worked with
Mr. Lucas to comprehensively develop language for the proposed changes to the zoning
ordinance. The proposed changes would not only provide for Mr. Lucas the ability to seek
approval to develop apartments above the proposed pharmacy, but would also create
additional housing opportunities within the B-2 Use District as well as certain other zoning
use districts. The Board of Supervisors unanimously authorized the proposed amendments
to be advertised for public hearing at the December 12th Planning Commission and
December 22nd Board of Supervisors meetings.

With the exception of the Planned Unit Development (PUD) and the Traditional
Neighborhood District (TND) Use Districts, the zoning ordinance doesn’t allow residential
dwelling units to be developed in non-residential use districts. The amendments propose the
creation and regulation of a new use category, Dwelling, Mixed Use, which would be
defined as a structure that contains both principal residential and nonresidential uses. The
amendments have been structured to require that in each zoning district, all such dwelling
units be located upon the second or higher floors of structures, which would be required to
contain only permitted non-residential uses on the ground floor level. In order to encourage
this type of residential use, neither the gross floor area of the residential units, nor the limit
on dwelling units per net acre would be required to be included in the calculation that limits
the overall maximum density of a development. The amount of parking spaces required for
both the residential and non-residential uses would still be calculated and required for each
use, independently. The amendments are structured to allow Dwelling, Mixed Use as a
permitted use in the Planned Unit Development (PUD) and Traditional Neighborhood District
(TND) zone, however, a special exception permit is proposed to be required within the
Business District B-1 (B-1), Business District B-2 (B-2) and Shopping Center (SC) use districts.



The proposed amendments are as follows:

DIVISION 7. - PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)

Sec. 25-181. - Purpose.

The Planned Unit Development District (PUD) is established in order to provide for a variety and mix
of single and multifamily housing types in neighborhood settings plus supporting, compatible non-residential
uses that will promote a sense of community, while also protecting natural and cultural resources to a greater
extent than would be accomplished through conventional zoning. Greater flexibility in the use and design of
structures and land is to be allowed where tracts suitable in location, area, and character would more aptly be
planned and developed on a unified basis rather than by the conventional "parcel by parcel” or "lot-by-lot"
zoning approach.

Suitability of such tracts for PUD shall be determined primarily by reference to the county
comprehensive plan and map, by the proximity to major roads with adequate existing or expected future
capacity, by the availability of sewerage and water facilities, the suitability of the natural resources on the
site to absorb urban development, and by reference to the existing and prospective character of the
surrounding land. The resulting PUD shall promote high standards in the planning, design and construction
of developments, provide opportunities for housing types to meet the needs of people of all income levels,
fit compatibly into the existing surrounding landscape and topography of the site, and shall further the
purposes and policies of the county comprehensive plan. PUD developments may be approved for "infill"
developments aimed at revitalizing or enhancing existing communities, or as attachments or extensions of
existing communities, in accord with general and specific guidance provided by the comprehensive plan.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-701; Amd. of 10-28-08(1))

Sec. 25-182. - Permitted uses.
The following uses are permitted in PUD districts:

(1) Single-family detached dwelling.
(2) Single-family attached dwelling.
(3) Duplex dwellings.

(4) Multi-family dwelling.

(5) Church.

(6) School, public.

(7) Parks, playgrounds, community centers and noncommercial recreational facilities, such as golf
courses and tennis courts.

(8) Neighborhood commercial retail and office uses that meet local shopping and business service
needs.

(9) Public utilities.

(10) Accessory uses and structures clearly subordinate and incidental to the permitted principal uses
and structures.

(11) Home occupation, subject to standards of Section 25-435.
(12) Temporary family health care structure.
(13) Dwelling, Mixed Use.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-702; Amd. of 10-28-08(1); Res. No. 11-10-10, 10-25-11)

Sec. 25-183. - Uses permissible by special exception.
Uses permitted by special exception in PUD districts:

(1) Community center.



(2) Country club.

(3) Day care center.

(4) Dwelling, accessory.

(5) Fire, police and rescue station.

(6) Golf course.

(7) Park, lighted.

(8) Playground, lighted.

(9) Public utility trunk lines, other (gas, electric, communications).
(10) Public utility trunk lines, water or sewer.

(11) Public utility plants, other (gas, electric, communications).
(12) Public utility plants, water or sewer.

(13) Public utility substations (gas, electric, communications).
(14) Recycling collection point.

(15) School, private.

(16) Senior housing facility.

(17) Senior assisted living facility.

(18) Private roads.

(19) Bed and breakfast, subject to standards of section 25-434.
(20) Cabin or cottage, resort, subject to standards of section 25-434.
(21) Boardinghouse, subject to standards of section 25-434.
(22) Cabin or cottage, subject to standards of section 25-434.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-703; Amd. of 10-28-08(1); Res. No. 16-05-14, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-
05-15, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-16, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-17, 5-24-16)

Sec. 25-184. - District requirements and allowable density.

(a)

(b)

A planned unit development must include at least ten (10) gross acres and not more than one hundred
(100) gross acres of contiguous land fronting upon an existing paved major collector or arterial highway.

A planned unit development may have a total, overall density of up to seven (7) units per net acre.
Maximum internal densities for dwelling types are:

(1) For multifamily: Sixteen (16) units per net acre.

(2) For single-family attached: Eight (8) units per net acre.
(3) For duplexes: Six (6) units per net acre.

(4) For single-family detached: Four (4) units per net acre.

(5) For Dwelling, Mixed Use: No limit per net acre.

Different dwelling types may be mixed together on a street, a block or neighborhood in any combination or
proportion. In such cases, the concept development shall delineate the boundaries between the different types
of units for the purposes of calculating the net density requirements shown above.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-704; Amd. of 10-28-08(1))

Sec. 25-185. - Lot requirements.



(@)

(b)

©

(d)

O

)
(9)

Single-family detached dwellings shall be on lots with minimum area of not less than eight thousand
(8,000) square feet.

Duplex dwellings shall be on lots with a minimum area of not less than six thousand (6,000) square
feet. Each lot shall have only one dwelling.

Single-family attached dwellings shall be on lots with a minimum area of not less than two thousand
(2,000) square feet.

Multi-family detached dwellings shall be on lots with a minimum area of not less than forty thousand
(40,000) square feet.

Maximum lot coverage is sixty (60) percent for structures and seventy-five (75) percent for impervious
surfaces.

Minimum lot width and depth shall be as shown on the approved final development plan.

Maximum length to width ratio for each lot must not exceed 5 to 1.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-705; Amd. of 10-28-08(1))

Sec. 25-186. - Building requirements.

Yard and setback requirements shall be as shown on the final approved development plan for each type

of residential dwelling and for non-residential uses.

Open space in the amount of twenty (20) percent of the gross area of the PUD parcel/district shall be

provided. Not more than one-fourth of this area (five (5) percent of gross) may be in any combination of 100-
year flood plain, wetlands, public facilities, utility uses or slopes in excess of fifteen (15) percent.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-706; Amd. of 10-28-08(1))

Sec. 25-187. - Use limitations.

(@)

Availability of public services.

(1) Relation to major transportation facilities. PUD districts shall be so located with respect to major
streets and highways or other transportation facilities as to provide access to such districts without
creating excessive traffic along minor streets through residential neighborhoods outside such
districts. Access to major highways will be governed by the policies and recommendations of the
county comprehensive plan and chapter 21 of this Code.

(2) Relation to utilities and public facilities. PUD districts shall be located in relation to sanitary
sewers, water lines, storm and surface drainage systems, and other utilities systems and
installations, in accord with the policies and other designations of the comprehensive plan.

(3) Provision of utilities and public facilities. The applicant shall:

a.  Construct the utilities and facilities necessary to meet the county's standards for service
delivery for the district.

b. Lot access and street ownership. Lots shall be accessed from a public road currently in the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) system or from a road designed and
constructed so as to be accepted into the VDOT system, unless such roads are approved under
the condition of a special exception for private roads of section 25-183.

Lots may be accessed at the rear by a private, hard-surfaced alley of not less than fourteen
(14) feet in width, designed by a professional engineer to accommodate projected volumes,
loads and vehicle types and approved by the zoning administrator. Such private alleys shall
be owned and maintained by a property owners association, established at the time of
subdivision approval.

c.  Central water and sewer is not required as long as individual, on-site well and septic systems
are provided that meet all state health department requirements. However, if central water
and sewer is provided, it must be public and incorporated into the county's or town's system,
in accord with county or town standards.



(b)

(©)

Nonresidential uses.

(1) Scale of commercial development. Commercial development serving the PUD district shall be
allowed up to a maximum of no more than ten (10) percent of the total gross area in the PUD.

(2) Regulations for other nonresidential uses. Churches, schools and other community oriented
recreational uses must conform to the requirements for lot area, width, height, yards, and setbacks
as prescribed for residential district R-3.

Phased or staged development. A phased or staged plan of development will be allowed in a PUD
district upon approval by the board of supervisors in accordance with the guidelines set out in sections
25-581 and 25-582. However, if the sequence of construction of various portions of the development is
to occur in stages, then the open space and/or recreational facilities shall be developed, or committed
thereto, in proportion to the number of dwelling units intended to be developed during any given stage
of construction as approved by the board of supervisors in a schedule or precedence order at time of
rezoning. Furthermore, at no time during the construction of the project shall the number of constructed
dwelling units per acre of developed land exceed the net density per acre established by the approved
final development plan.

(d) Dwelling, Mixed Use. All dwelling units must be located upon the second or higher floors. Before

undertaking any work, a building permit shall be obtained and all work done shall be in compliance
with the provisions of the Uniform Statewide Building Code.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-707; Amd. of 10-28-08(1))

DIVISION 8. - TRADITIONAL NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT (TND)
(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-803; Amd. of 10-28-08(2))

Sec. 25-204. - Permitted uses.

(a)

(b)

(©)

Permitted uses within the designated core area of a traditional neighborhood development:

All permitted residential and civic uses of the R-1, R-2 and R-3 districts.

All permitted commercial and civic uses of the B-1 and B-2 districts, except hospitals.
Accessory dwelling units above detached garages on SFD lots.

Structured parking facilities.

Dwelling, Mixed Use.

Permitted uses within the designated edge area of a traditional neighborhood development:

All permitted residential and civic uses of the R-1 and R-2 districts.
Accessory dwelling units above detached garages on SFD lots.

Permitted uses within the designated workplace areas of a traditional neighborhood development:

All permitted, commercial and civic uses of the B-1 and B-2 districts.

Dwelling, Mixed Use.

Additional uses from other districts of this chapter, and additional use limitations may be provided by
the approved development plan for the project, subject to approval by the County as part of a rezoning
to the TND District.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-804; Amd. of 10-28-08(2))

Sec. 25-205. - Uses permitted by special exception.



Any of the following uses permitted by special exception may be approved as part of the initial
development plan at the time of rezoning; however, the board of supervisors may impose conditions on such
uses even if approved as part of the initial development plan.

(a)

(b)

(©

Uses permitted by special exception within the designated core area of a traditional neighborhood
development:

All residential and civic uses permitted by special exception in the R-1, R-2 and R-3 districts,
including private streets.

All commercial and civic uses permitted by special exception in the B-1 and B-2 districts.
Uses permitted in the B-3 district.
Any drive-through facility.

Uses permitted by special exception within the designated edge area of a traditional neighborhood
development:

All residential and civic uses permitted by special exception in the R-1 and R-2 districts, and
private streets.

Uses permitted by special exception within the designated workplace areas of a traditional
neighborhood development:

Uses permitted by right in the M-1 district.

All industrial, commercial and civic uses permitted by special exception in the B-1, B-2, B-3, and
M-1 districts, except solid waste collection points or recycling drop off or processing centers.

Industrial structures greater than twenty thousand (20,000) square feet.
Private streets.

Additional uses from other districts of this chapter may be permitted by special exception in
conjunction with approval of the development plan, and additional use limitations may be
provided by the approved development plan for the project subject to approval by the county as
part of a rezoning to the TND District.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-805; Amd. of 10-28-08(2))

Sec. 25-206. - Residential lot and building requirements.
The following requirements pertain to the total of all residential uses in the traditional neighborhood
development district, whether in the core area or edge area.

(a)

(b)

©

Required area for residential uses.

Minimum: Fifty (50) percent of the gross development area.
Maximum: Eighty-five (85) percent of the gross development area.

The total gross area designated for residential use shall be not less than the total combined gross
area designated for non-residential uses.

Maximum net density for total residential uses in the designated residential areas.

Seven (7.0) dwellings per acre. (Refer to article VI of this chapter for definition of net density.)

Minimum lot area for residential uses.

Single-family detached dwellings:

Eight thousand (8,000) square feet.



(d)

O

®

Maximum of four (4.0) single-family detached dwelling units per net acre within the
designated single-family detached area.

Duplex dwellings:

Fourteen thousand (14,000) square feet;

Maximum of five (5.0) duplex dwelling units per net acre within the designated duplex area.
Single-family attached dwellings:

Sixteen hundred (1,600) square feet;

Maximum of eight (8.0) single-family attached dwelling units per net acre within the
designated single-family attached area.

Maximum of eight (8.0) single-family attached dwelling units connected together in one (1)
group of units.

Multi-family structures:
Eight thousand five hundred (8,500) square feet;

Maximum of fourteen (14.0) multi-family dwelling units per net acre within the designated
multi-family area.

Minimum lot width for residential uses.

For lots fronting public roads existing on the date of adoption of this chapter, two hundred (200)
feet at the minimum setback line of the front yard.

For lots fronting new roads in the TND:
Single-family detached dwellings: Sixty (60) feet.
Duplex dwellings: Ninety (90) feet.
Single-family attached dwellings: Eighteen (18) feet.
Multi-family structures: Ninety (90) feet

Maximum lot coverage.

Seventy (70) percent.

Required yards for residential uses.
1.  Front.

Single-family detached and duplex dwellings:
Minimum: Zero (0) feet in the core area; ten (10) feet in the edge area.

Maximum: Fifteen (15) in the core area; twenty-five (25) feet in the edge area, except no
maximum setback for any residential lot of twenty thousand (20,000) square feet or greater.

Single-family attached and multi-family dwellings:
Minimum: Zero (0) feet in the core area; ten (10) feet in the edge area.

Maximum: Fifteen (15) feet.

2. Side.

Single-family detached and duplex dwellings:



(9)

(h)

0]

()

Minimum: Ten (10)
Maximum: None.
Single-family attached and multi-family dwellings:
Minimum: Five (5) feet and not less than fifteen (15) feet for both sides combined.
Maximum: None.

3. Rear.
Single-family detached and duplex dwellings:

Minimum: Twenty-five (25) feet.
Maximum: None.
Single-family attached and multi-family dwellings:
Minimum: Twenty-five (25) feet.
Maximum: None.

(Also refer to additional setback requirements pertaining to residential uses near intensive
agricultural operations).

4. Accessory buildings and garages.
1)  Not closer than five (5) feet to a side or rear lot line; not permitted in front yards.

2) Garages serving single-family detached dwellings and accessed from an alley at the
rear of a lot shall be set back a minimum of nine (9) feet from the rear lot line. Garages
servicing single-family dwellings and accessed from a street frontage shall be set back
a minimum of eighteen (18) feet from the front lot line of the dwelling. The zoning
administrator may permit a reduction in the required setbacks due to shallowness or
steepness of a lot.

Separation of structures. Groups of single-family attached dwellings and multi-family structures
shall be separated from each other by a minimum of fifteen (15) feet.

Maximum height of buildings and structures. Forty-five (45) feet in the core area and thirty-five
(35) feet in the edge area, except for exempted structures provided for in subsection 25-15(b) of
this chapter, and except by special exception up to a maximum of sixty (60) feet.

Administrative modifications to setback requirements. The zoning administrator may issue written
approval of an applicant's request to modify any setback requirement for a specific structure. The
zoning administrator may request advice from the planning commission regarding such a request,
and if approved, shall issue a written explanation which shall also be shown on the approved
concept development plan.

Dwelling, Mixed Use. Dwelling units shall not be included in the calculation of the maximum net
density or minimum lot size. All dwelling units must be located upon the second or higher floors.
Before undertaking any work, a building permit shall be obtained and all work done shall be in
compliance with the provisions of the Uniform Statewide Building Code.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-806; Amd. of 10-28-08(2))

DIVISION 9. - BUSINESS DISTRICT B-1

Sec. 25-221. - Purpose.

The intent of Business District B-1 is to provide an area for local and neighborhood shopping where
retail and personal service business interests as well as for occupations of a professional nature. This district
is not intended for intensive traffic generators, nor for activities which would disturb nearby residential areas.



This district, and additions to existing districts, should be in proximity to other existing and/or planned
commercial, industrial and institutional land use activities with utilities and superior road access.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-901)

Sec. 25-222. - Permitted uses.
The following uses are permitted by right, subject to compliance with all other requirements of this
chapter, and all other applicable regulations.

(1)

()
3)
(4)

Commercial uses serving the needs of a local neighborhood and having characteristics similar to:
a.  Offices.

b.  Public utilities, poles, lines, transmission lines and towers and other facilities necessary for
provision or maintenance of public utilities, including water and sewerage collection or
distribution facilities.

c.  General stores, country including residence.

d. Retail stores and shops, such as and having characteristics similar to barber and beauty shops
and other personal services, banks, general and specialty food and beverage stores, drug
stores, restaurants, clothing and dry goods stores, bakeries, dry cleaning and laundry pick-up
stations, coin-operated laundry and dry cleaning establishments.

e. Day care centers.
Public uses, such as schools, churches, libraries, fire and rescue station, recycling collection point.
Accessory buildings in conjunction with permitted uses.

Telecommunications tower, attached, subject to the standards of section 25-441.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-902)

Sec. 25-223. - Uses permissible by special exception.
The following uses may be permitted by the board of supervisors as special exception uses, subject to
compliance with all other requirements of this chapter, and all other applicable regulations.

)
()
3)

(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)

Convenience store
Telecommunication tower, freestanding, subject to the standards of section 25-441.

Individual establishments or buildings larger than twenty thousand (20,000) square feet of gross
leasable area.

Funeral home, without crematorium.
Smaller minimum district sizes in accord with section 25-224.
Medical care facility.

Dwelling, Mixed Use.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-903; Res. No. 04-03-09, 3-23-04; Res. No. 04-06-17, 6-22-04)

Sec. 25-224. - District requirements.
(@ Minimum district size shall be three (3) acres, except that subject to special exception approval,
minimum district size may be reduced to one (1) acre.

(b) Maximum district size shall be ten (10) acres.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-904)

Sec. 25-225. - Lot requirements.



(@ Minimum lot area: Sixteen thousand (16,000) square feet.

(b) Maximum density. Maximum floor area ratio: 0.25; impervious surfaces on any lot shall not exceed
sixty (60) percent of the lot area. Dwelling, Mixed Use Residential units shall not be included in the
calculation of the maximum floor area ratio.

(c) Minimum lot width: Eighty (80) feet. Lots to abut on street. Each lot shall abut on and be accessed from
an existing publicly dedicated state-maintained street, or on a street which has become public by right
of use and is state-maintained or on a private street permitted by this chapter.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-905; Res. No. 11-10-10, 10-25-11)

Sec. 25-226. - Building requirements.
(@ Minimum yards.

(1) Front: Twenty-five (25) feet.

(2) Side: Ten (10) feet. (Twenty-five (25) feet adjoining residential).

(3) Rear: Ten (10) feet (Twenty-five (25) feet adjoining residential).
(b) Maximum height of buildings and structures: Thirty-five (35) feet.

(c) Minimum building setback. If any of the following standards are met, the building setback shall be
twenty-five (25) feet; if none of these standards are met, the building setback shall be eighty (80) feet
plus the distance covered by impervious surfaces.

(1) Parking is located behind principal building.

(2) Parking is screened from public road view with berms at least two and one-half (2.5) feet in height
and/or coniferous landscaping, or parking lot landscaping is increased by at least fifty (50) percent
over minimum requirements.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-906)

Sec. 25-227. - Use limitations.

Water and sewer service. All development within the B-1 district is required to be served by public or
community sewer and water systems, or by private on-site septic fields and individual wells which comply
with current county and state health department standards.

Dwelling, Mixed Use. All dwelling units must be located upon the second or _higher floors. Before
undertaking any work, a building permit shall be obtained and all work done shall be in compliance with the
provisions of the Uniform Statewide Building Code.

DIVISION 10. - BUSINESS DISTRICT B-2

Sec. 25-241. - Purpose.

The Business District B-2 is established to provide suitable areas for community shopping and service
businesses. These businesses would have larger-than-neighborhood markets and not be generally appropriate
for the shopping center district. These uses are more traffic intensive than most uses in the B-1 district and,
because of this, should be separate from concentrated residential areas. This district, and additions to existing
districts, should be located in proximity to other existing and/or planned commercial, industrial and
institutional land use activities with utilities and superior road access.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1001)

Sec. 25-242. - Permitted uses.
The following uses are permitted by right, subject to compliance with all other requirements of this
chapter, and all other applicable regulations.

(1) All permitted uses allowed in business district B-1.



(2) Commercial uses serving the needs of a community, having characteristics similar to, hotels,
motels, indoor theaters, restaurants, drive-in eating establishments, retail stores and shops such as
and having characteristics similar to: wearing apparel, home appliance sales and services, toys,
electronics, furniture, fabric, groceries, hardware/lumber, automotive supplies, home furnishings,
department stores, fitness center, and business services. Only merchandise intended to be sold at
retail on the premises shall be stocked.

(3) Meat and poultry shops (slaughtering on-premises prohibited).
(4) Hospitals and nursing homes.

(5) Funeral home, crematorium.

(6) Cemeteries.

(7) Veterinary or animal hospitals or clinics, provided they are fully enclosed without exterior runs,
kennels or yards for animals.

(8) Public utilities, such as poles, lines, pipes, meters and other facilities necessary for provision or
maintenance, including water and sewerage distribution or collection facilities.

(9) Day care centers.
(10) Upholstery shops.

(11) Accessory buildings in conjunction with permitted uses.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1002; Res. No. 16-05-14, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-15, 5-24-16; Res.
No. 16-05-16, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-17, 5-24-16)

Sec. 25-243. - Uses permissible by special exception.
The following uses may be permitted by the board of supervisors as special exception uses, subject to
compliance with all other requirements of this chapter, and all other applicable regulations.

(1) Public billiard parlors and poolrooms.

(2) Bowling alleys.

(3) Dance halls, assembly halls, clubs and lodges.

(4) Golfdriving ranges.

(5) Outdoor theatres (drive-in theatres).

(6) Flea markets.

(7) Video game rooms/arcades.

(8) Telecommunication tower, freestanding, subject to the standards of section 25-441.
(9) Service stations.

(10) Convenience stores.

(11) Veterinary hospital with exterior animal runs.

(12) Smaller minimum district sizes in accord with section 25-244.
(13) Commercial recreation uses, indoor.

(14) Commercial recreation uses, outdoor.

(15) Car washes.

(16) Medical care facility.

(17) Vehicle repair, light.

(18) Boardinghouses, subject to the standards of section 25-434.
(19) Bed and breakfast, subject to standards of section 25-434.



(20) Dwelling, Mixed Use

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1003; Res. No. 03-09-13, 9-15-03; Res. 09-08-12, 8-25-09; Res. No.
15-03-09, 3-24-15; Res. No. 16-05-14, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-15, 5-24-16; Res. No.
16-05-16, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-17, 5-24-16)

Sec. 25-244. - District requirements.
(& Minimum district size shall be five (5) acres, except that subject to special exception approval, minimum
district size may be reduced to two (2) acres.

(b) Maximum district size shall be twenty (20) acres.
(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1004)

Sec. 25-245. - Lot requirements.
(@ Minimum lot area: Thirty thousand (30,000) square feet.

(b) Minimum lot width: One hundred (100) feet. Lots to abut on street. Each lot shall abut on and be
accessed from an existing publicly dedicated state-maintained street, or on a street which has become
public by right of use and is state-maintained or on a private street permitted by this chapter.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1005; Res. No. 11-10-10, 10-25-11)

Sec. 25-246. - Building requirements.
(@ Minimum yards.

(1) Front: Twenty-five (25) feet.
(2) Side: Ten (10) feet. (Fifty (50) feet adjoining residential).
(3) Rear: Ten (10) feet (Fifty (50) feet adjoining residential).

(b) Maximum density. Maximum floor area ratio: 0.40; impervious surfaces on any lot shall not exceed
seventy-five (75) percent of the lot area. Dwelling, Mixed Use Residential units shall not be included
in the calculation of the maximum floor area ratio.

() Minimum building setback. If any of the following standards are met, the building setback shall be
twenty-five (25) feet; if none of these standards are met, the building setback shall be eighty (80) feet
plus the distance covered by impervious surfaces:

(1) Parking is located behind principal building;

(2) Parking is screened from public road view with berms at least two and one-half (2.5) feet in height
and/or coniferous landscaping; or

(3) Parking lot landscaping is increased by at least fifty (50) percent over minimum requirements.

(d) Maximum height of buildings and structures: Thirty-five feet.
(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1006; Res. No. 11-10-10, 10-25-11)

Sec. 25-247. - Use limitations.

Water and sewer service. All development within the B-2 district is required to be served by public or
community sewer and water systems, or by private on-site septic fields and individual wells which comply
with current county and state health department standards.

Dwelling, Mixed Use. All dwelling units must be located upon the second or _higher floors. Before
undertaking any work, a building permit shall be obtained and all work done shall be in compliance with the
provisions of the Uniform Statewide Building Code.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1007)



Secs. 25-248—25-260. - Reserved.

DIVISION 12. - SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT (SC)
Sec. 25-281. - Purpose.

The Shopping Center District SC is created to permit the development of neighborhood, community
and regional shopping centers in scale with surrounding market areas, as recommended in the county land
use plan and in accordance with the standards set forth in this division.

It is intended to permit the establishment of shopping center districts only where planned centers of
carefully organized buildings, service areas, parking areas and landscaped open spaces will clearly serve
demonstrated public need, reduce traffic congestion and probable hazards which would result from strip
commercial development along highways and protect property values in surrounding neighborhoods. It is
further intended that the shopping center districts will provide a broader range of facilities and services
appropriate to the general need of the area served as distinguished from B-1 and B-2 districts.

This district, and additions to existing districts, should be in proximity to other existing and/or planned
commercial, industrial and institutional land use activities with utilities and superior road access.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1201)

Sec. 25-282. - Permitted uses.
The following uses are permitted by right, subject to compliance with all other requirements of this
chapter, and all other applicable regulations:

Any use permitted by right in either the B-1 or B-2 zoning district.
(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1202)

Sec. 25-283. - Uses permissible by special exception.
The following uses may be permitted by the board of supervisors as special exception uses, subject to
compliance with all other requirements of this chapter, and all other applicable regulations:

(1) Any use permitted by special exception in either the B-1 or B-2 zoning district, excluding
commercial recreation uses, outdoor, other than golf driving ranges, bed and breakfast, and
boardinghouse.

(2) Video game room, arcade.

(3) Commercial recreation uses, indoor.
(4) Assisted living facility.

(5) Dwelling, Mixed Use.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1203; Res. No. 15-02-11, 2-24-15; Res. No. 16-05-14, 5-24-16; Res.
No. 16-05-15, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-16, 5-24-16; Res. No. 16-05-17, 5-24-16)

Sec. 25-284. - District requirements.
Minimum and maximum district sizes for the types of shopping centers:

Type Minimum Maximum
Neighborhood 4 acres 9 acres
Community 7 acres 25 acres
Regional 25 acres 50 acres

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1204)



Sec. 25-285. - Lot requirements.
(@ Minimum lot area.

For neighborhood shopping centers: Sixteen thousand (16,000) square feet.
For community and regional shopping centers: Forty thousand (40,000) square feet.

(b) Maximum density.

For neighborhood shopping centers:
Maximum floor area ratio: 0.25; impervious surfaces on any lot shall not exceed sixty (60)

percent of the lot area. Dwelling units shall not be included in the calculation of the maximum
floor area ratio.

For community and regional shopping centers:

Maximum floor area ratio: 0.25; impervious surfaces on any lot shall not exceed sixty (60)
percent of the lot area. Dwelling units shall not be included in the calculation of the maximum
floor area ratio.

(¢) Minimum lot width: One hundred (100) feet.
(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1205)

Sec. 25-286. - Building requirements.
(@ Minimum yards (building setback).

(1) For neighborhood shopping centers:

a.  Front: Eighty (80) feet plus distance of impervious surfaces, except setback shall be twenty-
five (25) feet when:

1. Parking is located behind the principal building;

2. When parking screened from public road view with berms and/or evergreen
(coniferous) landscaping; or

3. When parking lot landscaping is increased by at least fifty (50) percent over minimum
requirements.

b.  Side: Ten (10) feet. (Twenty-five (25) feet adjoining residential district).
c. Rear: Ten (10) feet (Twenty-five (25) feet adjoining residential district).
(2) For community and regional shopping centers:

a. Front: Eighty (80) feet plus distance of impervious surfaces, except setback shall be forty
(40) feet when:

1. Parking is located behind the principal building;

2. When parking screened from public road view with berms and/or evergreen
(coniferous) landscaping; or

3. When parking lot landscaping is increased by at least fifty (50) percent over minimum
requirements.

b.  Side: Ten (10) feet. (Fifty (50) feet adjoining residential district).
c. Rear: Ten (10) feet. (Fifty (50) feet adjoining residential district).
(b) Maximum height of buildings and structures: Thirty-five (35) feet.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1206)



Sec. 25-287. - Use limitations.

(a) Public water and sewer service. All development within the SC district is required to be served by
public, or community water and sewer facilities which comply with current county and state health
department standards.

(b) Road access. All development within the SC district is required to:

M)

All SC types shall have direct access to a collector roadway, which shall be a road within the
VDOT system.

(c) Dwelling, Mixed Use. All dwelling units must be located upon the second or higher floors. Before

undertaking any work, a building permit shall be obtained and all work done shall be in compliance with the

provisions of the Uniform Statewide Building Code.

(Res. of 1-1-02, § 2-1207)

Se

cs. 25-288—25-300. - Reserved.

Sec. 25-473. - Required off-street parking and loading spaces.
This section establishes the minimum requirements for off-street parking and loading, subject to all of
the pertinent provisions contained herein.

)

@

@)

(4)

Uses not listed. The zoning administrator shall determine the required parking and loading
requirements for any uses not specifically listed in section 25-473(4), based upon the most similar
uses that are listed.

Computation. The computation of the minimum off-street parking and loading requirements for
each permitted use shall be based upon the standards in section 25-473(4) subject to the
adjustments and/or minimum required or allowed in this section, and to the definitions of gross
floor area in accord with article V1.

Loading space not computed as off-street parking space. Sufficient off-street space shall be
provided for the loading and unloading of trucks and commercial vehicles serving multi-family,
commercial, industrial and public uses. Such spaces shall not be computed as meeting the off-
street parking space requirements specified herein.

Required off-street spaces. The minimum number of off-street parking spaces to be provided for
each use shall be as follows:

Use Parking Spaces Required

Dwellings, single-family

detached 2.0 per dwelling unit

Dwellings, single-family

attached 2.5 per dwelling unit

Dwellings, two-family 2.0 per dwelling unit

Dwelling, mixed use

Calculate per associated residential and non-

residential use

Dwelling, multi-family

Up to one bedroom 1.75 per dwelling unit
Two bedrooms 2.0 per dwelling unit
Three bedrooms 2.25 per dwelling unit
Four or more bedrooms 2.5 per dwelling unit

Dwelling, accessory 1.0 per dwelling unit




Sec. 25-601. - Definitions.

For the purposes of this chapter, the following words and phrases shall have the meanings respectively
ascribed to them by this section. Any word, term or phrase used in this chapter not defined below shall have
the meaning ascribed to the word in the most recent edition of Webster's Unabridged Dictionary, unless in
the opinion of the zoning administrator, established customs or practices of the County of Botetourt, Virginia
justify a different or additional meaning. Further, for the purpose of this chapter, certain words and terms are
to be interpreted as follows:

(1) Words used in the present tense include the future; words used in the masculine gender include
the feminine and neuter; words in the singular number include the plural; and words in the plural
include the singular, unless the obvious construction of the wording indicates otherwise.

(2) The word "shall" is mandatory.

(3) Unless otherwise specified, all distances shall be measured horizontally and at right angles or
radially to the line in relation to which the distance is specified.

(4) Unless otherwise specified, the term "day" shall mean working day (Monday through Friday).

(5) The word "lot" includes the word plot; the word "used" includes the terms designed, intended,
arranged or to be used.

(6) The terms "land use" and "use of land" shall include the use of buildings and structures.

Duplex: A two-family residential structure. The residential units may be arranged one (1) above the
other or be semidetached. The structure may be in a single ownership or each unit may be owned separately.
The structure may be on a single lot, or the lot line may split the dwelling as with single-family attached
units.

Dwelling: A dwelling unit.

Dwelling, accessory: A dwelling unit that is clearly subordinate to the principal dwelling and which
conforms to all of the limits for accessory buildings and structures in a district.

Dwelling, attached; single-family attached: One (1) of three (3) or more residential buildings, each
having separate ground floor access, and having a common or party wall separating the dwelling units, such
party walls having no openings. For purposes of this definition, living space on the ground floor may include
a garage or porch. Includes triplex, quadraplex and townhouse units.

Dwelling, Mixed Use: A structure that contains one or more principal residential dwelling units that
are located above one or more principal nonresidential uses that are either permitted as a use by right or
approved as a special exception in the underlying zoning district.

Dwelling, multi-family: A building or portion thereof used for occupancy by three (3) or more families
living independently of each other in separate dwelling units, which may be located one over the other,
including apartment buildings, but not including row or town houses.

Dwelling, single-family; single-family detached: A residential dwelling unit designed and constructed
in conformity with the Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code and occupied by one (1) family only and
which is entirely surrounded by open space or yards on the same lot. Except as otherwise specified in this
chapter, the term does not include mobile homes.

Dwelling, temporary: A portable dwelling, but not necessarily attached to a permanent foundation.

Dwelling unit: One (1) room, or rooms connected together, constituting a separate, independent
housekeeping establishment for owner occupancy, or rental or lease on a weekly, monthly or longer basis,
and physically separated from any other rooms or dwelling units which may be in the same structure, and
containing independent cooking and sleeping facilities.

Dwelling, zero lot line: A single-family detached residential dwelling unit designed such that one edge
of the structure may abut a side lot line, and thus has only one (1) side yard.

DRAFT MOTIONS




Text Amendments to Create and Requlate Dwelling, Mixed Use

Approval:
I move that the text amendments to Chapter 25, Article Il, District Regulations

Generally, Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and
Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to create and
regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, and as included in this memo, be forwarded to
the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval on the basis that the
proposed text amendments are consistent with the comprehensive plan and the
purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

Approval with Recommended Changes:

I move that the text amendments to Chapter 25, Article Il, District Regulations
Generally, Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and
Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to create and
regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, and as included in this memo, be forwarded to
the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval with recommended
changes on the basis that the proposed text amendments are consistent with the
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.

1.

2.

3.

Denial:

| move that the text amendment to Chapter 25, Article ll, District Regulations
Generally, Divisions 7, 8, 9, 10, & 12; Article IV, Supplemental, Division 3; and
Article VI, Definitions of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance to create and
regulate the use Dwelling, Mixed Use, and as included in this memo, of the Botetourt
County Zoning Ordinance as previously stated, be forwarded to the Board of
Supervisors with a recommendation of denial for the following reasons...

...and on the basis that the proposed text amendments are NOT consistent with the
comprehensive plan and the purposes and intent of the zoning ordinance.
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