Botetourt County
Planning Commission Agenda
57 S. Center Drive, Daleville, Virginia
April 11, 2022, 6:00 PM
Anyone interested in addressing the Planning Commission should complete a “Request to Speak” form and give it to
Staff before the meeting begins. Forms are located with the agendas and at Planning Staff’s table. When your name is
called, please go to the podium. Please state your name and address before making your comments. All comments
must be directed to the Planning Commission members. Comments made to or from the audience during testimony or
commission deliberation are not permitted. Recognized speakers and the audience must be courteous at all times. A
time limit of three minutes per speaker (unless otherwise provided for by a majority of the Planning Commission members
present) will be observed. All cell phones must be set on the mute or silence mode.

1.

Administrative Business
A. The Planning Commission will meet in the Kroger parking lot for the field review on Thursday,

May 5, 2022 at 3:15 PM.
B. Review and approval of the March 14, 2022 Planning Commission minutes.
2.

Public Hearings
A. Amsterdam District: Botetourt Properties LLC request to rezone a total of 4.098-acres of a

6.84-acre lot, currently located in the Residential (R-3) and (R-1) Use Districts. They request to
rezone the 4.098-acre, Residential (R3) Use District portion, with possible proffered
conditions, to the Business (B-2) Use District. The Residential (R-1) portion will remain
unchanged. The request is in accordance with Section 25-581. – Zoning Map Amendment—
Owner Initiated of the Botetourt County Code and is for the purpose of providing driveway
access to an adjoining parcel located in the Business (B-2) Use District known as Tax Parcel
#101-82. The proposed lot to be rezoned is located east of the adjacent property 35 Cedar
Plateau Way, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as
Section 101, Parcel 81.
B. Amsterdam District: Laymill LLC requests a Special Exception Permit for a Cabin or Cottage,

with possible conditions, for the proposed use of a short-term rental, in the Residential (R-1)
Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-123 (18).- Uses permissible by special exception
and Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions of the Botetourt County Code. This 3.230-acre lot is
located at 1917 Roanoke Road, Daleville and identified on the Real Property Identification
Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101, Parcel 2.
C. Fincastle District: Barry D. & Judith L Hensley request a Special Exception Permit for a Rural

Home Business, with possible conditions, for the proposed use of an excavating business in
the Agricultural (A-1) Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-435(3) Rural home businesses and
Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions of the Botetourt County Code. This 6.41-acre parcel is located
at 541 McDaniel Drive, Eagle Rock and identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of
Botetourt County as Section 5, Parcel 55.
D. Amsterdam District: New Orchard Marketplace LLC c/o New Link Mgmt. Group requests a

Special Exception Permit for a carwash, with possible conditions, in the Shopping Center
(SC) Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions and Chapter 25 Zoning,
It is the intention of Botetourt County to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in all respects. If, as an attendee or participant at this meeting, you need special
assistance beyond what is normally provided, Botetourt County will attempt to accommodate you in a reasonable manner. Please contact us at (540.928.2080 or
planning@botetourtva.gov) at least 72 hours prior to the meeting to inform us of your particular needs and advise us at that time if you will need accommodations to attend
or participate in meetings on a regular basis.
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Article, II. – District Regulations, Division 13. Sec. 25-283(1). - Shopping Center District (SC) of the
Botetourt County Code. The use is proposed on a 1.466-acre lot at the intersection of
Roanoke Road (US Route 220) and Marketplace Drive (Route 1191), Daleville, VA, and
identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101 (17),
Parcel 7.
3.

Other Business
A. Gateway Crossing Overlay District work session.

4.

Adjournment

It is the intention of Botetourt County to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in all respects. If, as an attendee or participant at this meeting, you need special
assistance beyond what is normally provided, Botetourt County will attempt to accommodate you in a reasonable manner. Please contact us at (540.928.2080 or
planning@botetourtva.gov) at least 72 hours prior to the meeting to inform us of your particular needs and advise us at that time if you will need accommodations to attend
or participate in meetings on a regular basis.
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Mr. Kidd called the March 14, 2022 meeting of the Botetourt County Planning Commission to order at
6:00 PM, in the Botetourt County Administration Center Auditorium in Daleville, Virginia.
PRESENT:

ABSENT:

Mr. Steven L. Kidd, Chairman
Mr. Tim Lucas, Vice-Chairman
Mr. Sam Foster, Member
Mr. Hiawatha Nicely, Jr., Member
Mr. Brandon Nicely, Member
Mr. Billy Martin, Ex-Officio Member, arrived 602 p.m.
Mr. Chris Dadak, County Attorney
Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Director of Community Development
Mr. Drew Pearson, Sr. Zoning Administrator
Mr. Jon McCoy, Planner
Mr. Nick Baker, Code Enforcement
Mrs. Laura Goad, Administrative Assistant
None

After Mr. Kidd opened the meeting and welcomed those in attendance, he introduced Staff and Planning
Commission members, and then read the procedures for the public hearing, noting that anyone wishing
to speak should complete a “Request to Speak” form and give it to a Staff member.
Mr. Kidd stated the Board of Supervisors would hear these requests on March 22, 2022 at 6:00 PM at the
Botetourt County Administration Center.
Mr. Kidd announced that the Planning Commission would meet in the Kroger parking lot for the next field
review at 3:15 PM on Thursday, April 7, 2022.
Mr. Lucas motioned to approve the February 14, 2022 Planning Commission minutes as written.
Mr. B. Nicely and Mr. Foster seconded the motion, which was approved 5:0:0:0 for the following recorded
vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. Pearson clarified the first agenda item. He noted that after additional discussion, the applicant wanted
to continue the text amendment. Mr. Pearson stated this request has already been advertised for both
the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors, and would still need consideration.
Public Hearings
The Botetourt County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider an owner-initiated
petition, in accordance with zoning ordinance Section 25-581.2, requesting amendments to Chapter 25,
Zoning, Article II. District Regulations Generally, Division 12. – Business District B-3, Section 25-262.(13)
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– Permitted Uses, to add the use “Donation Collection Center”, and Chapter 25, Zoning, Article VI. –,
Section 25-601. Definitions to define the use, which would permit the use for the purpose of accepting,
sorting and distributing donations to their retail store locations.
Mr. Pearson read this request aloud as he displayed the Donation Collection Center definition slide on
PowerPoint. He stated this petition was filed by Goodwill Industries, because the use of Donation
Collection Center was not currently in the ordinance and defined. He further stated that while Goodwill
had a number of retail stores and this facility would only be used to collect, sort and distribute donated
goods, and not a retail store. Mr. Pearson pointed out that the Business (B-3) Use District was designed
for heavy commercial activities, and that this proposed use was being proposed as a permitted use. He
further pointed out that staff recently started providing a recommendation on text amendment petitions
when they were presented to the Board of Supervisors, which wasn’t previously being done. Mr. Pearson
stated it was staff’s opinion that this was something that should come before the Planning Commission
for their consideration and a recommendation to the Board as to the approval or denial of the
amendments. It was then noted that no public comments had been received.
Mr. Kidd wanted to know if this would this include the unmanned boxes.
Mr. Pearson responded no, because this would be a staffed facility. He further responded that Goodwill
did not propose unmanned boxes, and would be fully staffed.
Mr. Foster asked if this was for nonprofits.
Mr. Pearson answered that this was definitely tied to nonprofits. He said that typically the items get
collected, and resold in the nearby community, noting the benefit for those that donate and for the
community. Mr. Pearson mentioned Some other facilities that he worked with in the past put clothing in
unstaffed collection boxes, saying that those were typically for-profit, and they shipped the clothes
sometimes to foreign countries for thread and material. He stated this would benefit those in need for
this community.
Mr. Foster inquired about outside storage.
Mr. Pearson replied that these were not typically left outdoors, although a facility operated by someone
like Habitat might have outdoor storage. He remarked that it was common in B-3 to have outdoor storage
with screening, and they would have to go through site plan process.
Mr. Foster said he was thinking of the property they decided not to use. He questioned if another
nonprofit came in and decided to store something outside, such as a car. He asked if we wanted cars
stored outside.
Mr. Pearson responded that by definition, if Goodwill had a facility where they had collections, they would
still be subject to screening requirements.
Mr. Lucas wanted to know if they collected, sorted and sold at one location.
Mr. Pearson replied that the Botetourt Commons location was a retail store, noting there were some
limited industrial uses allowed in B-3.
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Mr. Pearson commented that the applicant was not present here tonight, but they planned to attend the
Board meeting.
Mr. Kidd opened the public hearing.
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearing.
Mr. Foster stated that his only concern was outside storage.
Mr. Lucas asked if B-3 would have restrictions.
Mr. Kidd commented Mr. Foster had a good point with auto sales.
Mr. Lucas stated that he was ok with this.
Mr. Lucas motioned to forward the text amendment request as stated to the Board of Supervisors with a
recommendation of approval on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance had been satisfied.
Mr. B. Nicely seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. Kidd announced the motion carried.
Amsterdam District: Botetourt Properties LLC request to rezone a total of 4.098-acres of a 6.84-acre lot,
currently located in the Residential (R-3) and (R-1) Use Districts. They request to rezone the 4.098-acre,
Residential (R-3) Use District portion, with possible proffered conditions, to the Business (B-2) Use
District. The Residential (R-1) portion will remain unchanged. The request is in accordance with Section
25-581. – Zoning Map Amendment—Owner Initiated of the Botetourt County Code and is for the
purpose of providing driveway access to an adjoining parcel located in the Business (B-2) Use District
known as Tax Parcel #101-82. The proposed lot to be rezoned is located east of the adjacent property
35 Cedar Plateau Way, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as
Section 101, Parcel 81.
Mr. McCoy greeted the Planning Commission and read the request aloud as he displayed the legal
advertisement, then zoning and aerial maps on PowerPoint. He stated the portion to be rezoned was
zoned R-3, currently vacant and flanked by residential development east and west around it with the
Plateau of Cedar Ridge to the south. Mr. McCoy displayed the aerial map with adjoining parcels with the
vacant 101-82 below, and then displayed the plat depicting existing zoning R-3, and R-1, as he mentioned
that should this be rezoned to B-2, it would allow any by-right B-2 use on this property, and provide an
access drive off Cedar Plateau Way to a parcel steep in the front, with the intent to access that parcel
from the rear of the drive. Mr. McCoy explained the Comprehensive Plan identified this area as
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commercial, and the key to appropriate development appeared to be in support of that goal. He stated
that Staff received several calls, concerns, and emailed public comments, and the applicant was here to
provide context.
Mr. Kidd wanted to know about Tax Map 101-82.
Mr. McCoy stated that Tax Map 101-82 abuts US Route 220, and he believed the intent was for the road
to curve back to provide driveway access to the lot, as he noted that Staff did not have a formal design.
Mr. H. Nicely mentioned that was noted during the field review.
Mr. McCoy showed additional slides depicting the existing road with the topography, the current mall,
and signage.
Mr. Bobby Wampler of Engineering Concepts Inc. in Daleville, stated that he was here on behalf of
applicant, who was also present. He stated the purpose of request was for the current road to allow access
to Tax Map 101-82 as he displayed the slide illustrating a curved road to Tax Map 101-82. Mr. Wampler
referenced the location of Big Lick Pizza, noting the applicant wanted to build on US 220, but the
topography and steep grade created access difficulties. During conceptual review with staff, Mr. Wampler
said he learned that the R-3 portion had to be rezoned to B-2. He explained that the applicant’s original
intent was to get to this site, but the Zoning Ordinance required him to rezone to B-2. Mr. Wampler noted
that he had received the public comments, and then spoke to the height of the structures. He stated that
Residential (R-3) allowed a 35-feet tall townhome, and they could have three-story building there with
zero lot lines, similar to the three-story homes in Daleville Town Center. By rezoning to B-2, Mr. Wampler
commented that the landscaping and buffering requirements were more stringent and would provide
better screening.
Mr. Lucas asked Mr. Wampler if the considered moving the zoning line and if the proposal was limited to
just the commercial driveway, if that was workable or if the whole lot had to be rezoned, and proffers.
Mr. Wampler responded that the intent was for building on US 220, and he would have to speak with the
property owner.
Mr. Kidd noted the remaining R-1 property, and asked how they proposed to access it at later date.
Mr. Wampler replied that his expectation was that Cedar Plateau would continue straight back, noting
the sanitary sewer easement and drainage paths limited development on the R-1 section. He remarked
that the need for the line to go back there was where the zoning designation changed.
Mr. Kidd opened the public hearing.
Ms. Marcia Paul of Daleville, confirmed they there could be limited development on the R-1 property.
Noting the proposed change from R-3 to B-2, Ms. Paul questioned if they could change the R-1 to B-2. The
Planning Commission responded the developer would have to come back and request the R-1 to B-2
rezoning. She questioned the rezoning if they weren’t sure what they were doing, except for the proposed
building on TM 101-82.
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Mr. Kidd said they would have to come back for a R-1 rezoning request, and explained the rezoning was
necessary because of the road that needs to go through that.
Ms. Paul asked if that would change the property value, if they would to put up a sound barrier, and trees
for light pollution.
Mr. B. Nicely responded the ordinance would require barriers, such as plants.
Ms. Paul said she had a letter from a neighbor, which she gave to Mrs. Goad.
Mr. Timothy Plunkett of Daleville, gave photos to Planning Commission members and then read from his
letter [Public comment #1] presented to the Planning Commission, as he cited his view, noise, lighting,
other available US 220 locations, security risks, as his opposition.
Ms. Tonya Poindexter of Daleville, said she supported the residents, because the road would become a
main pass-through road for other traffic.
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearing.
Mr. Kidd asked Mr. Wampler for any further details about the upper part of this lot being rezoned from
R-1, noting that was a valid concern.
Mr. Wampler stated there were no plans to develop it, and they did not want to take a zoning action, they
did not want to proffer an access road only, in the event it could be developed.
Mr. Kidd stated the biggest concern was not knowing. He further stated the Planning Commission would
like to know what was going on, and he understood the neighbors’ concerns, but there was nothing
shown, and it was hard to check this off.
Mr. Wampler said if they needed to reduce the B-2 area, and meet minimum district size with a boundary
line adjustment, they could proffer to only to that and pull the B-2 zoning only to that road, and if that
was to reduce the area to extend the US 220 parcel, they could do that. He said he also wanted Staff’s
perspective.
Mr. Kidd said he could not speak for all members, but he felt like that would be something he would
entertain, instead of open with an unknown. Mr. Kidd asked if that was something that could be done this
evening.
Mrs. Pendleton stated that any proffers needed to be revised or accepted before closing this public
hearing, noting there were opportunities to revise this before the Board of Supervisors meeting, or there’s
an opportunity at your discretion to defer this a month. Mrs. Pendleton commented the Planning
Commission had the ability to recommend less area than proposed and advertised, however, the Board
of Supervisors would have to have a metes and bounds description to tie down to the land prior to the
Board’s public hearing. She noted the options were to revisit, or they could send forward and let board
make a decision or come back with more information.
Mr. Wampler discussed options and how they might affect this development.
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The Planning Commission and Mr. Wampler briefly discussed proffers, stormwater, and the upcoming
Board meeting one week away.
Mrs. Pendleton stated if this request needed to be deferred, they would have to defer to a firm date, such
as the next Planning Commission meeting, otherwise, re-advertisement and notifying adjacent property
owners again would be necessary.
After further discussion, Mr. Kidd suggested tabling this request to the next Planning Commission
meeting, to which the applicant agreed.
Mr. H. Nicely motioned to defer the rezoning to Business (B-2) request until the next meeting,
April 11, 2022 regarding at the Botetourt County Administration Center at 6:00 PM so they can complete
their proposal with an updated metes and bounds and possible proffers.
Mr. Foster seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. Kidd announced the motion carried and the Planning Commission would see them next month.
The Botetourt County Planning Commission will hold a public hearing to consider an owner-initiated
petition, in accordance with zoning ordinance Section 25-581.2, that requests amendments to Chapter
25, Zoning, Article II. Division 11.- Business District B-2, Section 25-242(12).- Permitted Uses, to add the
use “Equipment Rental and Leasing”, and Chapter 25, Zoning, Article VI. –, Section 25-601. Definitions
to define the use, which rents or leases equipment similar to electronics, furniture, tools, party supplies
and recreational items.
Mr. Pearson read the text amendment aloud, as he displayed the legal advertisement on PowerPoint. He
explained that the zoning ordinance contained rental and leasing for cars and heavy equipment, but not
for smaller items that were included in the proposed uses definition. Mr. Pearson noted this was the
reason for the applicant’s petition for changes to the zoning ordinance.
Mr. Kidd wanted to know if this would this cover something like Aztec rentals.
Mr. Pearson responded yes, that he thought it would. He further responded that Staff recognized this was
a use that should be addressed, and that Staff received no public comments.
Mr. Kidd confirmed this would be a by-right use in B-2, and basically an Aztec-type rental in B-2.
Mr. Kidd opened the public hearings.
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearings.
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Mr. Lucas motioned to forward the requested text amendments to the Board of Supervisors with a
recommendation for approval on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581.2 of the Zoning
Ordinance had been satisfied:
Mr. Kidd seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Buchanan District: Matthew Snare requests to rezone a two-acre portion of a 52.945-acre parcel from
the Agricultural (A-1) Use District to the Business (B-2) Use District, with possible proffered conditions,
in accordance with Section 25-581. – Zoning Map Amendment—Owner Initiated, of the Botetourt
County Code, and Chapter 25 Zoning, Article, II. – District Regulations, Division 11.- Business District (B2), with a Special Exception Permit to reduce the minimum district size from five to two acres in
accordance with Section 25-244. – District Requirements for the purpose of establishing a business that
rents party supplies and recreational equipment. The proposed area to be rezoned is adjacent to the
applicant’s home located at 15709 Lee Highway (Route 11) and is identified on the Real Property
Identification Maps of Botetourt County as a portion of Section 64, Parcel 44.
Mr. Pearson read the legal advertisements aloud, as he displayed the legal advertisement with the zoning
and aerial maps on PowerPoint. Mr. Pearson explained the overall tract that was highlighted on the
screen, pointing out the location of the two acres, with the applicant’s home. He also pointed out the
nearby Exxon Convenience Store and North Star Restaurant located in the B-2 Use District and adjacent
to a vacant retail store building located in the B-1 Use District as uses in vicinity, and residential homes,
with mostly agriculture zoning. Mr. Pearson stated the applicant needed Business (B-2), and his plan
showed a small office, with the storage building in the back with rental items. He further stated the
applicant delivered the rental items to customers. Mr. Pearson said the applicant also requested a SEP for
two acres, as he pointed out the area. He stated it was customary for Staff to provide conditions should
the Planning Commission decide to approve, and he read the following conditions aloud:
1. The special exception permit for the reduction in district size shall be limited to the proposed twoacre parcel shown on sheet 4 of the Snare concept plan, prepared by Engineering Concepts Inc.
and dated December 1, 2021.
2. A subdivision plat for the proposed two-acre parcel shall be recorded prior to site plan approval.
3. Any use located on the two-acre parcel shall be subject to the provisions of Botetourt County’s
noise ordinance.
4. The development of the property shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the
improvements shown on sheet one (1) of the Snare concept plan, prepared by Engineering
Concepts Inc. and dated December 1, 2021.
5. All other specifications and general provisions shall be met as required by the Botetourt County
Zoning Ordinance and in no instance shall the zoning conditions exempt a project from any local,
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state or federal development requirements, except where allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. Pearson explained the concept plan showed only one driveway entrance, and should this be approved
and conditions included, the driveways could not change. Mr. Pearson commented that staff had not
received any public comments.
Mr. Bobby Wampler of Engineering Concepts Inc. in Daleville, spoke on behalf of the applicant,
Mr. Matthew Snare, who was also present.
Mr. Kidd asked them to discuss VDOT, asking about changing the existing entrance.
Mr. Wampler explained they had to do traffic trip generation and looked at turning maneuvers.
Mr. Wampler stated that based on the use, this was far below minimums.
Mr. Matthew Snare of Buchanan, stated that he was in the events and entertainment business. He further
stated that he was in the process of relocating his business from Roanoke to his home here in Botetourt,
and that he set up bouncy houses, etc. for schools and churches. Mr. Snare said he wanted a very small
office in the front with storage in the back, and that he was willing to proffer no signs.
Mr. Kidd asked if he would have people coming in.
Mr. Snare responded that at his existing business, people sometimes wanted to pick up a bouncy house,
but the majority prefer delivery.
Mr. Wampler stated that they showed was what Mr. Snare wanted.
Mr. Pearson clarified it would not be permissible to run B-2 Business through the A-1 Use District property.
Mr. Lucas asked about the size of vehicles used for the business.
Mr. Snare responded that he had three box trucks, two vans, and confirmed no semi-trailers.
Mr. Kidd opened the public hearings.
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearings.
Mr. H. Nicely stated he had looked at this during the field review,
Mr. Kidd said he thought this was fine.
Mr. Lucas mentioned the good access to the interstate.
Mr. Kidd motioned to forward the rezoning to Business (B-2) request to the Board of Supervisors with a
recommendation for approval on the basis that the requirements that Section 25-581 of the Zoning
Ordinance had been satisfied.
Mr. Foster seconded, which was approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote:
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YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. H. Nicely stated that all recommended conditions were fine.
Mr. Kidd motioned to forward the Special Exception Permit request to the Board of Supervisors to reduce
the minimum district size from five to two acres in accordance with Section 25-244. with a
recommendation for conditional approval on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the
Zoning Ordinance had been satisfied with the following conditions:
1. The special exception permit for the reduction in district size shall be limited to the proposed twoacre parcel shown on sheet 4 of the Snare concept plan, prepared by Engineering Concepts Inc.
and dated December 1, 2021.
2. A subdivision plat for the proposed two-acre parcel shall be recorded prior to site plan approval.
3. Any use located on the two-acre parcel shall be subject to the provisions of Botetourt County’s
noise ordinance.
4. The development of the property shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the
improvements shown on sheet one (1) of the Snare concept plan, prepared by Engineering
Concepts Inc. and dated December 1, 2021.
5. All other specifications and general provisions shall be met as required by the Botetourt County
Zoning Ordinance and in no instance shall the zoning conditions exempt a project from any local,
state or federal development requirements, except where allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.
Mr. B. Nicely seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. Kidd announced the motions carried.
Amsterdam District: VJL LLC (ABoone Real Estate, Inc., contractual purchaser) requests a Commission
Permit in accordance with §15.2-2232 of the Code of Virginia for the construction of public road(s), and
also requests a rezoning of a 78.948-acre parcel from the Agricultural (A-1) Use District to the
Residential (R-1) Use District, with possible proffered conditions, in accordance with Section 25-581. –
Zoning Map Amendment—Owner Initiated, of the Botetourt County Code, for the purpose of residential
development, with a maximum of 130 lots and associated open space. The property is located on
Greenfield Street (Route 673), Daleville, VA, and access to the entire development is proposed via
Greenfield Street at the O’Hara Drive (Route 1155) intersection, approximately 0.5 miles northeast of
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the Roanoke Road (US Route 220)/Greenfield Street intersection and is identified on the Real Property
Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 88, Parcel 94.
Mrs. Pendleton greeted the audience and the Planning Commission. She read the request aloud as she
displayed the legal advertisement, then the zoning and aerial maps on PowerPoint. She stated the site
was approximately 79 acres, located adjacent to the Ashley Plantation subdivision and Ashley Plantation
Golf Course. The parcel was mostly open pasture with wetlands and a watercourse present on site.
Displaying the concept plan with the proffer, Mrs. Pendleton further stated the proposed development
consisted of a single-family detached subdivision, a maximum of 130 lots accessed via two entrances on
Greenfield Street, one directly across from O’Hara Drive and one across from the entrance to the Ashley
Plantation Golf Course and Pool. All direct residential driveway access would be from new internal public
roads built to VDOT standards. There were two proposed cul-de-sacs with a stub-out showing a
connection to a vacant parcel to the south. She noted the applicant proffered substantial conformance to
the concept plan that showed 38 conventional R-1 lots ranging from approximately 0.49 acres to 1.3 acres.
Mrs. Pendleton said there would be no access to these lots from Greenfield Street, the proffered concept
plan showed a row of varying types of trees to serve as a visual buffer to the proposed residential lots
closest to Greenfield Street. More internal to the subdivision, the plan showed 92 cluster lots ranging from
9,000 square feet (0.2 acres) to 18,959 square feet (0.44 acres) with three open space lots totaling
12.5 acres, as well as a stormwater management facility and existing wetlands to be owned and
maintained in fee simple subject to a court-recorded maintenance agreement. The average density of the
cluster lots (22,017 square feet), would be greater than the minimum density for conventional R-1 lots at
20,000 square feet.
Mrs. Pendleton recapped that the conventional R-1 subdivision required a minimum lot size
20,000 square-feet, and with the associated open space, the average density of the cluster lots would still
be above 20,000 square-feet. She noted the adjacent single-family Residential (R-1, R-3) and Agricultural
(A-1) zoning and forested vacant land and the golf course, as she displayed site visit photos.
Mrs. Pendleton mentioned the zoning ordinance requirements were provided in the background report,
and if approved, the next step would be the requirement for the subdivision agent to review the plats in
accordance with standards related to topographic suitability, coordinated infrastructure improvements,
floodplains, natural drainage, stormwater management, erosion and sediment control soil suitability,
easements, fire protection, and streets and connectivity. A preliminary plat will be required to be
submitted and reviewed. The agent may call for opinions or decisions, from the Planning Commission, the
county engineer or other departments in considering details of any submitted plat. The applicant has
stated that the roads are planned to be a typical 50-foot rights-of-way, and that existing sanitary sewer
crossing through the center of lots (see Lot 29 and 9 as an example) could be relocated pending the final
engineered design.
Mrs. Pendleton stated the Commission Permit request should be considered in accordance with Sec.
25-576 of the zoning ordinance, noting it must be in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan, which the
2010 Comprehensive Plan identified this as medium density, as she read, “Medium Density Residential:
This category includes areas where suburban patterns of residential development have occurred and are
encouraged to occur in the future. Although single family homes are the predominant land use in this
category, higher density residential development such as townhomes and apartments may also be
suitable. Allowable future densities in these areas should be based upon the availability and adequacy of
public facilities and the compatibility of the proposed land use with surrounding properties. Public water
and/or sewer typically serve or are planned for these areas.”
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Mrs. Pendleton stated the 2019 VDOT traffic data for Greenfield Street (Route 673) indicated there was
an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume of 1,200 vehicles from the intersection US 220 (Roanoke
Road) to Route 670 Trinity Road. She further stated the applicant performed an access management traffic
impact analysis, VDOT comments were included in the attached information, at VDOT’s request, the TIA
was amended last week to evaluate warrants for a right turn taper and left turn and storage lane, and
based on existing and proposed traffic, a right turn taper appeared to be required, but no left turn and
storage lane would be required based on Mr. Wampler’s analysis.
Concerning Fire and Rescue, Mrs. Pendleton noted the continuing work with that department, as she read
Chief Ferguson’s comments, “The addition of housing developments of any size in the Daleville area will
put additional strain on those emergency services resources. This statement should not reflect lack of
support this proposal nor for continued growth in housing, manufacturing, and industry, but rather to
point out the need for the continued efforts to ensure adequate fire protection and emergency medical
services in this portion of the community. Daleville has grown immensely over the past two decades
without any commensurate increase in fire and emergency services support in the immediate area. The
closest fire protection (Troutville) is 3.5 to 4.5 miles away depending on route of travel, with the next
secondary response being 5.7 miles in Fincastle. Mapping estimates indicate Troutville to be a 6-to-7minute drive time without traffic. This is significant considering that fire doubles in size every 60 seconds.
The limited resources available for fire and emergency services in this area reflects the need to ensure
growth and development occurs at a rate for which public safety resources can provide prompt and
adequate services. It is my professional opinion, based on working knowledge and results of the Fire and
EMS station study, that this area is currently underserved.”
Mrs. Pendleton then read comments from Dr. Russ, School Superintendent: “The major impact any new
development will have on our school division is that of additional students. This is not to imply this is a
"negative" impact. We are in the business of educating our county's children, and we welcome all students
into our buildings. Over the past several years, we have seen a minimal decline in our Average Daily
Membership (ADM), which does impact our funding from the state. Additional ADM would not be viewed
as a bad thing. If new development does impact a specific school and places that school over-capacity, we
are at a point that we could look at adjusting attendance lines to address this issue. The location of this
proposed development does not add safety or traffic concerns for any of our existing schools.”
In terms of utilities, Mrs. Pendleton stated the applicant provided a letter from Central Water Company
indicating they had the capacity to supply these residential hookups. The Western Virginia Water
Authority indicated that sewer could be provided to the property by connecting to the existing eight-inch
public sanitary main location on the property in an easement and provided comments that the existing
pump station would need to be reviewed for potential improvements based on additional flows directed
to the Ashley Summit lift station and that the adequacy of the existing sanitary sewer system shall be
determined at the preliminary engineering stage if approved.
Mrs. Pendleton discussed public comments. She stated that as of 3:17 pm today, the office received one
request for additional information, and 23 comments in opposition to the project, as she summarized
concerns, noting the concerns totaled more than the number of comments: 11 cited traffic concerns; 7
cited Ashley Covenants and Restrictions; 4 cited infrastructure concerns such as water, sewer and power;
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2 each for cluster zoning, incompatibility, and construction traffic, as well as proffered conditions, small
houses, and property values.
Mrs. Pendleton addressed public comments and notification. She stated legal ads ran in accordance with
state code in the Fincastle Herald on February 25 and March 2, 2022. She further stated applicants were
responsible to pay for notices to abutting property owners to be mailed via registered or certified mail
five days before the hearing, noting our policy and practice was to mail them ten days in advance of the
public hearing.
Mrs. Pendleton remarked that the applicant was here to present their information. She further remarked
that they had a community meeting, which was not a requirement, rather a recommendation, as she
noted that Staff did not attend these meetings. Mrs. Pendleton commented that we did not provide
information that applicants do not proffer, which were voluntary, and presented prior to the close of
public hearing. She further commented that elevations were not included because they were not
proffered, although the applicant might have information. Mrs. Pendleton stated that Staff did not
enforce covenants and restrictions, in the past we received covenants and restrictions when they were
proffered for review only.
Mrs. Pendleton summarized this rezoning would be for 32 conventional R-1 lots over the 20,000 square
foot minimum and 98 cluster lots over the 8,000 square feet minimum and 12.5 acres of open space. The
concept plan, proffered by the applicant, showed one future connection to an adjacent parcel, and two
cul-de-sacs. The proffered concept plan included a note that no direct driveway access to any residential
lots would be permitted from Greenfield Street. Three separate open space or stormwater management
lots were shown as she indicated their location on PowerPoint, and natural water features such as
wetlands and water courses would be preserved. Stormwater regulations would require stormwater
management lots to be dedicated in fee simple and subject to a court recorded maintenance agreement.
Mrs. Pendleton brought up the 2018 proposal that had been denied by the Board of Supervisors for 170
lots, zero-lot line, R-3 development with multiple driveway access points on Greenfield Street. She also
brought up that this applicant said they had reviewed the documents and comments, held a meeting on
February 28th in advance of the Planning Commission meeting, and made modifications.
Mr. Bobby Wampler of Engineering Concepts Inc. in Daleville, stated he represented Mr. Alexander Boone,
also present. Referring back to the previous application, Mr. Wampler stated this was a different
developer with different plans.
Mr. Boone greeted the Planning Commission as he said he was excited for this new community.
Mentioning the housing crisis, he said we had to look at this differently. He stated their community was
focused on single family development where people could live and move through their community and
Ashley Plantation and retire at Peter Fields’ and Nathan Hungate’s development. Mr. Boone discussed
their community meeting. He said his company started reaching out to Ashley Plantation HOA in
November, and then in December with no response. Mr. Boone said they were finally able to hold a
community meeting in February. Mr. Boone said meeting was really interesting, they received good
responses, and he learned that people did not want apartments or townhomes, and he was here with
single-family dwellings, the least dense option. He commented that people talked about speeding, which
would be an enforcement issue. He asked what people wanted single-family dwellings, if they didn’t like
the last one. He stated his development had a better traffic flow, internal roads, lots of trees, berms,
people would not look at the front of houses on Greenfield, they would be an average of more than 160
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feet away from Greenfield. He pointed out that some in Ashley Plantation were much closer to Greenfield
Street, the prior plan had 170 lots and his would have 130 lots, with 120-125 homes, working around
wetlands and streams, with most lots wider than Ashley Plantation. Mr. Boone continued that his
development would have large 30 large estate lots, and their lots would be one-third larger than the
previous request. He noted that 60-feet lots were usually seen, as he applauded Botetourt County for the
cluster option. Mr. Boone stated that he proffered a minimum of 70-feet lots depending on the lay of
land, where the prior applicant had 60-feet lots. Mr. Boone stated that he listened to the community, and
that their average lots were within 0.2 of acres of the average Ashley Plantation lots. Mr. Boone then told
whoever was laughing he would be glad to talk about the math. Mr. Boone stated their traffic load would
not diminish the capacity of these roads based on state standards. He further stated the water company
had sufficient capacity. He remarked this was something where we would go through ups and downs in
the economy. He stated he hope to sell ten houses a year, this would be slow growth, but much needed
growth. Mr. Boone stated he was open to Ashley Plantation covenants; he was willing to commit to
building houses within 10% of Ashley Plantation average square footage. He further stated it was
impossible to price a house today, with volatile material prices. He said he did not know how they would
have anything less than $450,000 up to $800,000 to $900,000 on the bigger lots, will see lots of 5’s and
6’s, $600,000 to $700,000 and to say that was cheap housing, was irrational. He thanked the Planning
Commission for their time, noting that he and Mr. Wampler worked many hours listening, studying the
file and concepts, they had reached out to the county and the residents, and looked forward to further
discussion.
Mr. Lucas stated that he read about right turn lanes, and asked if there would be one or two at the
entrances.
Mr. Wampler mentioned VDOT standards, radius and tapers. He responded they were barely into that
level of requirement for taper, and no turning lanes would be required.
Mr. H. Nicely asked if they had established whether houses would have brick or siding exteriors.
Mr. Boone replied there would be a mix of materials on one house, he couldn’t say it would be all brick,
although he would commit to brick to grade on the foundation. He further replied houses would not be
all brick because people did not want all brick, and they would create lots of diversity of architecture.
Mr. Kidd opened the public hearing and asked people to not speak over the three-minute time limit.
Ms. Tonya Poindexter of Daleville, said she did not get her notice until Friday March 4th. She commented
that she supported homes, but objected to this, citing concerns with lack of brick or stone around homes,
various builders, various designs, multiple stories, no basement, not wanting to look at backs of homes
with things stored like cars, storage sheds. She requested reduced speed limits, four-way stop signs,
additional officers, and EMTs.
Ms. Amy Wilson of Daleville, said she attended the February 28th meeting. Voicing her opposition,
Ms. Wilson said the biggest problem was unknown, stormwater issues that no one has done anything
about since 2016, and speed limits, as she questioned left turn lanes, clustering and accidents on US 220
at the Greenfield Street intersection due to the short right-turn lane.
Mrs. Pendleton commented that only 98 lots were considered clustered.
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Ms. Michelle Adkins of Daleville, discussed Greenfield traffic concerns as she read her public comment
letter aloud. [VJL LLC public comment letter #19] She concluded that adding 130 more homes should not
be allowed, this would take away the Ashley Plantation premier neighborhood status, and there were no
proffers, as she requested an updated VDOT study.
Mr. Kidd confirmed with Ms. Adkins that her numbers only included trips to US 220, and not Trinity Road.
Mr. Jonathan Wolfe of Daleville, commented that he moved to Ashley Plantation from Roanoke because
he wanted landscapes and beauty. He further commented that he saw this development as crammed; not
consistent with this neighborhood; he did not want to see clustered homes because he could be looking
at campers, sheds, this would obstruct their; would be an eyesore, and he was not in favor of this.
Mr. Tom Schreier of Daleville, questioned where deer would go at night, as he mentioned a discussion
about matching Ashley Plantation. He asked about underground utilities, use of T-1 siding, lack of garages,
whether or not fencing would be allowed. He brought up concerns over exterior duplication, split level
style housing, a minimum of 65% of stone or masonry, and above ground pools.
Mr. William Kivlen declined to speak when called by the Chairman.
Mr. Dharmendra Patel of Daleville, mentioned safety as his biggest concern, because so many walk and
jog on Greenfield Street, noting it was barely wide enough for two cars to pass. He asked how the county
could require how they could jog safely to Trinity Road; asking who would pay for that if there was an
accident, as he mentioned the need for a traffic light and sidewalk before approving this.
At 8:05 PM, Mr. Kidd declared a five-minute recess.
At 8:10 PM, Mr. Kidd reconvened the Planning Commission meeting.
Mr. Ali Khan of Daleville, stated that Ashley Plantation was the finest development in Botetourt County
and it needed to be preserved. He said this request was similar to the 2018 request; cluster homes were
not compatible to the surrounding neighborhood; they were likely to have no brick facing the back; most
Ashley Plantation houses had full brick and were not cookie cutter houses. Mr. Khan questioned how
contractors would build houses to change outlook of all houses, and the final price with inflation. He said
if all homes were compatible with high quality, reasonable options that was OK, but there were no
proffers, no defined architecture, and that would create everlasting damage to other neighborhoods and
the serene quiet atmosphere.
Mr. John Alderson of Daleville, and President of the homeowners’ association then spoke. He said they
did not put the developer off, rather they were in the middle of a pandemic and could not meet. He said
the developers met with members of community showing the same plan from 2018 with lower density.
Mr. Alderson stated they had a major strain on infrastructure, primarily roads and water system; the
Central Water letter was a generalized statement; there had been no definitive studies; Greenfield Street
was a cut-through road; Fire and EMS would be strained; and none of that was considered.
Mr. Scott Cassell of Daleville, said he had been invited to the meeting, and they only had what they said.
Mr. Cassell mentioned receiving the certified letter, noting that he did not have enough time to look at
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written documentation as he requested postponing the decision because of the lateness of getting
information.
Ms. Donna Sheffer of Daleville, stated she did not agree with this, and had just moved from 110 Charleston
to her current address due to new development traffic. She said they moved here because of the
agriculture zoning.
Mr. Arnie Adkins of Daleville, said he thought this property should be developed with the right scope. He
stated that growth was needed, safety issues were real, compatibility issues valid, and less density would
help as he questioned how much more this area could take.
Mr. Kidd asked if anyone who had not already spoken, wanted to speak.
Mr. Kidd asked Mrs. Pendleton about VDOT and future left-hand closure plans.
Mrs. Pendleton stated that VDOT information, contact information and a map was just outside the door
regarding the Ashley Way and International Parkway intersection improvement project, that would allow
for smoother traffic flow. Mrs. Pendleton stated that people would not be able to turn immediately left,
they would turn right and then without stopping, would be able to navigate into a U-turn lane. She
encouraged people to read the information on R-cuts, noting VDOT was using this across the state with
tremendous success by keeping traffic flowing and reducing stop and go traffic.
Mr. Boone then responded to the public comments. Referring to Mrs. Poindexter’s mention of traffic stop
signs, Mr. Boone said they were in favor of stop signs, but those were a VDOT issue and had nothing to
do with him. Regarding single-load driveways, Mr. Boone said if this community and the commission
wanted single-load driveways to dump traffic onto Greenfield, he would change the concept plan and
commit to that, although that idea was not well-received by the county. He said they could do a walking
trail, it was discussed at the community meeting and he was very open to dedicating an easement,
although many people get upset when a walking trail was in their backyard, as he offered the use of their
walking trail to those who wanted to walk down Greenfield Street to a future greenway. In response to a
comment of jamming in as many lots as possible, Mr. Boone said they could have much more density
under the current zoning, because the previous applicant had 170 homes, he would have 130 lots, that
was significantly less. Noting the risk and expense of housing development, he said to suggest that houses
at a half-million dollars were eyesores was not reasonable or realistic. He said they would have an
architectural review committee, which was not the purview of the Planning Commission. He said he was
glad to accept 90% of the Ashley Plantation covenants, and was great with two to four car garages, brick
or stone to grade on all sides, the rear of homes would face Greenfield 160 feet off of Greenfield, as he
restated his offer to place the houses forward facing to put traffic onto Greenfield Street. Mr. Boone said
that many people said today was the first time they had heard about this meeting, even though he reached
out to the community by holding a community meeting. Mr. Boone said he tried in good faith to reach out
to the community and engage them as he respectfully requested Planning Commission approval.
Mr. Kidd asked Mr. Wampler to explain traffic according to VDOT standards.
Mr. Wampler stated that they were under very specific guidelines and regulations with traffic studies;
VDOT probably did not include Peter Fields’ development in the study; he and Mr. Boone could not make
the rules up; there were published guidelines for vehicle trips from a residential house; and VDOT had
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published traffic volumes on Greenfield Street they were required to use for their calculations.
Mr. Wampler noted that how to make traffic safer had been a topic of discussion at the community
meeting. Discussing Greenfield Street, Mr. Wampler stated the road was fairly straight, the current lane
width was good, and to make it wider would make it less safe and encourage speeding.
Mr. Kidd confirmed with Mr. Wampler that it was not up to them to decide what information to use.
Mr. Wampler talked about the water system. He said from a flow standpoint water tanks would drop
pressure for higher elevations, but from a flow standpoint in high flow conditions with Mr. Peter Fields’
project, Mr. Wampler noted with the Fields’ project, the water lines had to be upsized up to 12 inches
from the tanks to Greenfield Street, in addition to a loop. Mr. Wampler said from an analysis standpoint
that some of these developments would help water flow conditions, producing a current flow of 1,000
gallons per minute, to 2,000 gallons per minute, and water system pressures would improve.
Mr. Wampler stated the county ordinance stated this had to be built according to Western Virginia Water
Authority standards.
Mr. Kidd confirmed with Mr. Wampler that the letter from Central Water guaranteed water capacity,
which was regulated by the state.
Mr. Lucas asked about road width, including the road for the center loop.
Mr. Wampler answered that he envisioned the final design discussion, but they envisioned roads with 50feet right-of-way and a minimum width of 29 feet of pavement, parking on both sides of the street. He
further answered that because this development would generate more than 400 vehicles per day, and lot
sizes ranged from one-quarter to a half-acre, VDOT standards would be require “pedestrian
accommodation” or a sidewalk on at least one side of the road.
Mr. H. Nicely wanted to know about curb and gutter.
Mr. Boone stated that he would commit here to provide curb and gutter in the internal streets.
Mr. B. Nicely about the sewer and sewer lift station.
Mr. Wampler commented that would be a typical final design item, but he could speak to the gravity lines.
Mr. Wampler stated an eight-inch gravity line could carry over a half-million gallons per day at minimum
slope.
Mr. Foster confirmed with Mr. Boone that all utilities would be underground.
Mr. Lucas inquired if there would be any impacts to wildlife.
Mr. Boone responded that the amount of open space far exceeded any surrounding community, and they
were preserving wetlands, streams, tree areas, and the reason for the cluster development.
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearing.
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Mr. Foster stated that some of the Planning Commission members were here for the last one, and he
thought this was an improvement, the plan was good, and it was time for it to be developed.
Mr. B. Nicely agreed with Mr. Foster, saying a lot of work had been done on this one. He stated this was
a combination of what was already there, appeared to be appropriate infill, and he knew it would develop
one day. Mr. B. Nicely further stated he was good with their concept, this would be a good addition, and
he did not think 130 homes would pop up in one and a half years.
Mr. Lucas concurred with those statements. He commented this will be a good transition comparing the
other side of the street to this, it seemed like they had done a lot of good work for this openness, and the
developer did not have control over speeding, and a traffic light.
Mr. Kidd agreed with all you said, giving a tip of the hat to you because you have addressed and taken
care of the research. As far as comparing one side of street to other, Mr. Kidd stated houses were sitting
a lot closer to the road, and it was a tradeoff. He further stated that he did not know that you would get
a development today that can do that because of the cost.
Mr. H. Nicely appreciated all the concerns raised, especially after living in Ashley Plantation 20-some years.
He commented that he was always bothered by traffic, water was still an issue, and he thought it would
continue to be an issue, as he suggested connecting to the Western Virginia Water Authority. Mr. H. Nicely
stated that land did need to be developed, and the Planning Commission sat here literally for days on the
last proposal, because they weren’t satisfied with lots opening onto Greenfield, or adequate green space.
He further stated those things had been addressed. Mr. H. Nicely suggested the biggest issues that need
to be petitioned were the access to US 220 with VDOT, with Botetourt County and our representatives in
Richmond who held sway over those issues.
Mr. H. Nicely motioned to forward the VJL LLC request for a Commission Permit to the Board of
Supervisors with a recommendation for approval on the basis that the requirements of §15.2-2232 of the
Code of Virginia had been satisfied.
Mr. Foster seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote by roll
call:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. H. Nicely motioned to forward the VJL LLC request for a rezoning to the Residential (R-1) Use District,
with the following proffered condition, to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation for conditional
approval on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581 of the Zoning Ordinance had been satisfied:
1.

This project will be developed in substantial conformance with the concept plan and lot table
dated January 13, 2022 and prepared by Engineering Concepts, Inc.

Mr. Lucas seconded, which was unanimously approved 5:0:0:0, with the following recorded vote by roll
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call:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster, Mr. Kidd, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None

Mr. Kidd announced the public hearings had concluded, as he stated the work session would begin with
Mr. McCoy.
Other business
Mr. Jon McCoy greeted the Planning Commission members, and stated the purpose this evening would
be to refresh, and receive feedback on design and guidelines, as he displayed the [attached] PowerPoint.
Mr. McCoy displayed the Gateway Crossing Overlay area map, stating the Overlay area is divided into an
Interstate Subdistrict, a Community Business Subdistrict, and Residential Subdistrict. He further stated the
Overlay contained a mixture of zoning districts from A-1 to SC, TND, B-2, and M-2. Mr. McCoy explained
the intent of protecting A-1 lands by directing growth to the Gateway Crossing area, encouraging efficient
use of land, creating walkable pedestrian-oriented development, encouraging a mix of land uses and to
enable implementation of the Gateway Crossing Area Plan. He described the function of the Overlay,
which is to sit atop existing regulations, providing a reduction in certain development standards, while
providing additional standards to support traditional development design.
Mr. McCoy recapped the history of the Overlay, starting in 2015 with the Exit 150 study, 2016 Gateway
Crossing Area Plan, 2017 Gateway Crossing Area Plan operationalization, 2018-2019, multiple stakeholder
meetings, and culminating into now with final edits to overlay text.
As a result, Mr. McCoy said subdistricts had been proposed after determining a one-size-fits-all approach
was not appropriate. He then discussed the Residential Subdistrict, a combination of mixed density,
residential uses; the Community Subdistrict, with a range of uses intended to be more neighborhood
focused to meet local needs, including Residential R-4 (multi-family); and the Interstate Business
Subdistrict, a combination of service-oriented commercial uses, including hospitality, lodging, retail, and
office compatible with walkability, mixed district with at least 70% of the developed space by square
footage per lot dedicated to business and office uses
Mr. McCoy displayed the Permitted Uses chart for a summarized frame of reference. Next, he displayed
the Requirements slide, showing setbacks, density and lot coverage, maximum height, landscaping,
signage. Mr. McCoy then displayed parking slide and explained the reduced minimum parking
requirements, the type of parking, such as on street, maximum two rows of off street, allowed in front
yards, prohibition of drive-thru facilities between the building and right-of-way to promote safety, and
bicycle racks requirement. Mr. McCoy displayed an example of the voluntary design guidelines with a local
fast-food restaurant with the current layout, and how it could look with an updated configuration.
Mr. Lucas asked about the two rows of street parking, which Mr. McCoy and Mrs. Pendleton explained.
Mr. McCoy displayed the Voluntary Design Guidelines that he said they were intended to support goals of
the Gateway Corridor Overlay.
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Mr. Kidd asked if any thought had been given to architectural review in the corridor.
Mrs. Pendleton responded that could not be done with the number of staff we have now.
After further discussion, including advertising, Mr. B. Nicely and Mr. Kidd requested an additional work
session in April for a refresher.
Adjournment
There being no other business, on motion by Mr. H. Nicely at 9:11 PM, the Planning Commission adjourned
with the following recorded vote:
YES:
NO:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas
None
None
None
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Overview
At the March 22, 2022 regular Planning Commission meeting, the Commission considered a request for
rezoning of a portion of a parcel identified as Tax Parcel #101-81. After hearing concern from citizens,
the applicant and the Commission discussed bringing the proposed rezoned portion down to an
amount needed to only provide drive access to the adjacent business zoned parcel. The applicant has
submitted an amended rezoning request.

Public Notice
Since the Planning Commission specified an exact date for the resubmittal to be considered, public
notice is not required. Staff has made the documents available to several neighbors ahead of the
meeting, in appreciation of their concerns.

Submitted Changes
The applicant has reduced the rezoning request from 4.098 acres of the 6.84 acre lot to 2.17 acres. If
approved, this would create a parcel with three zoning classifications—Business District B-2, Medium
Density Residential R-3, and Low Density Residential R-1. The purpose, as the applicant has stated, is
to provided drive access to parcel #101-82. The rest of the application has remained the same, with no
additional modifications or amendments.
The background report submitted with the initial application has been edited to identify the
amendments to the proposal.

BACKGROUND REPORT
Planning Commission – March 14, 2022
Board of Supervisors – March 22, 2022
Prepared by: J. McCoy

BOTETOURT PROPERTIES, LLC; REZONING
PROJECT SUMMARY
Botetourt Properties, LLC is requesting to rezone a 4.098-acre 2.17-acre portion of the subject property from
Residential (R-3) Use District to the Business (B-2) Use District with possible proffered conditions for the purpose of
extending an existing private commercial driveway, named Cedar Plateau Way, in order to provide access to an
adjacent parcel, TM#101-82, which is already located in the B-2 Use District.

STAFF COMMENTS
The applicant is only requesting a 4.098-acre 2.17-acre portion of the 6.84-acre parcel to be rezoned from R-3 to B-2,
which has been delineated via a metes and bounds legal description as part of the application. The remainder of the
property would remain in the R-1 Use District. This would result in a parcel with three zoning classifications—B-2. R3, and R-1. The stated purpose of the request is to extend the existing private commercial driveway to provide access
to the adjacent B-2 parcel. Due to the adjacent B-2 parcel’s topography, it would be challenging to construct a direct
driveway connection to the existing commercial driveway or to US 220. The private commercial driveway also
provides legal access to the property being requested to be rezoned.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission may make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors to approve, approve with
proffered conditions or deny the rezoning request.

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
Amsterdam District: Botetourt Properties LLC request to rezone a total of 4.098-acres of a 6.84-acre lot, currently
located in the Residential (R-3) and (R-1) Use Districts. They request to rezone the 4.098-acre, Residential (R3) Use
District portion, with possible proffered conditions, to the Business (B-2) Use District. The Residential (R-1) portion will
remain unchanged. The request is in accordance with Section 25-581. – Zoning Map Amendment—Owner Initiated of
the Botetourt County Code and is for the purpose of providing driveway access to an adjoining parcel located in the
Business (B-2) Use District known as Tax Parcel #101-82. The proposed lot to be rezoned is located east of the adjacent
property 35 Cedar Plateau Way, identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101,
Parcel 81.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
This 6.84-acre parcel is currently vacant, however, the 4.098-acres 2.17-acres of the parcel requested for rezoning has
the remnants of construction work associated with the Plateau at Cedar Ridge commercial development. The private
commercial driveway also provides legal access to the property being requested to be rezoned.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The applicant has indicated that the purpose of this rezoning is to extend the existing commercial driveway that serves
the Plateau at Cedar Ridge development through the subject property in order to provide access to an adjacent B-2
parcel that is currently undeveloped. The applicant has not identified any plans for the development of the adjacent
parcel to be served by the commercial driveway extension.

ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES/ZONING
There are a variety of uses and zoning around the subject property, including business and residential. The Plateau at
Cedar Ridge commercial development directly abuts the property to the west/southwest. Residential development
is directly to the northwest and southeast of the parcel.

Zoning

Land Use

Residential (R-1)

Single-family Residential

Business (B-2)

Office/Restaurant

Residential R-3

Single-family Residential

Business (B-2)

Vacant

East

Residential (R-1)

Single-family Residential

West

Business (B-2)

Retail/Restaurants

North

South

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
Division 11. – Business District (B-2) regulates permitted uses, lot, and building requirements in the B-2 Use District. As
a result of the rezoning, the existing vacant 4.098 2.17 acres could be developed with the uses allowed by right or by
SEP in the B-2 Use District.

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
This site area is identified on the Future Land Use Map as Commercial. The 2010 Comprehensive Plan indicates that
“The key to the appropriate future development of U.S. Route 220 is development of the frontage parcels with
consideration of access control, signage, landscaping, and lighting.” Rezoning of this site appears to support this goal
of the 2010 Comprehensive Plan.

TRAFFIC
2019 VDOT traffic data for US 220/Roanoke Road indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume
of 28,000 vehicles from the intersection of Catawba Road (SR779) to Exit 150. VDOT has reviewed the request and did
not have any comments.

FIRE AND RESCUE
Troutville Volunteer Fire and Rescue is located 3.4 miles from this site.

UTILITIES
The property is served by public water and sewer from the Western Virginia Water Authority.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Staff has received several phone calls from adjacent property owners. Some of these have been inquiries, while others
have expressed concern over the potential future development of the site.

PROFFERED CONDITIONS
No proffers have been proposed.
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DRAFT MOTIONS
MOTION: REZONING
APPROVAL
I move that the rezoning request on the property of Botetourt Properties, LLC be forwarded to the Board of
Supervisors with a recommendation of approval.
This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581 of the Zoning Ordinance have
been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and is good
zoning practice.

DENIAL
I move that the rezoning request on the property of Botetourt Properties, LLC be forwarded to the Board of
Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. Based upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-581 the following items have
not been satisfied:
1. …
2. (list findings/reasons for denial)
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Planning Commission – April 11, 2022
Board of Supervisors – April 26, 2022
Prepared by: D. Pearson

Laymill; SEP For Cabin Or Cottage Short-Term Rental
PROJECT SUMMARY
Laymill LLC requests a special exception permit for a “Cabin or Cottage” short-term rental with possible
conditions for an existing single-family home located at 1917 Roanoke Road.

STAFF COMMENTS
Short-term rental facilities provide alternative forms of accommodations from the typical hotel/motel stay.
The Cabin or Cottage land use is basically a single-family dwelling that an owner chooses to rent out for
stays of less than thirty (30) days in duration. The zoning ordinance contains supplemental use regulations
regarding the operation of the short-term rental. The operator is required to maintain a log of all guests and
the length of their stays. There are also limits on the maximum number of guests based on the number of
bedrooms and a provision that noise generated by the short-term rental use shall not violate the provisions
of the Botetourt County Noise Ordinance.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission is requested to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors as to the
approval, approval with conditions, or denial of the request.

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
Amsterdam District: Laymill LLC requests a Special Exception Permit for a Cabin or Cottage, with possible
conditions, for the proposed use of a short-term rental, in the Residential (R-1) Use District in
accordance with Sec. 25-123 (18).- Uses permissible by special exception and Sec. 25-583. – Special
exceptions of the Botetourt County Code. This 3.230-acre lot is located at 1917 Roanoke Road, Daleville and
identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101, Parcel 2.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
The Botetourt County property card indicates that the home located upon the property is a 3-bedroom
single-family dwelling that was constructed in 1965. The property is served by an existing gravel driveway
that is sufficient in size to accommodate the parking generated by the proposed short-term rental. Water
is provided by the Western Virginia Water Authority. The home is currently utilizing a septic tank, but public
sewer is available from the Western Virginia Water Authority.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The applicant is proposing to rent the existing single-family home on a short-term basis.

ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES/ZONING
North

Zoning

Land Use

Residential (R-1)

Single-family Dwelling

Rural Residential (RR)
South

Business (B-3)

Single-family Dwelling and Vacant

Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND)
East
West

Shopping Center (SC)

Vacant and Lumos

Business (B-2)
Traditional Neighborhood Design (TND)

Vacant

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
Criteria
Definition for Cabin or Cottage

Cabin or Cottage

Code Requirements
A single dwelling unit located on a single parcel, which is made
available for short-term rental (less than thirty (30) days) in its
entirety.
Only permitted by special exception in the Residential (R-1) Use
District
1.

Required Supplemental
Regulations Specific to the Cabin
or Cottage Use

Other Required Supplemental
Regulations

Only one (1) dwelling unit may be made available for shortterm rental per parcel.
2. Twenty-four hour off-site management is required. Contact
information for the property manager must be kept updated
with the zoning administrator and posted on the premises.
3. The maximum number of guest is limited to two (2) persons
over two (2) years in age per each bedroom.
• No short-term rental may violate the Botetourt County
Noise Ordinance
• There can be no changes to the outside appearance of
the dwelling.
• Adequate off-street parking is required.
• The owner or manager must have a plan to properly
dispose of waste.
• The number and placement of smoke detectors and fire
extinguishers shall be compliant with the requirements of
the current Virginia Construction Code.
• The operator must maintain a log of all guests and their
length of stay.

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses of properties in this area as Medium Density
Residential.

TRAFFIC AND VDOT REVIEW
2020 VDOT traffic data for Roanoke Road (US 220) indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic
(AADT) volume of 18,000 vehicles from Catawba Road (SR 779) to Trinity Road (SR 670).
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VDOT has reviewed the request and does not have any comments.

FIRE AND RESCUE
The Troutville Volunteer Fire Department is located 3.0 miles from the subject property.

UTILITIES
The property is served by public water and a septic tank.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Staff has received no comments to date.

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS
No conditions are being suggested, however, the Planning Commission may recommend any conditions,
safeguards or restrictions associated with the special exception permit as may be necessary to avoid,
minimize or mitigate any potentially adverse or injurious effect upon the community or other property, and
to carry out the general purpose and intent of the zoning ordinance.

DRAFT MOTIONS
APPROVAL
I move that the special exception permit for a Cabin or Cottage on the property of Laymill LLC be forwarded to
the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval // OR approval subject to the following conditions:
1. (list conditions if modified)
2. ….
This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the Zoning Ordinance
have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and
is good zoning practice.

DENIAL
I move that the special exception permit for a Cabin or Cottage on the property of Laymill LLC be forwarded to
the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. Based upon Zoning Ordinance Section 25-583 the
following items have not been satisfied:
1.
2. (list findings/reasons for denial)

Page 3 of 3
Laymill LLC, SEP for Cabin or Cottage Short-Term Rental

April 2022

STEPHEN C. BRICH, P.E.
COMMISSIONER

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
714 South Broad Street
Salem, VA 24153

February 23, 2022
Ms. Nicole Pendleton
Director of Community Development
57 S. Center Drive
Daleville, VA 24083
RE:

Planning Commission Request
Special Exception – Single Family Home Used As Short Term Rental in R-1
Botetourt County
Route 220, Roanoke Road

Dear Ms. Pendleton,
We have reviewed the above-mentioned special exception request and the Department has no
additional comments. It appears from the information provided that allowing the single family
home on this property to be used as a short term rental will not adversely impact the VDOT
right of way. Any future expansions or redevelopment of the parcel or installation of an
entrance along a state maintained road will require VDOT review, approval, and permitting.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ashley C. Smith, P.E.
Assistant Resident Engineer/Land Use
VDOT Salem Residency
ckb/
www.VirginiaDOT.org
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Hensley; SEP For a Rural Home Business
PROJECT SUMMARY
Barry D. & Judith L. Hensley are requesting a Special Exception Permit (SEP) for a rural home business to operate an
excavating business from their home located in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District.

STAFF COMMENTS
The parcel contains existing vegetation and a garage structure that should provide screening of the proposed
storage areas from adjacent properties. Staff has included suggested conditions that would limit the location
of the equipment upon the property and that the existing vegetation within 15’ of the property lines would
not be removed.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission is requested to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors as to the approval,
approval with conditions, or denial of the request.

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
Fincastle District: Barry D. & Judith L Hensley request a Special Exception Permit for a Rural Home Business, with
possible conditions, for the proposed use of an excavating business in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District in accordance
with Sec. 25-435(3) Rural home businesses and Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions of the Botetourt County Code. This 6.41acre parcel is located at 541 McDaniel Drive, Eagle Rock and identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of
Botetourt County as Section 5, Parcel 55.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
The 6.41-acre parcel is located in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District and contains the applicant’s home and several
accessory structures. The parcel is accessed via an approximate 500 feet long driveway located in a private easement
that provides access to the parcel from McDaniel Dr (SR 671). The parcel exceeds the 5-acre minimum lot size required
for a rural home business. Adjacent properties are also located in the Agricultural (A-1) Use District and would be
screened from the equipment by existing trees that would remain within 15 feet of the subject property’s property
lines.

PROPOSED BUSINESS
The applicant is requesting approval to operate a part time excavating business from their home. Mr. Hensley has
established an LLC for this business under the name of Hensley’s Residential Excavating, which performs light
excavation work (i.e., gravel driveway repair/installation, small tract land clearing, brush hogging, building site
preparation, fine grading, etc.) on a customer’s property. The business usually operates during evening and weekend
hours. Mr. Hensley would be the only employee of this business and has no plans to hire any additional employees.
No customers will come to the subject property. The concept plan included in the application indicates several
locations where the commercial equipment will be stored. The concept plan shows that the storage area made up of
a grass and gravel surface for the commercial equipment, which includes an excavator, a skid steer, a dump truck and
a 24’ trailer, Mr. Hensley has indicated that he has a Class C contractor’s license and that his business will be fully
insured.

ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES/ZONING
Zoning

Land Use

North

Agricultural (A-1)

Vacant

South

Agricultural (A-1)

Agriculture/Single Family Dwelling

East

Agricultural (A-1)

Vacant

West

Agricultural (A-1)

Agriculture/Single Family Dwelling

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS
Sec. 25-73 of the Botetourt County Zoning Ordinance lists rural home business as a use only permissible by a special
exception permit by the Board of Supervisors, subject to the standards set forth in 25-435(3).

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses in this area as Agricultural.
Agricultural uses are generally located in the central and northern sections of the County. These areas are typically
used as cropland and orchards, and raising and grazing of livestock. Buildings associated with these activities (single
family dwellings, barns, grain storage, etc.) are considered agricultural uses.

TRAFFIC AND VDOT REVIEW
2020 VDOT traffic data for McDaniel Drive indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume of 90
vehicles. 2020 VDOT traffic data for nearby Buhrman Rd indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
volume of 140 vehicles.
VDOT has reviewed the SEP application and has determined that there will be no adverse impacts to the VDOT right
of way. VDOT also noted that any future expansions or redevelopment of the parcel or installation of an entrance along
a state-maintained road will require VDOT review, approval, and permitting.

FIRE AND RESCUE
Glen Wilton Fire and Rescue is 3.9 miles away from the subject property.

UTILITIES
The property is served by a private well and septic system.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Staff has received one phone call from an adjacent property owner that indicated that they did not have any concerns
with the request.

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS
Per the zoning ordinance, the Planning Commission can recommend to the Board any conditions they deem
appropriate and necessary to mitigate any impacts related to the development of this use.
If approved, staff suggests consideration of the following conditions:
1.

Equipment associated with the rural home business shall be located in the areas identified on the concept
plan as submitted by Barry and Judith Hensley and dated 1/25/2022.

2.

Existing landscaping within 15’ of property lines shall remain undisturbed, as shown on the concept plan as
submitted by Barry and Judith Hensley and dated 01/25/2022.

3.

Noise generated by the development shall not violate provisions of the Botetourt County.
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4.

All other specifications and general provisions shall be met as required by the Botetourt County Zoning
Ordinance and in no instance shall the zoning conditions exempt a project from any local, state or federal
development requirements, except where allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.

DRAFT MOTIONS
APPROVAL
I move that the special exception permit for a rural home business on the property of Barry D. & Judith L. Hensley
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval with the conditions recommended
in the background report prepared by staff (OR approval subject to the following conditions):
1. (list conditions if modified)
2. ….
This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the Zoning Ordinance
have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare and
is good zoning practice.

DENIAL
I move that the special exception permit for a rural home business on the property of Barry D. & Judith L. Hensley
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. Based upon Zoning Ordinance
Section 25-583 the following items have not been satisfied:
1.
2. (list findings/reasons for denial)
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Received
01.25.22

STEPHEN C. BRICH, P.E.
COMMISSIONER

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
714 South Broad Street
Salem, VA 24153

February 2, 2022
Ms. Nicole Pendleton
Director of Community Development
57 S. Center Drive
Daleville, VA 24083

RE:

Planning Commission Request
Special Exception – Landscape and Grading Business Use on Property in A-1
Botetourt County
Route 671, McDaniel Drive

Dear Ms. Pendleton,
We have reviewed the above-mentioned special exception request and the Department has no
additional comments. It appears from the information provided that allowing a residential
landscaping and grading business to operate on this property will not adversely impact the
VDOT right of way. Any future expansions or redevelopment of the parcel or alteration to the
existing drive may require VDOT review, approval, and permitting.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ashley C. Smith, P.E.
Assistant Resident Engineer/Land Use
VDOT Salem Residency

www.VirginiaDOT.org
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Board of Supervisors – April 26, 2022
Prepared by: J. McCoy

NEW ORCHARD MARKETPLACE, LLC; SEP
PROJECT SUMMARY
New Orchard Marketplace, LLC is requesting a Special Exception Permit (SEP) for a car wash on a parcel located in
the Orchard Marketplace Shopping Center.

STAFF COMMENTS
The subject property is located in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District and is identified as Commercial on the Future
Land Use Map, the project is also located in the Daleville Town Center Urban Development Area (UDA). The proposed
use of a car wash is by SEP in the SC Use District. The SEP application included a concept site plan and building
elevations that shows a building design that appears to be compatible with other buildings already located in the
shopping center. Conditions are suggested to require substantial conformance to the concept site plan and building
elevations included in the application.

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
The Planning Commission is requested to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors as to the approval,
approval with conditions, or denial of the special exception permit request.

LEGAL ADVERTISEMENT
Amsterdam District: New Orchard Marketplace LLC c/o New Link Mgmt. Group requests a Special Exception Permit
for a carwash, with possible conditions, in the Shopping Center (SC) Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. –
Special exceptions and Chapter 25 Zoning, Article, II. – District Regulations, Division 13. Sec. 25-283(1). - Shopping Center
District (SC) on a 1.466-acre lot at the intersection of Roanoke Road (US Route 220), Marketplace Drive (Route 1191),
and Market Junction, across from 48 Marketplace Drive, Daleville, VA, and identified on the Real Property Identification
Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101 (17), Parcel 7.

EXISTING CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND
The 1.466-acre vacant parcel is located within the New Orchard Marketplace shopping center, which is anchored by a
Food Lion grocery store. This portion of the shopping center was rezoned to the SC Use District within proffered
conditions and design guidelines, which have undergone multiple amendments since the initial rezoning. The
shopping center has a business owners association that reviews proposed buildings to assure conformance with the
proffered architectural design guidelines set in place at the original rezoning of the New Orchard Marketplace SC.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT
The applicant proposes to construct a 5,168 square foot car wash, along with vacuum stations to serve the growing
population in the nearby area. Access to the site is proposed from an existing internal drive within the shopping center.
No new drive connections are proposed from US 220 or Marketplace Dr (SR 1101). The site will be served with water
and sewer from the Western Virginia Water Authority and stormwater will be handled by an existing shared
stormwater basin located in the shopping center. The concept plan shows a layout containing a one-way entrance
drive that directs vehicles to the car wash entry. When exiting the car wash, vehicles will have the option to exit the
car wash building or continue into the vacuum area to use self-service vacuums.

ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES/ZONING
Zoning

Land Use

North

Shopping Center (SC)

Vacant Shopping Center Outparcel

South

Shopping Center (SC)

Stormwater Retention Pond / CVS Pharmacy

East

Shopping Center (SC)

Grocery store (Food Lion)

West

Traditional Neighborhood Development (TND)

Bank of Botetourt

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS – SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT (SC)
Criteria
District Requirements
Minimum Lot Area
Maximum Density
Minimum Lot Width
Setbacks
Lot Coverage (building)
Maximum Height

Requirements
Neighborhood: 4 to 9 acres
Community: 7 to 25 acres
Regional: 25 to 50 acres
40,000 Sq. Ft.
FAR: 0.25
Impervious Surfaces: <60% of lot area
100 feet
Front: 80 feet + distance of impervious surfaces (reducible to 25 feet
under certain conditions)
Side: 10 feet
Rear: 10 feet
60%
45 feet (Up to 60 feet by SEP)

A car wash is only permitted in the Shopping Center (SC) District via the granting of a Special Exception Permit (SEP)
by the Board of Supervisors. The Planning Commission may make a recommendation of approval, approval with
conditions, or denial to the Board, who makes the ultimate decision to grant or deny the permit.
The overall area of the New Orchard Marketplace shopping center was originally rezoned, subject to proffered
conditions, which have been amended several times. The proffered conditions include both site design guidelines and
architectural design guidelines that apply to the overall shopping center.
For this outparcel, the site design guidelines would not allow a driveway connection to US 220, reduce the height of
parking lot lights from the 25-foot height allowed by the zoning ordinance to 16 feet and requires that any freestanding
sign on the property be monument style and be constructed with features and materials from the architectural design
guidelines. Additionally, the proffered conditions include a provision for developer to maintain a 30 foot setback for all
site and building improvements along Route 220. The architectural design guidelines required the creations of an
architectural review committee that would be responsible for the review and approval of building styles, exterior
elevations and building colors. The applicant has indicated they have received approval from the architectural review
committee for their architectural plans.
Should the SEP be approved, the project would be subject to a technical site plan review to assure compliance with
all zoning ordinance requirements, proffers, and any conditions associated with the SEP approval for the car wash.
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2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies future land uses of properties in this area as Commercial.
Commercial: This category designates areas where commercial developments have occurred and where future
commercial developments are encouraged. Public water and sewer is generally available or planned for these areas.
The parcel is also located in the Daleville Town Center Urban Development Area (UDA), as designated by the 2017
amendment to the Comprehensive Plan’s transportation chapter. As stated in Gateway Crossing Area Plan:
The purpose of the UDAs is to encourage compact, mixed-use development in those areas of the county where it is most
appropriate…. Also, concentrating growth and development in these zones may reduce development pressure in other
areas of the county, thus allowing for the preservation of rural character and open space…

TRAFFIC AND VDOT REVIEW
2019 VDOT traffic data for Roanoke Road (US 220) indicates that there is an Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume
of 16,000 vehicles along US 220 from Catawba Road to Trinity Road.
VDOT has reviewed the SEP application and has determined that there will be no adverse impacts to the VDOT right
of way. VDOT also noted that any future expansions or redevelopment of the parcel or installation of an entrance along
a state-maintained road will require VDOT review, approval, and permitting.

FIRE AND RESCUE
Troutville Fire and Rescue is 3.5 miles away from the proposed development.

UTILITIES
The property is served by public water and sewer.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Staff has received no comments to date.

SUGGESTED CONDITIONS
Per the zoning ordinance, the Planning Commission can recommend to the Board any conditions they deem
appropriate and necessary to mitigate any impacts related to the development of this use.
If approved, staff suggests consideration of the following conditions:
1.

The development of the property shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the improvements
shown on the concept plan titled Layout for TM#101(17)7 Orchard Marketplace Car Wash, prepared by Perkins
& Orrison and dated January 3, 2022.

2.

The car wash building shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the building elevations shown on
the building elevations titled Road Runner Express and drawn by Thomas Builders of Virginia Inc.

3.

The SEP approval shall not exempt the use from meeting the requirements of the Botetourt
County Noise Ordinance.

4.

All other specifications and general provisions shall be met as required by the Botetourt County Zoning
Ordinance and in no instance shall the zoning conditions exempt a project from any local, state or federal
development requirements, except where allowed by the Zoning Ordinance.
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DRAFT MOTIONS
APPROVAL
I move that the special exception permit for a car wash on the property of New Orchard Marketplace, LLC
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval with the conditions included
in the background report prepared by staff // OR approval subject to the following conditions:
1. (list conditions if modified)
2. ….
This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the Zoning Ordinance
have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, general welfare
and is good zoning practice.

DENIAL
I move that the special exception permit for a car wash on the property of New Orchard Marketplace, LLC
be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of denial. Based upon Zoning Ordinance
Section 25-583 the following items have not been satisfied:
1.
2. (list findings/reasons for denial)
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Zoning Map Amendment Application and
Special Exception Permit Application

Botetourt County Community Development Planning & Zoning
57 S. Center Drive, Daleville, VA 24083
P: 540.928.2080
E: planning@botetourtva.gov

Date: 12/27/2021
To the Botetourt County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, I/We request to:
(Please check all that apply to your request)
Rezoning
Special Exception Permit(s)
Change in Proffers or Conditions
Commission Permit (15.2-2232)
Property Owner Information
Property Owner Name: NEW ORCHARD MARKETPLACE LLC C/O NEW LINK MGMT GROUP Phone #:
Mailing Address, with zip code:

Email:

PO BOX 17710 RICHMOND, VA 232267710
Property and Owner Information (if additional owners)
Name:

Phone #:

Mailing Address with zip code:

Email:

Property Information – Include GIS-quality map showing affected area, current zoning and proposed request
Physical Address of Property:
Town:
Zip:

MARKET CENTER WAY VA

Tax Map Number(s): 101(17)7
ORCHARD MARKETPLACE TRACT C

Instrument Number or Deed Book/Page #:

This property is currently served by: Well

31098
Septic

Total Acreage:

1.466

Magisterial District:

Proposed zoning:

SC

24083

State Route #: Rt 20

Legal Description or Subdivision Name:

Existing zoning:

Daleville

Acreage for request:
1.466

AMSTERDAM

Proposed Special
Exception Permit: Car Wash
Public or Community Water
Public sewer

SC

If request is approved by Board of Supervisors, this property will be served by: Well
Public or Community Water
Public sewer
Proposed Land Use:

Septic

Car Wash

Does this request need a state-maintained road(s)? If yes, please check the Commission Permit box above.
Does this request need a private road(s) in the Residential, R-3 or R-4 Use Districts? If yes, please check the Commission Permit
and Special Exception Permit boxes above.
Does this request meet the Comprehensive Plan: Yes
No
Please note the category shown on the Future Land Use Map.
The current site is in the Commercial area of the Future Land Use Map. With adequate roads, water and sewer services, this lot and use complies with the Commercial definition.

Please explain the reason for this request:

This SEP request is for a car wash to be constructed on this
property. This is in a high traffic, highly dense residential area.
This service is beneficial for the residents and customers coming
to this area. We believe this will be a benefit to the community.

Statement of Justification: (a separate page may be used): Please explain why this project is requested. Also, how the proposed project
will affect this property and adjoining properties. Include hours of operation, outdoor lighting, buffering, proposed proffers, effects on
public services such as water and sewer, roads, schools, parks and recreation, fire and rescue, with any other relevant information.

Botetourt County Community Development
Application for Zoning Map Amendment Application, Special Exception Permit, and Commission Permit Application
www.botetourtva.gov

17 W. Nelson Street
Lexington, Virginia 24450

317 Brook Park Place
Forest, Virginia 24551

540-464-9001

434-525-5985

pno@perkins-orrison.com
December 30, 2021
Nicole Pendleton
Director of Community Development
57 S. Center Drive
Daleville, VA 24083
RE:

Special Exception Permit Statement of Intent
Tax Map 101(17)7 – for a Car Wash Use

Dear Ms. Pendleton
On behalf of the owner and developer, I offer this letter as a narrative or description of the
project. This request is for a Car Wash use on the above-referenced property. The current
property is zoned SC and is shown as Commercial on the Future Land Use Map.
By the Zoning Ordinance, a car wash is a permissible use by special exception. This location is
ideal for this use, as the property has a relatively high population density around it, with
apartments and townhouses nearby, as well it is in a high traffic area. With the higher density
residential, service businesses, such as this car wash, become essential to living in these areas.
The site has adequate vehicular access, as well as adequate access to water and sewer
infrastructure. The site currently has a stormwater detention facility for the shopping center
adjacent to it. We will assure that current stormwater regulations are met for both quality and
quantity during the design process.
This plan adheres to the requirements of the existing subdivision plat for the Orchard
Marketplace Shopping Center. The plan also is intended to follow the Botetourt County Zoning
Ordinance for commercial developments in the SC zone.
It is our understanding that the previous development included a traffic study that captured traffic
from this parcel. No additional traffic information is provided at this time.
Should you have any questions regarding this information, please let me know.
Sincerely,

Norman B. Walton, Jr., P.E.
Perkins & Orrison, Inc.

317 BROOK PARK PLACE, FOREST, VIRGINIA 24551
PHONE: 434-525-5985 FAX: 434-525-5986
EMAIL: pno@perkins-orrison.com
17 W. NELSON STREET LEXINGTON, VIRGINIA 24450
PHONE: 540-464-9001 FAX: 540-464-5009
EMAIL: PNO@PERKINS-ORRISON.COM
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STEPHEN C. BRICH, P.E.
COMMISSIONER

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
714 South Broad Street
Salem, VA 24153

January 7, 2022
Ms. Nicole Pendleton
Director of Community Development
57 S. Center Drive
Daleville, VA 24083
RE:

Planning Commission Request
Special Exception – Car Wash Use in SC
Botetourt County
Route 1191, Marketplace Drive

Dear Ms. Pendleton,
We have reviewed the above-mentioned special exception request and the Department has no
additional comments. It appears from the information provided that construction of a car wash
on this property will not adversely impact the VDOT right of way. Any future expansions or
redevelopment of the parcel or installation of an entrance along a state maintained road will
require VDOT review, approval, and permitting.
Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. Thank you.
Sincerely,

Ashley C. Smith, P.E.
Assistant Resident Engineer/Land Use
VDOT Salem Residency
ckb/
www.VirginiaDOT.org
WE KEEP VIRGINIA MOVING
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Gateway Crossing Overlay

TO:

Mr. Sam Foster, Chairman, Planning Commission
Members, Planning Commission

C:

Gary Larrowe, County Administrator
David Moorman, Deputy County Administrator
Mike Lockaby, County Attorney

FROM:

Jon McCoy, CZO

THRU:

Nicole Pendleton, Director of Community Development

DATE:

March 14, 2022

SUBJECT:

Gateway Crossing Overlay

March 2022

Overview
The Department of Community Development has developed draft text for an overlay in the Gateway
Crossing area. The purpose of the overlay is to support the Urban Development Area goals and plan
implementation to create a walkable, pedestrian-friendly streetscape in designated areas that support
a mixture of land uses and cultivate a “sense of place.” The overlay will also provide more flexibility for
redevelopment and establishes standards and criteria for development.

Agenda
The March 14 meeting will focus on reviewing the Gateway Crossing Overlay development process and
an overview of the standards contained therein.
1.

Development Process

2. Standards Overview
3. Action

Development Process
•

2015: The County developed the Exit 150 study, which created a vision for the area and studied
market potential.

•

2016: The Gateway Crossing Area Plan translated this vision into a comprehensive plan
amendment which created a revised future land use map and established two Urban
Development Areas.

Gateway Crossing Overlay
March 2022
• 2017: Staff worked with consultants to support implementation of the Gateway Crossing Plan
by establishing an overlay district and supporting voluntary design guidelines.
•

2018: Staff and consultants presented the Gateway Crossing Overlay district to stakeholders.

•

2019: Staff held additional meetings with stakeholders to finalize the design guidelines and
overlay text.

•

2021/2022: Staff made final edits to the overlay text.

Standards Overview
The following is a brief overview of the standards contained within the overlay draft text. The
information is organized by section title.

Purpose
The Gateway Crossing Overlay District is established to support the vision of the Gateway Crossing
Area Plan by providing standards for development and redevelopment in the Gateway Crossing Area
to create a walkable, mixed-use district that is an economic hub and an attractive gateway to the
county.

Subdistricts Distinguished

The Gateway Crossing Overlay District is divided into three subdistricts to allow flexibility across the
entire district. A map of the three districts is provided in the packet materials.
•

The Residential Subdistrict is intended to provide a mixed density of residential uses, promoting
walkability and neighborhood-scale commercial uses.

•

The Community Business Subdistrict is intended to provide a range of business and residential
uses. The focus for this district is to meet local needs and not to be a significant draw for
travelers.

•

The Interstate Business Subdistrict is intended to provide a combination of service-oriented
commercial uses and is designed to be compatible with the goals of a walkable district with a
mixture of uses.

Additional Standards

The Overlay District standards apply in addition to the underlying base zoning districts. In the event of
a conflict between standards, the Overlay District standards are the prevailing standards.

Uses
The Overlay text allows a range of uses across the subdistricts. The following is an overview of the
allowed uses:
•

The Residential Subdistrict allows B-1 commercial uses up to 2,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area and
residential uses as allowed by-right in the R-4 zoning district.

•

The Community Business Subdistrict allows commercial uses as allowed in the B-1 and B-2
zoning districts, mixed-use dwellings, and residential uses as allowed in the R-4 zoning district.

•

The Interstate Business Subdistrict allows commercial uses as allowed in the B-2 district, as well
as restaurants, conference centers, theatres, and mixed-use dwellings. Residential uses,
convenience stores, and large format retail sales will be allowed by SEP.

Lot and Building Requirements
The Overlay Text utilizes the existing lot and building standards found in the zoning ordinance. The
following is an overview of the standards:
•

Organized by residential uses and non-residential uses, as defined in the ordinance.
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• Required side and rear setback distance is identified as it applies to the abutting zone.
•

Maximum floor area requirements are abolished in the Overlay District.

•

Principal buildings facing a public right of way to install an entryway adjoining the public right of
way

•

Transparent windows and doors are required to cover at least 20 percent of the building façade
facing a public street

•

Building height can be increase up to 60 feet by SEP in the Residential and Community Business
Subdistricts and is allowed by-right in the Interstate Business Subdistrict.

Streets, Blocks, and Sidewalks
This section is intended to provide standards to achieve walkability and create a pedestrian-oriented
location. Streets are required to be designed in accordance with the Gateway Crossing Area
Streetscape Plan and to be connected with existing streets and planned streets. Blocks are required to
be no greater than 750 feet between intersections. Additionally, sidewalks are required in all
developments unless waived by the Zoning Administrator over topographical concerns.

Parking
Parking minimums are reduced by 10 percent in all subdistricts and on-street parking immediately
adjacent to the parcel may count towards this requirement. Regulations also prohibit drive-through
facilities between the building and public right-of-way. Bicycle parking requirements are included as
well.

Signs
Signage must comply with the existing requirements, however, there is no square footage maximum.
Rather, maximum signage is regulated by each type of sign that is scaled to building or road frontages.

Design Guidelines

Voluntary design guidelines are included with the Overlay District text. These design guidelines are
intended to support the goals of the Overlay by promoting consistent design elements across
development. The design guidelines provide standards for building placement, architecture and design
elements, spaces for pedestrian gathering including outdoor seating and sidewalks, signage, and
residential development. These guidelines will provide developers with an understanding of the
expectation for development in the overlay district.

Action
Members of the Planning Commission are asked to review the standards and design guidelines of the
proposed Gateway Overlay District and provide comments and suggestions. The amendments were
previously authorized for public hearing and can be presented for adoption pending public hearing
notice.
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Gateway Crossing Overlay District
Sec. x.1. – Purpose
The Gateway Crossing Overlay District is established to provide additional standards for
development and redevelopment in the Gateway Crossing Area to create a walkable,
mixed-use district that is an economic hub and an attractive gateway for the county by:
1) Maintaining rural areas of the County by encouraging growth in the Gateway Crossing
area, in accordance with the Comprehensive Plan and the Gateway Crossing Area
Plan, adopted November 2016;
2) Encouraging efficient use of land and public services;
3) Creating a walkable, human-scaled sense of place through the compact placement
and configuration of buildings, streets, and open spaces;
4) Encouraging the development of a bike and pedestrian-friendly community by
building a network of streets, providing sidewalks and trails, and creating building
facades that promote and support an active pedestrian environment.
5) Creating a network of connected streets to provide an alternative to Route 220 for
local travel within the Gateway Crossing Overlay area and to reduce the number of
access points needed on state highways;
6) Encouraging higher density development in areas surrounding the Exit 150
interchange of Interstate 81 (I-81), where services and infrastructure are available to
support it;
7) Encouraging the construction of housing near employment opportunities and
community services;
8) Encouraging a mix of land uses that offers opportunity for people to work, shop, and
use services near their homes;
9) Enabling and encouraging implementation of the Gateway Crossing Area Plan and the
Comprehensive Plan, and;
10) Creating opportunities for selective integration of large footprint commercial and/or
employment centers in locations that are compatible with the scale and mix of uses.

Sec. x.2. – Applicability
The requirements of the Gateway Crossing Overlay District apply to all parcels within the
Gateway Crossing Overlay District as shown on the official zoning map.

Sec. x.3. – Subdistricts Distinguished
The Gateway Crossing Overlay District shall be comprised of three subdistricts, each with
unique development standards. The subdistricts comprising the Gateway Crossing
Overlay District include:
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1) Gateway Crossing Residential Subdistrict. This subdistrict is established in the portion
of the Gateway Crossing Overlay District northwest of I-81 as depicted on the official
zoning map. It is characterized by the following land use design principles, as
identified in the Gateway Crossing Small Area Plan:
a. A combination of mixed density residential uses, including single-family homes, as
well as apartments and townhomes as specified in the High Density Residential R4 Zoning Use District.
b. A walkable community design and complementary, neighborhood-scale
commercial uses.
2) Gateway Crossing Community Business Subdistrict. This subdistrict is established in the
portion of the Gateway Crossing Overlay District both northwest of I-81 and along U.S.
Route 220 approaching the Daleville Town Center Urban Development Area (UDA) as
depicted on the official zoning map. It is characterized by the following land use
design principles, as identified in the Gateway Crossing Small Area Plan:
a. A range of uses, which may include a mix of small-scale retail shops, offices, civic
spaces, neighborhood parks, mixed-use dwellings, or other uses to meet local
needs, as listed for the subdistrict.
b. More than 50 percent of the developed space by square feet dedicated for
business, commercial, or office uses per parcel.
c. High density residential uses, as specified in the High Density Residential R-4
Zoning Use District
3) Gateway Crossing Interstate Business. This subdistrict is established in the portion of
the Gateway Crossing Overlay District east of I-81 as depicted on the official zoning
map. It is characterized by the following land use design principles, as identified in the
Gateway Crossing Small Area Plan:
a. A combination of service-oriented commercial uses, including hospitality, lodging,
retail, and office designed to be compatible with the goals of a walkable district
with a mixture of uses.
b. At least 70 percent of the developed space by square feet should be for business,
commercial, or office uses per parcel.

Sec x.4. – Additional Standards
The standards of the Gateway Crossing Overlay District shall apply in addition to the
standards of the underlying base zoning district. If there is a conflict between the Gateway
Crossing Overlay District requirements and other requirements of the zoning ordinance,
the subdivision ordinance, or other applicable County regulations, the Gateway Crossing
Overlay District requirements shall apply as the standards, unless they conflict with state
or federal regulations.

Page 2 of 9

Sec. x.5 – Uses
Any permitted or special exception use shall continue to be allowed per the underlying
zoning use district, unless otherwise prohibited below. Additional permitted or special
exception uses shall be allowed within each subdistrict as listed below.
1) Gateway Crossing Residential Subdistrict
a. Uses permitted by right
1.

Commercial uses, as allowed by right in the Business B-1 Zoning Use District,
not exceeding a gross floor area of 2,000 square feet

2. Dwelling, single family detached, as allowed by right in §25-162. – Permitted
Uses.
3. Dwelling, single family attached, as allowed by right in §25-168 – Permitted
Uses.
4. Dwelling, multi-family, as allowed by right in §25-168 – Permitted Uses.
5. Dwelling, mixed use
6. Civic uses
7. Farmers market
8. Greenways and trails
9. Brewpub
10. Commuter park and ride lots
11. Home occupation, subject to the standards of §25-435
b. Uses permitted by Special Exception
1.

Dwelling, single family attached, as allowed by special exception in the High
Density Residential R-4 Zoning Use District

2. Dwelling, multi-family, as allowed by special exception in the High Density
Residential R-4 Zoning Use District
c. Uses prohibited in Gateway Crossing Residential Subdistrict
1.

Drive-through facilities

2. Convenience stores
2) Gateway Crossing Community Business Subdistrict
a. Uses permitted by right
1.

Commercial uses, as allowed in the Business B-1 and B-2 Zoning Use Districts.

2. Dwelling, mixed use
3. Dwelling, multi-family, as allowed by right in the High Density Residential R-4
Zoning Use District
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4. Dwelling, single family attached, as allowed by right in the High Density
Residential R-4 Zoning Use District
5. Civic uses
6. Farmers market
7. Greenways and trails
8. Brewpub
9. Microbrewery
10. Commuter park and ride lots
11. Home occupation, subject to standards of §25-435
b. Uses permitted by special exception
1.

Dwelling, single family attached, as allowed by special exception in the High
Density Residential R-4 Zoning Use District

2. Dwelling, multi-family, as allowed by special exception in the High Density
Residential R-4 Zoning Use District
c. Prohibited uses
1.

Upholstery shops

2. Service stations
3. Vehicle repair, light
4. Flea markets
5. Animal hospital with exterior runs
3) Gateway Crossing Interstate Business Subdistrict
a. Uses permitted by right
1.

Commercial uses, as allowed by right in the Business B-2 Zoning Use District

2. Conference center
3. Theatre, indoor
4. Restaurants, including
establishments.
5. Hospitals
6. Farmers market
7. Greenways and trails
8. Brewpub
9. Microbrewery
10. Dwelling, mixed use
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full-service,

limited-service,

and/or

drive-in

b. Uses permitted by special exception
1.

Dwelling, single family attached, as allowed by right in the High Density
Residential R-4 Zoning Use District

2. Dwelling, multi-family, as allowed by special exception in the High Density
Residential R-4 Zoning Use District
3. Convenience stores
4. Retail sales, large format
c. Prohibited
1.

Trailer, motorcycle, recreational vehicles, modular homes and mobile home
sales, and rental, including towing service and auto salvage or junk operations

2. Lumber and building supplies sales
3. Plumbing supplies storage
4. Minor manufacture of musical instruments, toys, novelties and rubber and
metal stamps

Sec x.5. – Lot and Building Requirements
1) Residential use requirements. The following requirements shall apply to the specified
subdistricts within the Gateway Crossing Overlay District.
a. Gateway Crossing Residential Subdistrict.
1.

The residential lot and building requirement in the Medium Density Residential
R-3 Zoning Use District apply to all single-family detached dwellings.

2. The residential lot and building requirements in High Density Residential
District R-4 Zoning Use District shall apply to apply to all other residential uses.
3. Dwelling, mixed use shall comply with non-residential setback requirements.
b. Gateway Crossing Community Business Subdistrict.
1.

The residential lot and building requirements in the High Density Residential
District R-4 Zoning Use District shall apply.

2. Dwelling, mixed use shall comply with non-residential setback requirements.
c. Gateway Crossing Interstate Business Subdistrict
1.

The residential lot and building requirements in the High Density Residential
District R-4 Zoning Use District shall apply.

2. Dwelling, mixed use shall comply with non-residential setback requirements.
2) Non-residential use requirements. The following requirements shall apply to all
subdistricts in the Gateway Crossing Overlay District, except as specified herein.
a. Minimum front building setback. If any of the following standards are met, the
building setback shall be 25 feet; if none of these standards are met, the building
setback shall be 80 feet plus the distance covered by impervious surfaces:
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1.

Parking and drives are located in the side or rear yards, or;

2. In addition to parking area landscaping and screening requirements, an
additional row of evergreen shrubs shall be placed between parking areas and
the front property lines. Planted evergreen shrubs shall have a minimum height
of 24” at the time of planting and have a minimum mature height of 48” spaced
such that the shrubs will touch at maturity.
b. The following side and rear yard setbacks for commercial uses shall apply to the
specified subdistricts within the Gateway Crossing Overlay District:
District

Abutting Zone

Side & Rear Setback
Distance

Gateway Crossing Residential
Subdistrict

Non-Residential

10 feet

Residential

25 feet

Gateway Crossing Community
Business Subdistrict

Non-Residential

10 feet

Residential

25 feet

Gateway Crossing Interstate
Business Subdistrict

Non-Residential
Residential

10 feet

c. Maximum Densities. There shall be no floor area ratio (FAR) requirement in the
Gateway Crossing Overlay District.
d. Entrance. Any new principal building whose exterior facades face a public right of
way, and constructed after the effective date of this Ordinance, shall install a
pedestrian entryway opening onto at least one adjoining public right of way.
Corner entrances adjacent to a right of way are considered to meet this
requirement. Access from the adjoining public sidewalk, street right-of-way or
driveway to the principal structure shall be paved. Pavement surfaces shall consist
of asphalt, concrete, brick, or pervious paving surfaces.
e. Windows and Doors. Where there is a building façade facing a park or street, the
façade shall contain transparent windows or door openings covering a minimum
of 20 percent to a maximum of 70 percent of the wall area on all floors of the
building.
f.

Maximum height of buildings and structures.
1.

Gateway Crossing Residential Subdistrict and Gateway Crossing Community
Business Subdistricts. 45 feet, up to 60 feet by SEP.

2. Gateway Crossing Interstate Business Subdistrict. Up to 60 feet.

Sec x.6. – Streets, Blocks, and Sidewalks.
The following standards for streets, blocks, and sidewalks shall apply within the Gateway
Crossing Overlay District. These standards are intended to meet the walkability and
multimodal vision for the Gateway Crossing Overlay District.
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1) Street requirements.
a. All new roads or streets within the Gateway Crossing Overlay District shall be
public and constructed to VDOT standards for the acceptance into the State
maintenance system.
b. All new roads or streets shall be designed in accordance with the Gateway
Crossing Area Streetscape Plan.
c. New roads and streets shall connect with existing streets and planned streets, as
shown on the Gateway Crossing Future Land Use Map and Connectivity Plan.
d. All new roads or streets shall incorporate the street hierarchy and complete streets
elements as depicted in the Gateway Crossing Area Plan. A waiver may be granted
at the sole discretion of the Zoning Administrator where the topography or other
conditions of the land are such that the required improvements would not be
necessary to achieve the purposes of this section. Approval of such waivers must
also adhere to the requirements of Virginia Code §15.2-2286.4.
2) Block requirements.
a. Block lengths should not exceed 750 feet between public intersections.
3) Sidewalk requirements.
a. Sidewalks shall be installed along the property frontage on any public street or
road for all new development to achieve connectivity to adjoining sites. Required
sidewalks shall be a minimum of five feet in width.
1.

Where the construction of a required sidewalk is not feasible due to
topography, an administrative waiver may be granted under the sole discretion
of the Zoning Administrator. In any such case the Zoning Administrator may
attach conditions to any waiver or modification in order to assure that the
results will be in accordance with the purpose and intent of this section and
other relevant sections of this chapter.

b. Sidewalks constructed within the VDOT maintained right of way shall be
constructed per VDOT Road and Bridge Standards to be accepted into the State
maintenance system.
c. For renovations and/or expansions of existing structures, sidewalks are required if
the addition exceeds 15 percent of the Gross Floor Area (GFA).

Sec. x.7. – Access Management
All entrances onto streets and roads in the Gateway Crossing Overlay District must
comply with the VDOT commercial entrance permit requirements. Except where explicitly
prohibited by the terms of the VDOT entrance permit, all lots fronting on a state road in
the Gateway Crossing Overlay District shall have no more than one entrance per street or
road
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Sec. x.8. – Parking
The parking requirements of §25-471 through §25-475 shall apply except as modified
herein.
1) Minimum parking requirement. The parking requirements of Sec. 25-473. – Required
off-street parking and loading spaces shall be reduced by 10 percent.
a. On-street parking, immediately adjacent to the parcel and where permitted, may
count towards the parking requirement.
2) No greater than two rows of off-street parking shall be provided in the front yard of
the lot except for single- and two-family dwellings.
3) Drive-through facilities are prohibited between the building and the public right of
way.
4) Bicycle parking requirements.
a. Whenever a use requires 10 or greater parking spaces, permanent anchored
bicycle racks shall be provided within 200 feet of the primary visitor’s entrance.
b. The bicycle capacity of the racks must equal 5 percent of all required off-street
vehicle parking as established in Sec. 25-473. – Required off-street parking and
loading spaces.
c. There shall be a minimum of one rack with capacity for two bicycles.

Sec. x. 9 – Landscaping, Buffering, and Screening
The requirements of Article IV, Division 4 – Landscaping, Buffering, and Screening. shall
apply to all developments in the Gateway Crossing Overlay District.

Sec. x. 10 – Signs.
All signs requiring a permit in accordance with Article IV, Division 2 – Signs must comply
with the signage requirements of that Division except that there shall be no square
footage maximums per lot as stated in §25-462(a).

Sec. 25-601. Definitions.
Brewpub: A restaurant that sells beer or cider brewed on the premises in accordance with
the requirements of the Virginia Alcoholic Beverage Control Authority.
Commuter Park and Ride Lots: Parking lots with public transport connections that allow
commuters to leave their vehicles and transfer to a bus, rail system, or carpool for the
remainder of the journey.
Farmers Market: A building, structure or place used by a group of farmers or producers to
conduct an open air sale of locally or regionally produced agricultural, horticultural, or
aquacultural produce, such as vegetables, fruit, herbs, grains, mushrooms, flowers,
potted or bedding plants, honey, meat, dairy, eggs, fish, or shellfish, directly to the public
on a regular basis. Handcrafted products (such as wooden furniture or textiles), value
added products (such as jam, beeswax candles) or other handmade food products (such
as baked goods and prepared foods) may be sold, but the total sum of vendors of these
goods may not comprise the majority of the vendors. All products offered for sale are to
Page 8 of 9

be grown, raised or produced, at least in part, by the vendors; the resale of products is not
permitted. For purposes of this definition, value added items shall include items that are
derived from or contain a main ingredient from the agricultural or horticultural produce
on sale at the farmers market. The following uses are not included in the definition of a
"farmers market:" 1) a roadside stand; 2) special outdoor events as regulated by this
ordinance; 3) flea markets as defined in this ordinance; 4) yards sales as regulated by this
ordinance; and 5) auctions.
Greenways and Trails: Any natural or landscaped corridor for pedestrian or bicycle
passage, managed for conservation, recreation, and/or alternative transportation.
Microbrewery: A facility for the production and packaging of beer or cider for distribution,
retail, or wholesale, on or off premise, with a capacity of not more than fifteen thousand
(15,000) barrels per year. The development may include other uses such as a standard
restaurant, bar or live entertainment as otherwise permitted in the zoning district.
Service Station: Any building, structure, or land used primarily for the dispersal, sale, or
offering for sale of automotive fuels, oils, automobiles and replacement or installation of
minor parts and accessories, but not including major repair work, such as motor
replacement or rebuilding, body and fender repair, or painting.
Upholstery Shop: A business that repairs and replaces upholstery to household and office
furnishings; does not include motor vehicle upholstering or repair.
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Background and Overview
Gateway Crossing is the front door to Botetourt County. It is where three major routes – U.S. 220,
U.S. 11, and Interstate 81 – come together, and is also a key passage between ridges for the
world famous Appalachian Trail.
The Virginia Department of Transportation recently completed the Exit 150 Improvement Project.
This project was designed to improve safety and traffic flow along U.S. routes 220 and 11. It also
improved access to land for new development.
In 2016, the county adopted the Gateway Crossing Area Plan, which envisions how the land around
the interchange may develop over time. The purpose of this area plan is to clarify the county’s
preferred vision for the Gateway Crossing district and to establish policy for future development
of the area so that the vision may be realized.
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Following adoption of the Gateway
Crossing Area Plan, staff translated
the vision into zoning code language,
creating an overlay zone. Overlay
zones are a regulatory tool that create
a special zoning district, placed over
existing base zoning. The overlay will
provide additional standards for
development and redevelopment in
the Gateway Crossing Area, while
providing
more
flexibility
to
landowners.

D

These design guidelines supplement
the zoning code by demonstrating the
collective vision for new development
and redevelopment in the Gateway
Crossing Overlay. They address
specific architectural and site elements
that
contribute
to
memorable
neighborhoods
and
shopping
experiences for County residents and
visitors alike.
The design guidelines are intended to
support the overall goals of the
Gateway Crossing Overlay by
promoting consistent design elements
that honor the history of Botetourt,
while embracing a future with a strong
sense of place.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines

The Gateway Crossing Overlay encompasses the entire area
outlined in red. Any parcel located within the boundaries of the
overlay is subject to the zoning overlay code and design guidance.

Background and Overview
This document provides reference photographs and images that address:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Building placement
Architecture and design elements
Gathering spaces
Signage
Residential Development

D
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Whether you have been working in Botetourt for years, or are creating your first project, we hope
this document serves as a point of reference. We are excited to work together to achieve the
ambitious vision for Gateway Crossing.

Exit 150 Interchange Redesign 2018

Botetourt County Design Guidelines

Photo Credit:
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#1 Building Placement

Willow Creek, California

ft

The arrangement of buildings contributes significantly to the experience of the public realm. They help to define
and frame the streetscape, creating a more pedestrian oriented environment.

AFTER

D

BEFORE

This concept can be applied in residential settings as well.
In this example, private driveways and garages are
located to the rear of the property, while sidewalks and
front porches create opportunities to interact with
neighbors.

ra

Frame and define the street by placing buildings closer
to the property line, with parking located in the rear or
side. Buildings placed close to the street help create a
sense of place.

Orlando, Florida

Hardee’s, Troutville Virginia

Hardee’s, Troutville Virginia

Much of the overlay area is already developed, which presents unique challenges and opportunities. When applying
the building placement principles to this commercial corner, a redevelopment scenario could increase the commercial
square footage, while maintaining ample parking to the rear. Existing sidewalks would be extended the full length of
road frontage and street trees would provide shade and character at the street level.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#1 Building Placement
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The below diagram presents several different building placement layouts.

C. Buildings should come closer to the street frontage
with the parking located behind.
D. Longer blocks should accommodate a designated
pedestrian path through the block, defined by
trees and sidewalk pavers or finishes that
distinguish the path from the parking areas.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines

A. Buildings should emphasize street corners and
intersections with greater articulation in height,
more refined exterior finishes, less setback from
the corner, or all of the above.
B. Where possible, buildings should take advantage
of southern exposure by planning for paved
and/or landscaped plaza areas with shade
structures, seating and other landscaped elements.
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#1 Building Placement
The highly visible intersections along Route 220, Cloverdale Road and Route 11/Lee Highway should have
architectural massing that reinforces the intersection with more vertical architecture and gateway elements that
announce entries into commercial development. New development should be designed with a pedestrian
orientation that will foster a vital and active street life while creating an overall positive image for the County.
Buildings provide visual interest to pedestrians and serve as attractive backgrounds for public open spaces; and
the ground floor designs activate the street and enrich the pedestrian environment.

AFTER
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BEFORE

C

D

B

A

D

Before and after visual at intersection of Route 220 and Route 11
A.
B.
C.
D.

Building is placed closer to the street.
Brick veneer and outdoor seating is placed in street view.
Entries into a development are articulated with taller buildings and roof designs.
Sidewalks accommodate seating and street trees.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#2 Architecture and Design Elements
As we look towards the future of Gateway Crossing, we are seeking cohesion. We do not expect all buildings
to look the same, but we should seek to incorporate common building materials that contribute to the overall
character and feel of the area.
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There is a rich variety of building materials and textures found throughout Botetourt. In order to strengthen the
traditional image of the County and honor its colonial history, the selection of building materials and textures for
new commercial buildings should be compatible with, and complement, the brick, wood or stone present
throughout the County and its towns

In the above photo, the building on the right is a historic
structure in Daleville (currently home to Remax). The new
building on the left paid homage to the historic nature by
mimicking the stone design and building form.

D

The home of First Citizens Bank in Daleville incorporates
elements of colonial architecture, primarily the brick and
columns. Pilasters, shallow decorative columns, are
common building features from that period.

The Food Lion Store, located in Orchard Marketplace,
successfully combined brick with modern window frames,
signage and metal accents that frame the primary
entrance.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines

The Daleville Town Center combines brick and EIFS, which
helps break up the two story commercial building.
Architecture elements such as awnings and canopies add
human scale to the streetscape and are encouraged.
5

#2 Architecture and Design Elements
The texture and variation of building materials can add visual interest, especially at the pedestrian scale.
A.
B.
C.
D.

Davita Kidney Care has visual breaks in the facade through variation in the brick pattern and color.
Carilion Clinic Family Medicine combines brick and siding in contrasting shades.
Many buildings in the commercial core of Fincastle vary brick patterns to add visual interest to the façade.
Daleville Town Center apartments successfully break up a block of apartments by utilizing different brick colors
and patterns to create the illusion of different buildings.
A

D

D

C
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B
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#2 Architecture and Design Elements
Roofs should be designed using a combination of the following elements:

This Food Lion store in Daleville has more of a
neighborhood character with the sloping roof and
brick façade.
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When designing new commercial buildings, respect
the character of roof types in the immediate areas
around the new construction. Many existing
buildings utilize gable roof forms with metal or
composition shingle.

The materials and color palette of buildings and
rooftops can also complement the natural foliage
and landforms of Botetourt. The muted colors and
sloping roofline of the Botetourt YMCA help it to
blend in with the mountain backdrop.

A parapet is a low wall along the edge of a roof
or balcony. Parapets provide fire protection,
wind-uplift resistance, and aesthetic benefits.

The parapet treatment at Daleville Town Center
serves to break up and define a block of
apartments.

D

Although the roofline of the below development
obstructs the mountain View, the shape and form of
the roof closely mimics that of the mountain range in
the background. From a distance, it almost appears
to be a part of the mountain.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#2 Architecture and Design Elements
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Larger developments should be modulated, where possible, every 50 to 100 feet, by increasing the height at the
corner ends, enhancing exterior finishes, and utilizing varying setbacks to create visual breaks.

New Town, Virginia

Suwanee, Georgia

Building massing should vary at different intervals, such as
25 feet, 50 feet, etc. with various roof treatments and
complimentary exterior treatments. Individual storefronts
should be clearly defined by architectural elements.

D
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Building massing should emphasize the street corners with
an articulated roof design, and where possible, should be
coordinated with the streetscape design (especially where
masonry is being used).

Jacksonville, Florida

Buckhead Atlanta, Georgia

Corner buildings can be extruded in height, emphasizing
the entry into the site. The towers in the above example are
defined by articulated column design at the corners of the
tower, defining the storefront bays and canopies.

Special attention should be given to the corners of
buildings located at intersections. In this example, the
corner includes an articulated angled roof form with
projected metal roof eave and continuous metal awning
above storefront bays. Uplighting is incorporated into the
roof design for greater effect.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#3 Gathering

The Shops at Stonefield, Charlottesville, Virginia

Sidewalks + Seating

These small spaces provide

ft

Create more points for convergence, destination, events, relaxing and play.
opportunities to come together and engage with the community.

Mini-Parks

In redevelopment scenarios, large green spaces are hard
to create. However, small green spaces can reduce
ambient air temperature, provide resting opportunities,
and break up paved surfaces.

D
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Sidewalks with areas for seating can make a street more
comfortable for pedestrians, encouraging more foot
traffic. Creating spaces for people to rest, linger, and
gather creates valuable retail opportunities.

New Town, Virginia

Charlotte, North Carolina

Blacksburg, Virginia

Outdoor Seating

Farmer’s Market

Outdoor seating activates public and private spaces. It
increases seating capacity and creates an inviting
atmosphere. In a restaurant setting, it is one of the best
forms of onsite advertising, as a passerby can easily see
people enjoying food and beverages from the
establishment.

Farmers markets create a sense of community and help to
build local food economies. When they are not being used
to sell fresh produce, they can serve as a communitygathering place.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#4 Signage
Façade and signage design should be exciting and integrated with lighting.

Portland, Oregon

ft

Landover Hills, Maryland

The storefront system is integrated with a metal canopy,
and wraps the corner at a greater height for emphasis.
The “Amazon” signage is pinned and backlit against the
masonry wall for effect.

D
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Signage can be an integral part of the architectural
design. The extruded roof form is cladded in metal
paneling with downlights on to the extruded signage.

Chestnut Hill, Maryland

Orlando, Florida

Signage can have a three-dimensional quality. Each letter
is a cut metal channel with LED lighting that is attached
onto a steel beam for a three-dimensional effect. The
background wall is textured and lighted for a visual
backdrop.

Exterior finish, lighting and signage can be integrated into
a consistent design. In this example, each storefront bay
contains a storefront display. Metal canopies and signage
are centered with unlighted columns.

Botetourt County Design Guidelines
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#5 Residential Development

Middleton Hills, Madison Wisconsin

ft

Many parts make a neighborhood. Residential streets feel public, and more like open space than traffic ways.
Streets should be a pleasant part of the neighborhood. A great neighborhood has many choices to move on foot,
by bicycle, transit, and auto. A neighborhood has places for people to meet, talk and be neighborly with
gathering places that include parks, plazas, sidewalks, and occasional small shops. Lastly, a great neighborhood
has its own character, shaped by its physical setting, streets, buildings, open spaces, history, and the people who
live in them.

Second story outdoor porch area facing the street. Wood
siding exterior finish, variation in color finish from
consistent palette.

D
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Single-family neighborhood with reduced setback, covered
porch with stone base and wood columns. Variation in color
in consistent palette.

Garden Neighborhood, Austin, Texas

Currie Barracks, Calgary, California

Orlando, Florida

Three-level townhomes with variation in setbacks and in
exterior finish, wood siding and masonry veneer.

Two building types with variation in wood siding and
masonry veneer. All homes have a reduced setback with
a covered porch.
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