SALEMTZ# VA

Planning Commission Meeting
Agenda
Wednesday, April 16, 2025, 7:00 PM

Work Session, 6:00 PM, Council Chambers Conference Room, City Hall, 114 North Broad
Street, Salem, Virginia 24153

Regular Session, 7:00 PM, City Hall, 114 North Broad Street, Salem, Virginia 24153

WORK SESSION

Call to Order

New Business

A. 220 Brand Avenue Rezoning
B. Brand Avenue Townhouse
C. Comprehensive Plan Update

Adjournment
REGULAR SESSION

Call to Order

A. Pledge of Allegiance
Consent Agenda

A. Minutes

1) Consider acceptance of the minutes from the March 12, 2025, work session and
regular meeting.

New Business

A. Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance

Hold public hearing and consider the request of Gwynn Properties, LLC, contract
purchaser, to rezone the property located at 220 Brand Avenue (T/M# 74-2-8) from
HBD Highway Business District with conditions to HBD Highway Business District.
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B. Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance

Hold public hearing and consider the request of Riverland Oaks, LLC, property owner,
to rezone the property located at 19 Carey Avenue (T/M# 83-1-11) from RSF
Residential Single-Family District to RB Residential Business District with proffered

conditions. The petitioner has requested to continue this item to the May 14, 2025,
meeting.

4. Adjournment
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1.

SALEM®#VA

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
Wednesday, March 12, 2025

Work Session, 5:30 PM, Council Chambers Conference Room, City Hall, 114 North

Broad Street, Salem, Virginia 24153

Regular Session, 7:00 PM, City Hall, 114 North Broad Street, Salem, Virginia 24153

WORK SESSION

Call to Order

A work session meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Salem, Virginia,
was held in the Council Chambers Conference Room, City Hall, 114 North Broad
Street, at 5:30 p.m., on Wednesday, March 12, 2025, there being present the following
members of said Commission, to wit: Denise P. King, Reid Garst, Mark Henrickson,
Jackson Beamer and Nathan Routt, constituting a legal quorum, with Chair King,
presiding; together with Christopher J. Dorsey, City Manager and Executive
Secretary, and H. Robert Light, Assistant City Manager and Deputy Executive
Secretary, ex officio members of said Commission; Charles E. Van Allman, Jr.,
Director of Community Development, Mary Ellen Wines, Planning & Zoning
Administrator, Maxwell S. Dillon, Planner, Lisa D. Browning, Codes Compliance
Investigator and Jim H. Guynn, Jr., City Attorney; and the following business was
transacted:

Chair King called to order at 5:30 p.m. and reported that this date, place, and time
had been set in order for the Commission to hold a work session.

Mary Ellen Wines introduced the new Codes Compliance Investigator, Lisa
Browning, to the Planning Commission members.

New Business

A. Comprehensive Plan Update

B. 2381-2383 Roanoke Blvd.

C. 1906 Mill Ln. & 1400 Blk. Penley Blvd.
D. Simms Farm
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3. Adjournment

Chair King adjourned at 6:52 p.m.

REGULAR SESSION

1. Call to Order

A regular meeting of the Planning Commission of the City of Salem, Virginia, was
called to order at 7:00 PM, in the Council Chambers, City Hall, 114 North Broad Street,
on Wednesday, March 12, 2025, there being present the following members to wit:
Denise P. King, Reid Garst, Mark Henrickson, Jackson Beamer; and Nathan Routt,
constituting a legal quorum, with Chair King, presiding; together with Christopher J.
Dorsey, City Manager, and Executive Secretary, H. Robert Light, Assistant City
Manager and Deputy Executive Secretary, ex officio members of said Commission;
Charles E. Van Allman, Jr., Director of Community Development, Mary Ellen Wines,
Planning & Zoning Administrator, Maxwell S. Dillon, Planner, Lisa D. Browning, Codes
Compliance Investigator, and Jim H. Guynn, Jr., City Attorney; and the following
business was transacted:

Chair King reported that this date, place, and time had been set in order for the
Commission to hold the regular meeting.

A. Pledge of Allegiance
2. Consent Agenda
A. Minutes

Consider acceptance of the minutes of the January 15, 2024, work session
and regular meeting.

Chair King asked if there were any corrections or additions to the minutes from
January 15, 2024, work session and regular meeting. No changes were suggested,
and the minutes were accepted as presented.

B. Cancellation of February meeting

Chair King reported that the Commission did not meet in February due to no items
being on the agenda.

3. Old Business

No old business was reported.
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4. New Business
A. Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance

Hold public hearing and consider the request of Cliff Family Trust or
Assigns, Contract Purchaser, to rezone the property located at 2381-2383
Roanoke Boulevard (T/M# 225-2-6.1) from HBD Highway Business District
with Conditions to HBD Highway Business District.

Staff noted that the subject property located at 2381-2383 Roanoke Boulevard (T/M#
225-2-6.1) was rezoned before the current zoning ordinance with a condition on the
property that said it would revert to B-1 should it ever cease to be the Disabled American
Veterans Meeting Hall and Thrift Store. The City of Salem no longer has a zoning district
B-1; therefore, the petitioners have asked to remove that condition and allow the property
to stand as HBD Highway Business District.

Chair King asked if anyone was present to speak on behalf of the applicant. Mr.
Jonathan Martin of 105 Downing Place, Apex, North Carolina 27502 asked to speak on
behalf of the Cliff Family Trust. Mr. Martin stated that he came to the Commission today
as they have a contract to purchase the property which was previously occupied by the
Disabled American Veterans and is currently vacant. As part of their due diligence, it
was learned that there are conditions associated with the property which would prohibit
them from repositioning it into a neighborhood center which would be their goal should
they acquire the property. The conditions in the zoning code are written specifically to
the Disabled American Veterans’ use for the space limiting it to either a thrift store, a
meeting hall or a club. The conditions also mentioned improvements which were
required when they took occupancy. As mentioned, the Disabled American Veterans
have vacated and have been marketing the property. Their hope is that the
Commissioners will consider rezoning the property from HBD Highway Business District
with Conditions to HBD Highway Business District. The applicant stated that they feel
this part of Roanoke Boulevard would benefit from having a neighborhood center. If
there are any questions about the plans or the conceptual design, please let them know
and they will be provided.

Commissioner Henrickson inquired about how many tenant spaces they are hoping to
have.

Mr. Jonathan Martin stated that, at this time, the building consists of 9,000 square feet
total, divided into three 3,000 S.F. suites. Right now, they would leave the building as is
depending on leasing. As part of their work, they would come with formal plans and
upgrade or alter the good majority of the front and exterior, however, he did not know if
they would change the footprint, depending on leasing and what tenants approach them.
If they did, they would come with formal plans.

Commissioner Henrickson asked if they had any prospective tenants at this point.

Page 5 of 67



Mr. Martin stated that they do not, however, the design that was provided is what they
are targeting, but they do not really know until they lease it.

Chair King inquired as to who would be responsible for maintenance of the property, the
owner or the tenants.

Mr. Martin stated it would depend on the lease structure and what is agreed on within
the leases. He would assume there would most likely be a triple-net lease where they
would be responsible for maintaining the property. The applicant would probably do self-
management; however, the tenants would be responsible for maintenance at the
property.

Chair King stated that the concern when inspecting the property was a shed located at
the back which looked like at one point it was probably locked. It was not locked on that
day and the doors were standing open. This is a concern, especially with an owner who
resides out of town and the concern of who would be there to make sure that the property
is maintained.

Mr. Martin stated that within the purchase contract is a condition that the shed and a
couple other sheds actually be removed prior to their closing.

Chair King asked the applicant if they were aware that the business to the east of the
building towards the City of Roanoke is currently parking vehicles on the property.

Mr. Martin stated that he had seen vehicles there, but that he was not sure who they
belonged to. As part of their due diligence, having visited the property a couple of times,
he had seen vehicles there. If the Planning Commission would like, he can certainly
make a request to the current owner to remove them.

Chair King stated that is not a problem for the Planning Commission but did not know if
the applicant understood that they actually belonged to the other business.

The applicant thanked the Commission for letting them know because he did not know
who the vehicles belonged to.

Chair King asked if there was anyone else present to speak on this matter.

Mr. Chris Marlman of 2244 Bainbridge Drive addressed the Commission. Mr. Malman
stated that his property backs up to 2381-2383 Roanoke Blvd. and there have been
several occasions where he has taken care of the upkeep behind the building where
weeds and grass have overgrown. Mr. Malman stated that there has been a lot of activity
in the past that has gone on behind the facility and he has had to call the non-emergency
number several times because people would hang out. In the past, there were people
living there in the Connex containers which have since been removed. The concern is
what type of facility the applicant would like to put there and what would be their
responsibility to the residents living on the backside of the property. He stated that he
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had planted trees which face the backside to try to block some of that activity because
there is traffic that is in and out of the property all the time. Just two weeks prior, alarms
were going off inside of the building and he had to contact whoever was responsible for
selling the building and they contacted people to come and shut off the alarms. The fire
alarms and all kinds of other alarms were going off inside the building. Mr. Malman can
hear them when he is outside on the back porch. It has been an inconvenience for those
living there and he has lived there for probably 12 years. He stated that there were very
few people to get ahold of at that time to try to take care of some of the issues they were
having because the property changed hands quite a few times as far as who was in
charge of the facility. There was trash being dropped back there, people would come
back there, go through all the containers, throw trash on the ground and leave it a mess.
He asked if that would be taken care of with the tenants that are moving in, would the
residents have people to take care of issues if they had them and how to get in touch
with them.

Commissioner Henrickson asked if Mr. Martin would like to address these issues.

Mr. Martin stated that they would be a proactive property manager and would have
landscaping and parking lot sweeping as necessary. Mr. Martin stated that they do not
know which tenants would be occupying the space, however, they see them as service-
oriented tenants that would serve the neighborhood and the campus across the street.
To answer the gentleman’s question, they are a very proactive property management
company and would be on top of those issues.

Chair King asked if the property manager would be located in Salem or in the Roanoke
Valley. She asked if this is someone, if a phone call was made, would be able to be at
the property within a reasonable time.

Mr. Martin responded that he, being based in North Carolina, would be the property
manager. This is his full-time job, however, if the caller felt that it required it and if issues
did pop up, they could hire somebody that could be local. He stated that within a triple-
net lease structure, the tenant is going to be responsible for certain things as far as
maintenance and upkeep specifically. As the manager of the property, they would make
sure there is proper landscaping and maintenance.

Vice-Chair Garst asked about the picture provided that showed potential shops such as
a coffee shop, pet shop, yoga or sandwiches. So, he asked if these will be multiple
businesses. He asked if they would have a triple-net lease with each one of the
businesses.

Mr. Martin responded that each one would be a specific triple-net lease.

Vice-Chair Garst asked who would maintain the entire property.

Mr. Martin responded that the applicant would set up any landscaping or services,
however, the tenant would reimburse them as part of a reconciliation at the end of the
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year for those services. The applicant would do the property management as well, but
they would have local landscaping or whatever services were needed.

Vice-Chair Garst asked if the applicant would be responsible, and if the tenant would be
responsible based on their square footage share or some other measurement.

Mr. Martin responded yes to that question.

Chair King asked to make sure that the purchase contract stated that the shed(s) will be
removed as part of the contract because her concern was the same as the resident on
Bainbridge Drive.

Commissioner Beamer asked if the purchase is contingent upon approval.

Mr. Martin responded that the contract is contingent upon approval.

Commissioner Beamer asked if the Disabled American Veterans had the whole building.
Mr. Martin answered affirmatively.

Chair King asked if there were any further questions or if anyone else was present to
speak on this matter.

The public hearing was closed at 7:12 PM. Chair King asked for questions or
comments from the Planning Commission. Hearing none, she entertained a motion.
Commissioner Routt made a motion to approve the amendment, which was seconded
by Commissioner Beamer. Upon a roll call vote, the same stood as follows:

Mr. Routt — Aye

Mr. Henrickson — Aye
Mr. Beamer — Aye
Mr. Garst — Aye
Chair King — Aye

Chair King explained that the Planning Commission is a research and recommending
body to the City Council. This has been approved with a 5-0 vote and will now go to
City Council. Attendees will need to appear at the City Council meeting when this is
on their agenda. They will be notified once it has been placed on their Agenda.

B. Public Hearing for Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and Special
Exception Permit

Hold public hearing for the request of R. Fralin Development Corp. & Simms
Property, LLC, property owners, to amend rezoning Ordinance #344 and to
amend the Special Exception Permit by removing proffer #4 relating to the
maximum height of 1.5 stories for structures constructed on cluster lots for the
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properties located at 113 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-4), 117 Parker Ln (T/M #273-
3-5), 121 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-6), 125 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-7), 129 Parker
Ln (T/M #273-3-8), 133 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-9), 137 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-
10), 141 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-12), 142 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-11), 134 Parker
Ln (T/M #288-3-9), 130 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-8), 126 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-
7), 122 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-6), 118 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-5), 114 Parker
Ln (T/M #288-3-4), and 211 Diamond Rd, (T/M #272-2-1).

Chair King asked for any comments from Staff. Staff noted the applicant was requesting
the removal of that condition, as Mr. Light had stated, for the two cluster blocks that were
included as part of the original rezoning and special exception permit. The proffers
included on the rezoning are the exact same as the conditions placed on the special
exception permit. Staff has had several inquiries as to what the request was for and did
have one neighbor that contacted staff to voice his concerns over the request.

Chair King opened the public hearing at 7:15 p.m. and asked for the applicant to speak
first.

Mr. Brian McCahill of 5211 S. Concourse Drive, Roanoke, VA 24019, COO of R. P. Fralin
Inc. addressed the Commission. He stated that Gwen Phillips, Operations Manager, is
present as well. She will be delivering a presentation prepared to update the Commission
on progress in the community and explain the rationale for the request and try to answer
questions from the public as well as the Commission. His main comment was to state
that the request is all about meeting market demand. The applicant has no objection to
building the 1.5 story homes that the proffer requires. There are certain lots where they
are finding the market would like to see two story homes. They have had a lot of success,
particularly in Glenvar, with this kind of housing product. They are selling quickly, and he
thinks the applicant can meet the demand in Salem as well if they are able to build
products like that. Gwen Phillips manages their sales and a lot of their home operations.

Gwen Phillips of 5211 S. Concourse Drive, Roanoke, VA 24019 addressed the
Commission, thanking the Commission for consideration of their application. She has
been with the R. P. Fralin organization for about 5 years and was not present at the initial
request. She is the Interim Sales Manager and gets to work with the Property
Management Division on a lot of their customer facing roles within the organization. She
has participated in many requests such as this to provide much needed housing to the
community. Wanting to provide more information about who they are as an organization,
she stated the name is R. P. Fralin Inc. and their mission and values are to provide their
customers and employees with quality and value to their clients with integrity and to foster
an atmosphere where all grow professionally and personally. The organization’s beliefs
are choosing to go positive, they should listen to others’ ideas, thank you goes a long way,
and it is not about them. R. P. Fralin Inc. introduction is they are a regional real estate
developer based in Roanoke, Virginia. They employ approximately 40 employees, and
the breath of their force comes from their subcontractors. They have over 300 workers
by way of their subcontractor activities. They are the builder that employs lots of
companies locally that help to build their product. Their expertise is in real estate
acquisition, land development, home building and luxury apartment communities. They
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have developed over 1,500 residential lots, have built over 2,000 homes, and have built
and retained 10 luxury apartment communities with six under construction. They have
also built and retained a plethora of commercial buildings. They have a diversity of
products and also a diversity of locations so they can offer that as experience. Being
familiar with the Simms master plan, this is an overview of what the full project will
eventually look like, as they work through current and future phases bringing it to the
market. Ms. Phillips stated that their request is simple. When originally rezoned, the
applicant proffered 8 conditions. Since then, they discovered that it would be a benefit to
the market and future citizens to request to remove Proffer #4 which is restricting their
cluster lots to homes with a maximum of 1.5 stories. This request only impacts 31 total
lots of the full master plan. There are 10 unbuilt lots in the current Section 1 that are ready
to go and 20 undeveloped lots in future Sections 3 and 4. In reference to the above stated
presentation, they are looking at 10 in Phase A which is towards the bottom right and then
the full cluster section of Phase E, both circled in purple. In comparing the lots, the
applicant is asking to remove Proffer #4 versus what has been completed in the Simms
Farm community so far, it is a little section indicated on the presentation and what remains
in Section 1 that they can offer to the market soon. In referring to a drone video of what
is currently in the Simms Farm subdivision, she indicated that the video gives a real picture
of what is there. She stated that they are here to speak firsthand that the market really
wants a 2-story home. The market really wants to be able to move their family and have
that extra space to grow. They have found the market that 2 story family homes typically
serve is underserved, but not to the exclusion of what they are currently building. They
are still able to build the 1.5 story plan but would like to offer the 2 story plans. In summary,
she stated that removing Proffer #4 enhances their ability to serve the market demand.
She provided an overview of some of the plans that would be proposed to meet the lot
conditions. They are looking at 1,800 to 2,000 S.F. on basements with about 900 S.F.
available to finish or storage space, depending on the need. Most are going to contain 4
bedrooms and 2.5 baths.

Vice-Chair Garst questioned whether the market needs are not being met as it seemed
like they were selling the 1.5 story houses.

Ms. Phillips stated that the 1.5-story homes are selling by default because it is a location
that they want but is not as much space as preferred.

Vice-Chair Garst asked how many 2 stories are going to be built outside of the cluster.
Ms. Phillips did not have the number.

Vice-Chair Garst asked if this is 170 give or take units.

Commissioner Henrickson responded 140+.

Mr. McCahill stated that it would be a 50/50 mix. A lot depends on the topography of those
sections, so lots that are relatively flat, they build 1 to 1.5 story homes. Most folks that
buy those homes do not want steps or storage space in the basement. Lots that are
sloping would take on 2 story homes. Within the cluster lot, the applicant is still designing
the future sections, but he can state that 3, 4 or maybe 5 of the remaining Section 1 lots
could be 2 stories. They would be completely finished with that section right now if they
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had Proffer #4 removed. People are buying them, but it is slow because they are not able
to serve that demand. They can build more modest 2 story homes in the cluster lot section
to get to a lower price point than they can in the rest of the Simms Farm plan.

Mr. John Breen of 142 Bogey Lane appeared before the Commission and stated he did
not think it was fair to confront 25 minutes of presentation with 3 minutes. Mr. Breen
voiced the following concerns. He stated that by any rational measure, allowing 2 story
homes on the cluster lots sets an undesirable precedent and outcomes and empowers an
undesirable developer. Proof positive, look at the Better Business Bureau. A proffer that
was geared to protect the surrounding neighborhood and predicate the cluster area
approval would not be enforced. Fralin even ignores the Salem code for Section 1
landscaping. Two story homes are not affordable housing and not at all what was
promised when the cluster overlay was approved. Fralin’s current existing 2-story homes
are in the $535,000 to $550,000 range. The cluster homes are $80,000+ less. Two story
homes on tiny lots favors only the developer’s profits. He stated that they offer nothing
positive to the school system. Two story homes attract kids. The estimated property taxes
for the 2 story homes that Fralin built is $4,500 per home versus $11,000 cost per student
to our school system. The Fralin request lacks any benefit to Salem or any desirable basis
for approval. Fralin has already sold half of the lots in Section 1 as 1.5 stories. Several
of these have sold in the last 120 days. Aside from the foregoing concerns, Mr. Breen
stated that the Fralin application seeks to remove the proffer from 211 Diamond Road.
This address is indicated on Salem’s GIS site as the address for 53.29 acres. This is an
obvious effort to set up this acreage for more tiny lots with 2 story homes. Parker
addresses which are on the application as 113, 118 and 122 are either mostly built or
under construction so why would there be a need to remove Proffer #47 Of the lots in
Section1, 22 have already been sold and constructed as 1.5 story homes. This
demonstrates 1.5 story homes are marketplace viable. As a citizen of Salem, | cannot tell
the Commission more. | stood here 5 years ago to stop Salem from approving Fralin. Mr.
McCahill stood here and lectured for 25 minutes on several occasions about how great
the 1.5 story homes would be. It’s time he sticks to his promise and proffer fully.

Mr. Wesley Trent of 98 Upland Drive appeared before the Commission and stated that he
had voiced his opposition to this project from the beginning. He listened to everything that
the applicant had to say, telling them what they were going to do, and they hadn’t done it
yet. The proffers that are in place right now like starting at certain times of the morning
have not been followed. The proffer of stopping in the afternoon has not been followed.
The trees that were planted along Upland Drive are all dead. The amount of work cutting
grass or chemically burning the grass off. The City of Salem had to come in and clean it
up because they blew it all into the street. Mr. Trent stated that he does not understand
why the Commission would allow additional proffers to be lifted when Fralin cannot follow
the ones he is doing. Mr. Trent stated he opposes the proffer to be removed.

Mr. Mike Fisher of 66 Upland Drive appeared before the Commission. Mr. Fisher is
located directly across from the development and stated that Mr. Fralin’s request to have
the proffer removed hit home when he found out about it. Mr. Fisher stated that he was
part of the process at the onset 5 years ago when this happened with the Planning
Commission, with the City Council meetings and the community meetings with Mr. Fralin
at the American Legion buildings. He was involved with everything that he could possibly
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could because he knew the Simms family very close and personally. Mr. Fisher got
involved and was worried about the site distances, etc. He took an active role in the first
planning commission and the City Council meeting. He looks at the proffer and this proffer
was put in place very specifically. There is a reason that this proffer was put in place. Mr.
Fralin, back in 2019 when this whole thing was starting for the rezoning, his pitch to the
public was that we need housing for the City of Salem for single people, married couples
without children and we need small cluster homes. Mr. Fisher indicated he was only
speaking about the cluster lots. Mr. Fralin stated that we need homes for senior individuals
who do not want to climb steps and retirees. That was Mr. Fralin’s pitch for wanting to
have cluster homes. That hasn’t changed today. We still need homes for those people.
Mr. Fralin or his people are now saying that times have changed. We need 2 story homes
on these small lots, and we need to have them for children, but Mr. Fisher didn’t hear
anything tonight about the single people, the married couples without children or the
retirees and that is why Mr. Fralin wanted to make cluster homes back in 2019-2020.
Once the development was passed, Mr. Fralin has come in and developed that area and
he has really developed that area. He has moved all over to make that development. Mr.
Fralin is the one that came up with his plan for how he wanted this area to look. The City
of Salem directed that, if he was going to have cluster lots, they would have to be this
size. He built those lots at his absolute minimum that he could get by with under City
code. In this cul-de-sac that he has built on Parker Lane, when going down around the
back, the lots are bigger. The first house Mr. Fralin built there on Parker Lane, 101 Parker
Lane, is 1,623 S.F. It has 3 bedrooms and 2 baths on a slab. Ideally, this is what we
thought when Mr. Fralin presented this to the Planning Commission and City Council back
in 2019, just like he showed these pictures tonight. They have shown these pictures
tonight of 2 story homes. They showed us 1.5 story homes. They looked nice and Mr.
Fisher liked the homes. He built the first home up there on a slab. Mr. Fisher went up
there and he said this is going to be nice because this is what we are going to have. Again,
that house is 1,623 S.F. He built a home across the street at 110 Parker Lane that is a
“1.5” story home. It is 1,302 S.F. with 3 bedrooms and 2 baths and has a basement
garage. Mr. Fisher thinks that when Mr. Fralin states that he needs 2.5 story homes and
putting in garages, something that he is doing 1.5 story on, that someone could, if they
bought that house, make rooms in the basement. He is using it for a garage and making
a small house. Going down into the cul-de-sac at 138 Parker Lane, Mr. Fralin has a little
bit bigger lot. This home is 2,523 S.F. Mr. Fisher stated all of this information is from the
City of Salem GIS website. This is a 3 bedroom, 2 bath with garage and has a basement.
This house is within eyesight from Mr. Fisher's home. They have put a fence up since
then and he only sees half the basement. He stated that it is an appealing house. His
argument is that Mr. Fralin was designing this neighborhood. If Mr. Fralin can go in that
cul-de-sac with a bigger lot and put in a 2,500 S.F. home, he had the opportunity to do
this when he was making cluster lots. He could have made the homes bigger; he could
have accommodated more square footage and could have taken of what he is asking for
today. What he asked for back in 2019 and 2020 was for the singles, the married couples,
the elderly people and the retirees. That has not changed today. As indicated in the
packets he submitted to each person with pictures, when he saw the pictures and 101
Parker Lane go in, this would be a nice footprint on this street and cul-de-sac. The homes
are all flat, they are 1.5 stories like he said. When Mr. Fralin went across the street, he
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added a basement. Now when we go up Upland Drive, we see 2 and 1.5 stories of home
from the back. Mr. Fisher's argument at the beginning was they did not want to see the
back of people’s homes and we asked for trees that would obscure the view where they
did not have to see them. If Mr. Fralin, in his development and he is the one that moved
the earth, was being a good neighbor to the neighborhood, he could have moved the earth
to accommodate a 1.5 story home where they didn’t have to see the back. That was his
land, and he has elected, by what Mr. Fisher heard tonight, because the topography
caused the problem, but Mr. Fralin had the opportunity to change the topography and he
did not. Now, we have to look at 1.5 story homes. That is not what we wanted. This was
all done. The proffer was put in place by the City of Salem City Council with the approval
of Mr. Fralin and the approval of the Simms Family. It was very specific. Nothing has
changed from what he wanted before to what it is today. There are plenty of
developments. There is one coming before the Commission tonight about a new
development wanting cluster homes. There is an opportunity where, if it needs to be done,
and the Commission approves, a location where we can do it. This Simms location is
specific. This was a neighborhood, everybody here knows how the opposition and
tensions were, but it passed. We lived with it but when he started putting the back of
homes in our faces, 2.5 stories to look at, that was disheartening and not what he thought
to see. Had he known we would be looking at that, he would have stressed those points
back in the first process. The only other issue Mr. Fisher has is that we need trees. We
do not want to see the back of homes. In the City of Salem, we did not have any
subdivisions backing up to main roads. The first one that did happen was Mr. Fralin’s
development on N. Mill Road. Four homes. That was the first time it happened. Nowhere
else in the City of Salem, so this was happening. Mr. Fisher asked to please give us
something where we did not have to see it. Trees were put in place. In the planning
phase, he has a copy of it and has spoken to Max Dillon who has helped him through it
and thank you so much. It was planned for Green Giant arborvitae. | have Green Giant
arborvitae in his yard. He planted them for the simple reason that he did not want to see
his next-door neighbor’s house. He planted them and a Green Giant arborvitae from the
Arbor Foundation will grow 40’-60’ tall. Loved when he saw that in the plans. When the
final plan came out, it dictated that they would put 25 Emerald Green arborvitae. The
Arbor Foundation states that an Emerald Green arborvitae at its maximum height will be
15’ tall. That will not cover anything up that they are seeing now, 2.5 story homes from
the back. How that got changed in the process, he does not know. The planners, or
whoever was putting this together, knew that was an issue and somebody made a
comment that it was going to affect the powerlines. Mr. Fisher stated that he lives there,
and he can see it and has them in his yard. Of the tree line that is planted there, a 40’
Green Giant arborvitae would not cause any problems at all. Mr. Fisher voiced his
opposition, and nothing has changed since 2020. He opposes this and hopes the
Commission will take this information into consideration.

Mr. Buddy Killinger of 201 Homeplace Drive appeared before the Commission and stated
he is located on the private road part of Homeplace Drive, on the north end of Simms
Farm, going down his driveway 600’-700°. His concern is the buffer that Mr. Fisher was
just talking about. He will be looking at the back of all these homes, there is no changing
that. He took it upon himself 2 years ago and planted 100 trees down his driveway to give
the trees a chance to grow so they are not looking into the back of the houses.
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Unfortunately, that is not the view that they want. The trees are more like a bush and will
not grow any more than they are growing. He has lived there for 30 years. On McVitty
Road, the house that has the pond behind it, has the same trees that have been there for
30 years. They look the same. They might be a little taller, but all are half dead. This is
not covering up anything. Itis not a buffer. Mr. Killinger looked up buffer in the dictionary
and this is not a buffer. He did not know if he would live to see the development get over
to him. He stated that hopefully, the City of Salem will hold them accountable and protect
the neighborhood. He stated that it is horrible looking into the back of someone’s house.

Ms. Stella Reinhardt of 213 North Broad Street appeared before the Commission and
stated that she is from a different neighborhood. Her concern is the precedent that gets
set. She did have a couple questions hopefully that could be answered. With the homes,
because of the topography we have been told, will have garages in the basements, but
not necessarily mandated garages. When requesting to change a proffer from a 1.5 story
home to a 2-story home, some of those will have basements as well. In effect, they would
be 3 story homes. She asked if it was correct that you could finish a basement if it didn’t
have a garage.

Staff member, Mary Ellen Wines, Planning & Zoning Administrator, responded that when
it is built as a basement, it is not considered one of the stories. Yes, they could finish the
basement to have living space.

Ms. Reinhardt asked about the 52 acres that are yet to be developed. She asked if the
proffer change request is applying to that to turn it into 2 story cluster homes as well.

Chair King responded that it is only the sections in the advertised information.

Ms. Reinhardt stated that there are 3 things from Fralin on the Agenda so that confused
her.

Ms. Wines responded that there are 2 cluster blocks that were included in the master plan.
The second section or second block has not been platted yet. Itis part of the overall larger
parcel, so the cluster only applies to that block with those several lots still in it, not to all
the acreage that is left.

Ms. Reinhardt voiced her worry about what she referred to as “the shell game”. As she
pays attention to these things, the rest of Salem, and she always loved the Simms Farm.
She did not hear about it until everything had been voted on and done. She was interested
and questioned why she did not hear about that. Sometimes it feels like these things are
happening behind closed doors, under the table and residents of the community do not
hear about it until the very end. The Simms Farm neighborhood was fighting it vigorously,
as she understands, but this was what was agreed on at the time, with these proffers to
protect the neighborhood. She stated that she thinks, as she understands it by talking
with people, they tried hard to get proffers that would protect them in certain ways. Ms.
Reinhardt stated her concern is that this is special land and some of the approaches to it
are on country roads that are narrow. Having a 2-story home that welcomes a family,
having a 3 story potentially for some of those homes, will increase the load of people on
the roads, surfaces, traffic, sewer systems, school system, all of those things. There is
an increase and that was not planned for originally. She thinks that it is important because
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it was all discussed originally. She does think it is important for the developers to figure
out their plans ahead of time. In her neighborhood of North Broad Street, they have been
fussing that they were not included and the term “its an open sandbox” kept getting used.
There were not enough proffers, there were not enough decisions made before it was
rezoned. In this case, they did work hard to try to work with the City of Salem to try to get
some of these proffers. If we do not hold the developers to their word, unless there is a
real emergency, it seems that we are testing the bounds of the discussions that happened
originally to protect the neighborhoods. We have kind of forgotten that conversation a
little bit and forget why we did it and she does not like the idea that developers may come
and say they are going to do this and its going to be beautiful and then they come back
and change everything. Ms. Reinhardt voiced her opinion that the developers should be
held accountable.

Ms. Chris McCart of 316 North Broad Street appeared before the Commission and stated
she is not from that neighborhood, she does have to agree with Ms. Reinhardt. Her first
point is that she would like the Commission to vote no on this for three reasons. The first
point was the same that the Simms Farm was passed initially, and that proffer was placed
there to appease the current residents at least somewhat so removing it now is like
breaking a promise to a large group of citizens. The second issue is that Fralin states that
1.5 story maximum restricts their ability to accommodate current market trends and
demands preferring 2 story homes for growing families. Later tonight, as part of your
packet, Community Development notes that while Salem’s comprehensive planning effort
is still ongoing, countless community engaged conversations have included citizens
desires for additional housing affordability, diversity and availability. High quality infill
projects that accommodate the construction of smaller homes on smaller lots were
described as desirable throughout the process. Ms. McCart questioned which is right.
They have one developer saying we cannot sell small homes; we need big homes. Then
we have another developer saying everybody in town wants small homes on small lots.
She stated that the data is out there, and she encourages everyone to go find that data or
put people in place to do that for them. She asked what is the true demand in Salem. Her
third point was that Fralin states that with higher interest rates which are more
commensurate with historical averages, the new home market is commanding more
families and those experiencing household formation or simply want a larger new home.
She stated it took her some time to understand what this means. Higher interest rates
mean people want higher, bigger houses. Interest rates are higher, it costs more, so | can
afford less of a house. She was trying to understand how this works and realized this is
not about the homeowners. If you have Wall Street companies coming in and buying up
large houses, increasing market rates when interest rates are going up is a good time to
buy in, buy those houses and then rent them all. She asked if that is what Salem is
wanting to do, or do we want homeowners that own their own home. For these reasons,
Ms. McCart urged the Planning Commission to vote no.

The public hearing was closed at 7:49 PM. Chair King reported that 4C and 4D are
actually two aspects of the same issue.
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C. Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance

Consider the request of R. Fralin Development Corp. & Simms Property, LLC, property
owners, to amend Ordinance #344 by removing proffer #4 relating to the maximum
height of 1.5 stories for structures constructed on cluster lots for the properties
located at 113 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-4), 117 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-5), 121 Parker
Ln (T/M #273-3-6), 125 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-7), 129 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-8), 133
Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-9), 137 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-10), 141 Parker Ln (T/M #288-
3-12), 142 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-11), 134 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-9), 130 Parker Ln
(T/M #288-3-8), 126 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-7), 122 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-6), 118
Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-5), 114 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-4), and 211 Diamond Rd, (T/M
#272-2-1).

Vice-Chair Garst made a motion to deny the amendment, which was seconded by
Commissioner Henrickson. Upon a roll call vote, the same stood as follows:

Mr. Routt — Aye

Mr. Henrickson — Aye
Mr. Beamer — Aye
Mr. Garst — Aye
Chair King — Aye

Chair King explained the amendment request has been denied with a 5-0 vote. The
amendment request will now go to City Council. Those in attendance will need to appear
at the City Council meeting when this is on the Agenda. They will be notified when this
has been placed on the City Council Agenda.

D. Special Exception Permit

Consider the request of R. Fralin Development Corp. & Simms Property, LLC,
property owners, to amend the Special Exception Permit by removing condition
#4 relating to the maximum height of 1.5 stories for structures constructed on
cluster lots for the properties located at 113 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-4), 117
Parker Ln (T/M #273- 3-5), 121 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-6), 125 Parker Ln (T/M
#273-3-7), 129 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-8), 133 Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-9), 137
Parker Ln (T/M #273-3-10), 141 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-12), 142 Parker Ln (T/M
#288-3-11), 134 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-9), 130 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-8), 126
Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-7), 122 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-6), 118 Parker Ln (T/M
#288-3-5), 114 Parker Ln (T/M #288-3-4), and 211 Diamond Rd, (T/M #272-2-

1).

Vice-Chair Garst made a motion to recommend denial for the special exception change
as well, which was seconded by Commissioner Henrickson. Upon a roll call vote, the
same stood as follows:

Mr. Routt — Aye
Mr. Henrickson — Aye
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Mr. Beamer — Aye
Mr. Garst — Aye
Chair King — Aye

This special exception request has been denied and was unanimous with a 5-0 vote. The
request will now go to City Council. They will be notified once that has been placed on
the Agenda for the City Council.

E. Public Hearing for Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance and Special
Exception Permit

Hold public hearing for the request of ABoone Real Estate, Inc., contact
purchaser, to rezone the properties located at 1906 Mill Ln. & 1400 blk Penley
Bivd. (T/M#s 205-2-5 & 204-13-1) from RSF/AG Residential Single
Family/Agriculture Districts & AG Agriculture Districts to RSF Residential Single
Family District and for a Special Exception Permit to include both parcels in the
Cluster Housing Overlay District.

Commissioner Beamer requested a 30 second time out in case any attendees would like
to leave the meeting.

Chair King asked Staff for additional comments or information. Staff reported that there
are two large parcels of the current Dorsey Farm, one is zoned Agricultural and
Residential Single-family, and the other is zoned Agriculture. They have applied for a
rezoning to Residential Single-family with a special exception permit for cluster housing
overlay. The proposal includes 70 smaller cluster housing lots which they will offset with
the required open space to counterbalance the reduction in lot size. We have had several
inquiries from neighbors over the public items but have not had any comments from
neighbors.

Chair King opened the public hearing at 7:55 p.m. and asked if there was anyone present
to speak for the applicant.

Mr. Alexander Boone at 5760 in the County of Roanoke addressed the Commission. Mr.
Boone stated that he is here for ABoone Development, the applicant, with his colleague
Cort Rosen and their partners, Joe Thomas Jr. and the Bowman Excavating team of
Devon and Brent Bowman. They stated they were excited to be there to discuss some of
the same issues previously discussed. They think there is a great opportunity to create
another single-family community in the Mill Lane area where there are already single-
family detached homes. Everybody knows the property as the Dorsey Farm and the
Dorseys are an important part of the history of the farm that goes back many years.
Fortunately, Jeff Dorsey is here tonight, and they appreciate him being here. The
attendees might wonder where the name Stilton Mill came from. Mr. Rosen found in the
land records the name Langhorn actually came from Mr. Langhorn, who was a landowner
and one of his companies was called the Stilton Land Company. We want to honor the
history of the property and thought it was appropriate to call it Stilton Mill to recognize Mill
Lane. Mr. Boone commits to the Commission that this will be a well-done community. It
will be a credit to Salem. Mr. Boone believes that their reputation in the community speaks
for itself. They have worked very hard to make sure that they have outstanding
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communities. They take good care of their customers. They build nice homes and make
sure they have nice monument signs. They want to create community identity. They are
going to have landscaping. He stated that this will be a well-done community. This will
not be a one-size-fits-all housing project. Mr. Boone stated that, having heard everything
previously discussed, there is a market for the 2 stories and there is a market for the 1
and 1.5 stories. They know that and their market data shows that. They know that there
is such a demand. He addressed the planning commissioners on how difficult it is to
develop and grow when landlocked. He stated that the City of Salem, unfortunately, is
landlocked. With the small amount of land that is left, they have to make efficient
determinations of the uses. It is important to be efficient, but Salem has to have housing
because the area cannot grow if people do not have a place to live. That is what it comes
down to. We have requested a rezoning from the Agricultural Single Family and regular
Agricultural to Residential Single Family with the much-discussed cluster housing overlay
from the last one. This is very timely because the RSF designation is in the future land
use designation of the comprehensive plan. He believes they are good there. The cluster
housing ordinance or overlay is smaller lots, but there is more open space. Mr. Boone
stated they have exceeded the minimum amount of open space, not by a lot, 2.8 acres is
the minimum and they are at 3.1, but we maximized it as they could. If recommended by
this Commission and approved by the City Council, Stilton Mill will have 70 brand-new
high-quality homes. They will have different homes to meet different market niches. They
are going to have 2-story homes we think, as Mr. McCahill and Ms. Phillips, there is a
market for that, no question about it. There is also a market for the 1 and 1.5 story homes
and their lots actually work out very well. The topography of this land works very well for
that type of product. They are going to have basement lots and slab lots. They are not
going to try to force basements on slabs or force slabs on basements. They are going to
work with the topography that is there. It is a beautiful piece of land, and it is conducive
to what they are trying to do. As mentioned, they have worked with Engineer, Chris Burns,
many times on landscaping and the open space. As the Fralin team stated, housing costs
are so high, everyone in here knows, especially Mr. Henrickson, that costs are up 45%
since 2020. It was interesting when he first read the Salem Zoning Ordinance years ago,
he was talking to Mr. Burns on the phone and he read that there was a 75’ lot. He thought
that it was tough to achieve and then talked about the cluster, which is at 40’. They are
asking for, as he spoke to Mr. Henrickson about, for a 51’ lot under the cluster housing
overlay. They do not want to go to the minimum. They think 51’ allows flexibility to build
the empty nester homes on 1 and 1.5 stories or it allows for the 2-story home. They are
looking at probably a 40’ wide house regardless of whether it is a main floor, primary
bedroom suite or a second-floor primary bedroom suite. He stated that the 75’ lot today
is just not viable. People sometimes say that developers are trying to be greedy.
Obviously, they have to make some money to continue on in the business and there is a
tremendous amount of risk in this business. Doing a 75’ lot is not a viable business model
unfortunately anymore. One of the things that they are trying to do is to create. He says
it is embarrassing to talk about affordable housing because there is no affordable housing.
There is especially no new affordable housing, but they are trying to build less expensive
housing, and their company certainly has built more expensive. We are working to try to
help with that and a smaller lot definitely helps. They believe that they can bring houses
into this community and that is their goal, to begin in the mid-to-high $400,000 range and
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probably go into the $500,000 range. As Mr. Henrickson knows, the average new house
in the U.S. last year was $450,000. Their goal is to have a high-quality house. They are
not going to have customer complaints. They are not going to have the BBB out there.
They are not going to have that in their community. We will be proud of this community.
He makes that commitment. Mr. Boone introduced his colleague, Mr. Rosen, who is going
to address some of the traffic issues and storm water management that attendees would
be interested in hearing. Mr. Boone appreciated the opportunity, looked forward to any
rebuttal and to answering any questions.

Mr. Cort Rosen of 255 Cassell Lane, Roanoke, Virginia addressed the Commission about
Stilton Mill. They are excited to propose this new community in Salem to provide high
quality housing options. Alexander Boone has provided the vision for Stilton Mill, what
they believe to be its conformance with the comprehensive plan and the land use, and
their goal to offer a community that provides multiple housing options rather than the same
house built over and over again. Their desire to create a neighborhood within Salem
affords people the opportunity to live in high-quality, well-built homes in a well-designed
neighborhood. He wanted to briefly share a few technical items that hopefully will address
questions. The ingress/egress to the proposed Stilton Mill community is aligned with
Millwood Drive, directly across from Mill Lane. This new entrance is done intentionally for
multiple reasons. First, aligning roads directly across from one another creates a safer
ingress/egress and reduces potential conflict between vehicles. Secondly, doing this
prevents headlights from inadvertently going into a neighbor’s windows. Thirdly, it creates
road connectivity that, when building new roads, you want to create a road network that
makes sense and is logical. Their Engineer, Chris Burns, conducted an exhaustive turn-
lane study and determined that there are no warrants for turn lanes going in or out of the
community. He believed that the Commission was provided with the turn-lane study. As
noted on the concept plan, there is an empty lot that is in between two existing homes
that front Penley Blvd. The Planning and Transportation Departments have suggested
that there is no need for a street connection here. Their plan has been, following
comments from the Planning Commission and their visit with City Council, to approach
the owners of the existing homes on either side and offer to divide and deed that property
to them at no cost. Fourthly and more importantly, as has been brought up a few times,
the driveways of Lots 1-3 and 65-70, which are the lots that front Mill Lane, will include
turnaround areas so that residents will not be forced to back out onto Mill Lane, but will
be able to leave and egress onto Mill Lane driving forward. This will create a safer egress
point for them and reduce backing onto Mill Lane. They do ask for a positive
recommendation to City Council, and he is happy to answer any questions.

Commissioner Henrickson asked about the one lot that faces Penley and the turn around.
He asked how are they going to address that as part of this proposal.

Mr. Rosen responded that they could talk about how they could address it. He believes
both him and Mr. Boone have track records where, if they present something publicly,
they do what they say, but if there is another way the Planning Commission would want
them to address that, they could certainly explore it. They intend to do it. They did not
offer any proffers but are happy to talk about that. It was not something they offered
initially.
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Mr. Guynn asked that what he had said was not a proffer.

Mr. Rosen stated that it has not been proffered, but they would be happy to talk about
proffering it. Their commitment is to go to those homeowners and offer them each half of
the lot and deed it over at no cost. As for the turnarounds, Mr. Burns has done work from
an engineering perspective to make sure that fits after discussion with several Planning
Commission members. They are committed to doing that. Again, they can talk about
proffers and are happy to proffer the turnaround and the driveways. They are committing
publicly, that is what they will do.

Mr. Guynn stated that they would like a notice of proffers.

Mr. Rosen stated that they always do what they say so however it needs to be addressed,
they are happy to do it.

Commissioner Henrickson asked if this is the site plan that they are putting forth. Not
doubting that the applicant was not going to do what he says he is going to do. If this gets
rezoned, the opportunity to then say we want to do it this way now.

Mr. Rosen stated that it would not be more than 70 lots because that is what is shown on
the plan. There are issues that he cannot answer right now that he does not know if Mr.
Burns could answer, like the storm water management area which he would note is not
considered as part of the open space. He doesn’t know the exact sizing of the storm
water pond yet. It would be hard. The storm water facility may shrink a little and the open
space may expand, for example. He would say that he will more than substantially
conform with this, but until Mr. Burns gets into the geometry of roads, it would be hard to
say precisely where the line would be.

Commissioner Beamer asked about the turnaround and what Mr. Rosen was talking about
on what he would call a “T”.

Mr. Rosen responded yes.
Commissioner Routt asked if even on the narrow lots, they could do that.
Mr. Rosen responded yes.

Commissioner Beamer asked about the open space and whether they were going to take
care of that or an HOA.

Mr. Rosen responded that an HOA would take care of that, and they planned to put parks
on the property. Again, they have to figure out from a topography rating perspective but
plan to put amenities within the open space, potentially a walking trail and all the stuff they
have to work on with Mr. Burns and his team.

Chair King asked if there was anyone else to speak on this matter.

Mr. John Breen of 142 Bogey Lane addressed the Commission and stated that he has to
say that ABoone is so much better than the prior developer. He has seen those
developments, and they do credit to the land most of the time. That said, he has a couple
questions that he wonders if the developer would be willing to answer. Mr. Breen
understands the desire to have multiple types of housing on these lots and that can be a
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good thing. He questioned if there are any limits to the spacing between the different
styles. He has seen developments where this is talked about and then suddenly what we
have is four of this in a row and then 5 of that in a row. Really, the desirability of differing
styles gets defeated. He is wondering if there is some kind of implied limit so that we do
not get style by style by style all in a box. Mr. Breen inquired about 51 being a narrow lot
and wondered if there could be a comment as to how that works out with the space
between each unit. He knows with Fralin, there isn’t a lot of space, and we had 55’ lots
there. He was not sure exactly if there is going to be a waiver of size setbacks or are they
such that the buildings are going to be where he can stretch his arms out and touch wall
to wall.

Commissioner Henrickson responded to answer the second question first, on the plan, it
is 5’ side yard setbacks.

Chair King stated that it meets the code.

Commissioner Routt stated that it is 5’ from the property line and the other house would
be 5" as well.

Chair King asked if someone wished to speak on the first question about the design for
the integration of patio and single family.

Mr. Boone answered that they do have guidelines where they do not build the same exact
elevation of a house right next to each other. They do not build them across the street
from each other. Topography has a lot to say about what gets built. What they try to do,
what they want to have is a 1 story or a 1.5 story next to a 2 story when it works because
it ends up having families next to empty nesters or married with no kids and build a real
community. They have talked with people in some of their communities, if they look at
them and they are mixed up, they have all of the types of houses mixed in and some of
the empty nesters joke with him and say they are glad they did that. They tell him that all
of the other builders want to put us old people all by ourselves and not with everybody
else. They want to be with all the other communities. They want to hear the kids. The
market will dictate what homes are next to each other, other than the topography. He
thinks that where they have some of the slab lots, there will be more empty nester housing
there and then the basement lots are to be more of the 2 stories. They are not going to
see five of the same houses together like in other communities. That is not going to
happen.

Vice-Chair Garst asked if that was by the standard of his developments in the past.

Mr. Boone stated that they do not build the same elevation next door to each other or
across the street where basically you can see it within eye shot. So, they could build the
same plan, but it cannot have the same elevation, it cannot look the same and they will
maintain all architectural control. That is something that they do every day.

Commissioner Routt asked if they planned to build all of the houses.

Mr. Boone stated that at this point they do not know. They are working with NVR Bryant
Homes. They do not have a contract or agreement with them. They have lots of
developments in relationships with them. He has worked with them in thousands of
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houses in the Richmond market. It was a chance that his company could build some of
the houses there. Also, there is a builder here, Mr. Steve Poff. He may build some houses
there. It is all based on lots and what the costs end up being. Mr. Boone will be 100%
architectural control. He will be involved in choosing every elevation and every floor plan
that gets built in there, whether it is Mr. Poff, Bryant Homes or ABoone homes. They do
not know yet.

Commissioner Routt asked if they had plans to sell any of the lots individually.
Mr. Boone answered no.
Chair King asked if anyone else was present to speak.

Mr. Jeffrey Dorsey, of 2700 Fletcher Street, Salem addressed the Commission and stated
that he had come to speak on behalf of this rezoning. He is supportive of it. Mr. Dorsey
has two brothers, Charlie and Doug, who could not be here. They have authorized him
to speak on their behalf. His brother Charlie is a resident of a piece of the family farm
that adjoins this property. Doug and Jeff do not live on the property. Moreover, they all
grew up on this property. His grandfather and grandmother bought this property in 1942
and lived there until their deaths. His mother lived there until her death, and he grew up
there from infancy until he left home. They are excited about Mr. Boone’s work and the
proposal and think it fits the property. They think it respects the property. They think it
ties into the broader history of the property. He stated that the family is 100% supportive
of it and asked for the Commission to approve it.

Chair King asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak on this matter.

Mr. Robert Hobbs of 1550 Millwood Drive, Salem addressed the Commission and stated
that he lives just about 8 houses up from the intersection where this is going to occur.
First, he has listened to everything said, but one thing he has not heard about is
infrastructure. He stated that supporting this project, roads, improvements to sewer,
improvements to water, taking up the extra traffic that will be showing up every day. They
are building 70 houses. That is going to 150 extra vehicles per day on average that is
going to be coming in and out of Mill Lane. They already have trouble with the four-way
stop and the low water bridge. If a train gets stopped on the tracks, vehicles will be there
for several hours. He asked if Interstate 81 gets backed up, have they seen what it does
to Riverside Road, Mill Lane and at the low water bridge. This is going to triple that. He
stated he has not seen anything about new roads or new streets, improving Mill Lane,
improving Riverside. He asked that they show him, and he wanted to see this. As this
stands right now, there is not near enough information, there is not near enough planning
that this should go through. Mr. Hobbs stated that he strongly opposes this, as many of
his neighbors do. Speaking about making driveways so that they could turnaround, are
they going to do that on Millwood for the residents that have to back out of their driveways
because that is going to get dangerous. People are going to get hurt. People are not
thinking about what they are doing. Progression, improvement and growth are important
to everyone, and we have to have it, but we must be smart about it. This is not common
sense. This is not what we need to do in Salem. Salem is not that.

Chair King asked if there was anyone else that would like to speak on this matter.
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Ms. Donna Shell of 1471 Penley Blvd. addressed the Commission and stated that she is
that neighbor. She would like half a lot as proposed by Mr. Boone. Her question is similar
about traffic too. Her road, Penley Blvd., is a cut-through road and she can see people
pulling out and instead of going down to River Road, they are going to turn on to Penley.
It is a small road. People are speeding through there. She never sees traffic police
through there. That was not why she came to speak. Her main question is about this
land. Her home backs up to this land. Right now, it is all wooded. She would like to know
if all of that is coming down. She asked if there was going to be green space or trees
between her property and the new property.

Mr. Chris Burns of 1208 Corporate Circle, Roanoke addressed the Commission. Mr.
Burns addressed traffic. He stated that he also lives in this area. He lives in Roanoke
County but is in the Russlen Farms development and is familiar with Riverside Drive and
Mill Lane. He is not concerned about the amount of traffic that is going to come from this
development. There are 15,000 cars per day that come through the four-way stop. This
is going to add less than 5% to that. Being someone who drives through there every day,
he does not think it is going to change anything. Mentioning the driveways, he does think
that is a legitimate concern. He does think that it is important that they have people pulling
out onto Mill Lane rather than backing into it. He also added regarding the comment about
Interstate 81 traffic, that is clearly a problem right now, particularly with the construction
that is going on. He does think that as that work is completed and there are three lanes
available in each direction on I-81, that issue is going to almost go away. He stated that
if there is an accident on |-81 after that project is complete, two lanes will be available
most of the time. When people are cutting through Salem, it is because it is down to one
lane or even worse. As far as infrastructure, as far as utilities, there is an 8’ water line and
an 8 sewer line in Mill Lane. Those are typical utilities to serve something like this. He
stated that he believes every zoning request goes through the Water and Sewer
Department for review and they have not heard any concerns as far as utility
infrastructure. He would be happy to address any other questions that he did not cover.

Commissioner Henrickson asked if he could address Ms. Shell’s concern where the lots
back up to her property. He asked if there was going to be a fence or any screening of
any kind.

Vice-Chair Garst asked if there are going to be any of the trees left.

Mr. Burns stated that they have not gotten far enough into the planning process to know
exactly where the grading limits will be. Typically, when having residential single-family
development adjacent to other residential single-family development, there is not a
requirement as far as the zoning ordinance is concerned, for a buffer. He would have to
defer to the developer to offer something like that.

Vice-Chair Garst asked about the statement that Mr. Burns made about 15,000 cars going
through Mill Lane and Riverside Drive intersection.

Mr. Burns stated that it is according to the VDOT traffic data. There is daily traffic of 8,000
he thinks on Mill Lane and 7,000 on Riverside Drive.

Vice-Chair Garst stated that certainly, this will increase as a percentage.
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Mr. Burns explained, for comparison, a development like this is 700 vehicles per day or
roughly 10 per house and that is spread throughout the day, so they also look at peak
hour traffic when everyone is going to work and school in the mornings or when everyone
is coming home in the evenings. Those percentages are similar in the peak hours, around
4% to 5%, and that is what they are anticipating.

Mr. Boone stated that as far as the question about houses that back up to each other, it
is difficult to answer that not having looked at the topography and the grading of what it is
going to be. He will say that these are very deep lots, and these houses are not going to
be backing up right up to each other. They are deep lots and, if we looked at the plans,
they could tell how deep they are, so there is a lot of distance between the houses. The
homes on Penley Blvd. also have deep backyards so there is going to be separation. We
will plant some trees but until they get in and know exactly what it is going to be, as Mr.
Burns said, it is because the zoning and subdivision ordinances do not require it when
you have residential backing up to like kind residential. They will look at that because that
helps their community as well to have some buffer. Hopefully, they will be able to keep
some of the trees in there, it just depends on where the grading is and, as Mr. Burns said,
what the limits of disturbance would be. They will plant trees in the backyard, but do not
know what they will be. He affirms and represents that they will do that.

Ms. Megan Lucado of 5100 Millwood Drive addressed the Commission. She lives on the
corner lot of Millwood Drive and Mill Lane. A lot of the same issues that everyone has
addressed are a lot of her concerns. She does have questions about the traffic studies
that were done. She knows the one that was done directly in front of her house was just
for 2 different days for partial times of the day and neither of those were done when there
has been an |-81 backup or during the time when kids are being dropped off at South
Salem Elementary School. There are often backups all the way to her house on Mill Lane.
She has concern with Millwood Drive being extended directly across. She stated that
there are going to often come times when there is a cluster, and people cannot get in or
out. She questioned if there had been any thought toward another four-way stop on
Millwood Drive and Mill Lane to help alleviate some of the traffic. Also, just to mention the
trees, when they bought her house 15 years ago, they really enjoyed having a farm across
from them. She is not naive; she knows that there is going to be development there but
is there going to be any kind of trees left at all or is everything going to be wiped out and
is there just going to be tons of tiny homes right on top of each other. From the plan that
they put out, there are going to be 3 homes looking directly into her backyard. She cannot
fathom that being enough space for 3 houses to look directly in her backyard.

Ms. Lisa Miller of 1890 Oak Drive. She urged the Commission to vote yes on this. Itis a
tale of two developers here tonight. She stated that she has a great developer behind
her. As a realtor, knowing and reselling their homes versus some other people’s homes,
she has clients that will not even look at other people's homes. They are building what is
needed here in Salem, which is the smaller homes for retirees. They have reverse
engineered what we need. She is not sure who is asking for a great big home or a larger
home on a tiny lot. If you are building a home for families, they have dogs and kids and
they want yards. She is glad the Commission voted against that tonight. Typically, in the
past, builders used model homes. She assumes that they will possibly be doing that
again. The variety is nice. She recently sold a 1.5 story home where the people who
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bought it were thrilled to have 2 story homes and families next to them because it was that
sense of community. Right now, we have the opportunity, somebody is going to build,
somebody is going to develop that land. It would have been nice if the strip down below
that was recently rezoned as industrial, would have been a great PUD where we could
have had townhomes and some places to go on that side of the tracks versus heading
across. Maybe that can be addressed later. Right now, they are proposing to build a true
neighborhood, and she cannot wait to sell their houses. She has clients right now that
want to stay in Salem, but they want a small single-level house with walking paths and
green spaces. The only concern she would have agreed with the people on Mill Lane is
those driveways are a little hairy, so if they could figure out perhaps a back alley or some
other way to do that. The “T” turnarounds are great. She thinks Salem should be happy
they have chosen to develop this land instead of letting somebody else do it.

Mr. Paul Hicks of 1520 Penley Blvd. addressed the Commission. He lives right across
the street from where the road is going to come out. He has been living on Penley Blvd.
for 48 years. He has 1.9 acres of land. He is kind of glad they are moving the road, but
he is really concerned. When they had the meeting on the first house that they built in
front of him, 6 houses, a person on the Planning Commission at that time that he knew
very well but he did not mention by name, he kind of promised him when they finished
that they would curb and gutter Penley Blvd. the same as it is going over the hill. The
road is too narrow for some traffic, school buses and things that come in front of his house.
There is a lot of traffic but that is not his main concern. His main concern, he has built
houses here in Salem. He built about 35 when he was able to, but he is way past building
now. He built 2 houses on Mill Lane that joins Penley Blvd., and he had to put in curb and
gutter on that side of the road on Penley Blvd. He did part of it himself. He built 3 homes
on Franklin Street and had to curb and gutter that. Every house that he built did not have
it and most of them he had to do it. He thinks that Penley Blvd. has got to be finished.
That is his main concern. The traffic today at 5 o’clock was terrible. It is almost back to
the railroad tracks right now. River Road in both directions, people getting off work, it is
one of the worst roads in Salem. That is another concern that he has. Also, the buffer
that was talked about. He has cypress trees between his house and the house next door.
He did have pine trees but had all of them cut down. It cost him $5,000 to get all of them
cut down because it was not suitable when the wind comes and blows them over. If they
plant cypress trees, they stay there forever. He would like to see cypress trees over there.
Plant them 10’ apart and they grow together, and it will make that look good.

Mr. C. E. Cumbe of 1510 Millwood Drive addressed the Commission. He has lived there
since 1987 and has really seen the traffic increase. His question is the concern with the
traffic on Mill Lane and the curve going up towards South Salem Elementary School.
Every time he pulls out, he guns his vehicle and hopes that no one is coming around the
curve. About 80% of the time when he does pull out, somebody comes up the hill from
River Road. In the 90s, people in Woodbridge complained so much about the traffic that
the City of Salem came up with the design for a new proposed bridge. They found out
that it was going to be down about where Bojangles is, it would come out at the main
entrance of Woodbridge, and Millwood and Millstream would become the main
thoroughfare. This room was filled by people from Woodbridge, and he had not heard
another word about that bridge. They build all of these houses; traffic is going to increase.
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Those people are going to complain, all Russlen Farms and Woodbridge are going to
complain about it. He asked if the City of Salem is planning on building that bridge and,
if so, he hopes that it is not going to be where the Bojangles is, aligning with the main
entrance to Woodbridge because he does not want to live on a throughfare. He moved
there in 1987 because it was a subdivision, and he does not want it to become a main
road.

Ms. Stella Reinhardt of 213 North Broad Street addressed the Commission. Looking at
the map on her phone, she wanted to ask about one of the big issues of the crossroads
at Mill Lane and Riverside Drive. Riverside Drive has no shoulder. Itis winding and curvy,
and it comes out into West Main Street, which is not an easy drive either on its own. She
asked if one of the issues with building houses on country roads is all the driveways and
how they take their lives in their hands just getting out of their houses. She asked if she
understood correctly that each of those house lots that looked like they open onto Mill
Lane would come onto Mill Lane.

Vice-Chair Garst answered 9.

Ms. Reinhardt asked if it is 70 houses, why not take part of 2 of those lots right at the
division of the Y and the ones horizontal to Mill Lane and, having a number of houses, 6
on one side and 3 on the other side, that would be 9 additional driveways on Mill Lane.
That is going to be crazy with 70 new houses and all of the additional building that is going
on in Salem. She is wondering why they could not sacrifice at least part of those 2
horizontal lots right at the division of the Y road and have those houses face new drives
there and the back of the houses are to Mill Lane. They could even have a berm with
trees. The trees she keeps hearing about. She asked if we could save some of those
mature trees. If some of the lots are deep, with the climate the way it has been the last
few summers, if it is far away from the houses. They might be able to save some of those
trees as a buffer, help for the climate, and screening for the people that are going to all of
a sudden have tons of company. The other thing too, this is going to bring a lot of traffic
onto Mill Lane, Riverside Drive and the bridge. She asked if they were thinking about
traffic circles, maybe at the main entrance. She stated that the roads are narrow enough
that we could actually drive a narrow traffic circle and not have multiple lanes. That might
be helpful.

Chair King closed the public meeting at 8:39 pm. Chair King asked Staff to correct her if
she is incorrect in the statement that she fully appreciates, as do the other Commissioners,
concerns about traffic. Unfortunately, the Commission cannot hold the developer
responsible for the four-way stop, the low-water bridge or the accidents on I-81 anymore
than they can hold any one of them responsible for those issues. She wants to make sure
that everybody understands. She happens to live one block from Main Street and, if there
is an accident on |-81, she knows about it. That is not an everyday situation.

Chair King asked for comments from the Commissioners.

Commissioner Henrickson asked if he could take that a little further. Being a former
developer, it seems like every time a new subdivision comes up, traffic is always the main
issue. He knows that in their work session that they had earlier, they talked extensively
with Staff on what plans have been talked about to help the River Road/Mill Lane
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intersection and what else has been talked about to try to alleviate some of the traffic, but
like was said, that is a City issue and needs to be addressed. He knows that Staff is
working to figure out something there, but that is not the developer’s issue at this point.

Commissioner Beamer asked Chair King, talking about infrastructure, that she has reports
on the police and school system.

Chair King stated that she fully understands that sometimes our citizens do not understand
the type of research that the Planning Commission does. She has statements from both
the Police Chief and School Superintendent because those things do concern them. The
School Superintendent has made it quite clear that Salem is nowhere near capacity
because the Commission was concerned about putting 70 lots in here with the potential
for children at South Salem Elementary School, Andrew Lewis and Salem High School,
all of which he says has more than enough capacity to take everyone. The Police Chief
says that there is a situation with speeding on Mill Lane, however, his comment was that
when we put in residential areas where there has been nothing but vacant land, it provides
a visual area that causes people to slow down. His concern was about the driveways
coming onto Mill Lane, as was the concern of all five of the Commissioners. They were
pleased to have an opportunity to view the property at different times with Mr. Boone and
Mr. Rosen and they heard us. As we heard tonight, what they plan to do is to put those
“T” driveways in so that no one is backing out onto Mill Lane. Having said that, neither
they nor the Commission can tell you what a person is going to do on any given day.
Obviously, the purpose of those driveways is to keep people from backing out onto Mill
Lane. Chair King also commented on the issue that anything coming before the Planning
Commission is always advertised in the Salem Times Register. That is the method that
is required by State Law and, if they every have any questions about what might be
coming up on the Planning Commission’s Agenda, please do not hesitate to contact the
Staff or any one of the Commissioners. It is on the City of Salem website and is not a
secret. It is not anything that is done under the table. It is all publicized.

Chair King asked if there were any other comments from the Commissioners tonight. The
public meeting ended at 8:44 PM.

F. Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance

Consider the request of ABoone Real Estate, Inc., contact purchaser, to rezone
the properties located at 1906 Mill Ln. & 1400 blk Penley Blvd. (T/M#s 205-2-5
& 204-13- 1) from RSF/AG Residential Single Family/Agriculture Districts & AG
Agriculture Districts to RSF Residential Single-Family District.

Chair King asked if there was a motion on this request. Commissioner Henrickson made
a motion to approve with conditions. Chair King stated that the conditions will be put on
the Special Exception Permit request.

Mr. Garst suggested that Mr. Boone proffer driveways designed to allow for turnaround
so that they have a little flexibility whether it is a “T” or a loop.

Mr. Boone stated that they do not really care what it looks like. They want them to look
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good, they do not want too much asphalt but as far as the actual configuration is
concerned, they are fine. He deferred to Mr. Burns on what it is, maybe 5 or 6.

Mr. Burns stated that he thinks Mr. Garst is saying do not put the term “T” turnaround into
the proffer. We need to word it in a way that allows the room to make a turnaround.

Commissioner Henrickson asked about approval with the number of lots.

Mr. Boone stated that they will proffer no more than 70 lots. Mr. Boone stated that they
had talked about storm water management, but this is what they want.

Mr. Burns stated that they stay away from substantial conformance just because they
have not gotten far enough with the design. He stated he thinks they are fine to proffer
maximum number of lots. He thinks they can even proffer a frontage requirement if that
helps.

Mr. Boone stated that he would be glad to proffer 51’ on the width of the lots.

Mr. Burns stated that he just did not know where storm water management was going to
go.

Mr. Boone stated maximum would be 70 lots and the lots will be no smaller than 51’ wide.
They could be larger.

Commissioner Henrickson made a motion to approve with the proffer. Commissioner
Routt seconded the motion.

Upon a roll call vote, the same stood as follows:

Mr. Routt — Aye

Mr. Henrickson — Aye
Mr. Beamer — Aye
Mr. Garst — Aye
Chair King — Aye

This was a unanimous decision to approve the request with a 5-0 vote. The request will
now go to City Council. They will be notified once that has been placed on the Agenda
for the City Council.

G. Special Exception Permit

Consider the request of ABoone Real Estate, Inc., contact purchaser, for a
Special Exception Permit to include the properties located at 1906 Mill Ln. &
1400 blk Penley Blvd. (T/M#s 205-2-5 & 204-13-1) in the Cluster Housing
Overlay District.

Chair King stated they will do the same conditions because those are conditions that the
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Commission can put on.

Mr. Rosen asked if the Commission would be able to put those conditions on and they do
not need to.

Chair King stated that is correct because it is a special exception permit.

Commissioner Henrickson made a motion to approve with conditions. Mr.
seconded the motion.

Upon a roll call vote, the same stood as follows:

Mr. Routt — Aye

Mr. Henrickson — Aye
Mr. Beamer — Aye
Mr. Garst — Aye
Chair King — Aye

This was a unanimous decision to approve the request with a 5-0 vote. The request will
now go to City Council. They will be notified once that has been placed on the Agenda
for the City Council.

5. Adjournment

There being no further business, Chair King adjourned the meeting at 8:49 PM.
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AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SALEM,

VIRGINIA held in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 114 North Broad Street Salem, VA 24153

AGENDA ITEM: Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
Consider the request of Gwynn Properties, LLC, contract purchaser, to
rezone the property located at 220 Brand Avenue (T/M# 74-2-8) from
HBD Highway Business District with conditions to HBD Highway
Business District.

SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION:

SITE CHARACTERISTICS:

Zoning: HBD Highway Business District with conditions

Land Use Plan Designation: Commercial

Existing Use: Union Office

Proposed Use: Therapy for Mental Health/Addiction - Guidance Service

The subject property (220 Brand Avenue) consists of a 1.756-acre tract of land which currently
sitswithinthe HBD Highway Business District zoning designation. The property has historically
served as a Union Hall. In 1979, the property was rezoned from Residential Business District
RB to Business District B-3, with the following condition:

1. Only a Union Hall and Office shall be constructed on said parcel of land, and should such
development not occur within two years or not used as a Union Hall, then the zoning shall revert
to Residential Business District RB without any further action by the Planning Commission or
Council.

The applicant, Gwynn Properties, LLC, is requesting a rezoning of the property from HBD
Highway Business District with conditions to HBD Highway Business District without
conditions in order to utilize the property for a different purpose than a Union Hall. If approved,
the applicant plans to operate a therapy service for people struggling with mental health and
addiction issues. Because no medicine will be stored or distributed on-site, this use is
considered a Guidance Service (permitted by-right in HBD) as opposed to an Outpatient Mental
Health and Substance Abuse Clinic (permitted by Special Exception Permit in HBD) by the City of
Salem Zoning Ordinance. Currently, the applicant has no plans for the undeveloped rear yard
area.

In an effort to proactively address potential concerns about additional vehicular access to the
property from Carey Avenue, or the potential subdivision and subsequent sale of property
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along Carey Avenue, the applicant has indicated a willingness to voluntarily proffer that no
vehicular access to this property shall be permitted from Carey Avenue.

The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) identifies this area as Commercial which is consistent with
the proposed future utilization of the property.

REQUIREMENTS:

The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-214.3. Site development regulations for
HBD.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends approval of this request subject to the applicant’s voluntary proffer which
restricts vehicular access from Carey Avenue. This provision ensures that if the property is sold

(or subdivided and subsequently sold), any future use requiring access from Carey Avenue will
be subject to an approval process from both Planning Commission and City Council.
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Docu5|gn Envelope I1D: 7CAA3S4E- 36AA-405F -B636-F555BA4B7112

City of Salem

w*.mr'

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Rezoning Application

Pre-application Meeting (optional)
Meetings with the Community Development Staff are recommended prior to submittal of a
rezoning application. Please bring a plat to the meeting with a sketch of your proposal.

Application Submittal

e The application deadline is the first of the month for inclusion on the following month’s agenda. If
the first falls on a weekend or holiday, the application deadline will be the following business day.

e  When submitting an application be sure to include the following: a complete application, plat of the
subject property, legal description that includes metes and bounds, and supplementary information
to support the request (such as conceptual plans and building elevations). Please note: incomplete
applications will not be accepted and will be returned to the applicant.

o The application fee is due at time of submittal. {(See Page 4)

o PLEASE NOTE: As per 106-520(C} of the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance no application shall be
accepted for a lot or parcel that does not comply with the minimum lot area, width, or frontage
requirements of the requested zoning district. A variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals must
be obtained prior to the submission of a rezoning application.

Application Distribution for City Review
» Complete applications may be routed to City departments for review.

Staff/Applicant Meeting
» The staff may contact the applicant to schedule a meeting to discuss comments provided by
reviewing agencies, to request additional information or plan revisions, and to negotiate proffers.

Planning Commission

» Revised conceptual plans and draft proffers must be submitted prior to the Planning Commission
meeting. Proffers and conceptual plans may be revised in accordance with Staff's

| recommendations, and revisions incorporating the staff's recommendations must be submitted

i prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

o A staff report and recommendation is included in the Planning Commission packet. The packet is

distributed approximately 1 week prior to the Planning Commission meeting.

» The Planning Commission meets on the 1%t Wednesday after the 1% City Council meeting of the
month,

» Following a public hearing on the rezoning case, the Planning Commission may recommend
approval, approval with revisions to the proffers, denial, or deferral of the application.

City Council

e Signed and notarized final proffers must be submitted prior to the City Council meeting.

e A staff report containing the recommendation of the Planning Commission and Staff is sent to the
City Council prior to the meeting.

e The City Council typically hears rezoning cases on the 4th Monday of every month. Cases are
usually heard by Council at the meeting following the Planning Commission meeting.

s Following a public hearing on the case, the City Council may vote to approve, approve with
proffered conditions deny, defer the application to another meeting, or remand the application

1
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Docusign Envelope ID: 7CAA3S4E-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

ATTACHMENTS - For ALL REQUESTS you must submit the following electronically:

a. A fully completed signed application.
b. Acknowledgement of Application Fee Payment Procedure (Page 4)

c. Signed Proffer Statement if applicable (Pages 6 & 7)

d. A plat of the subject property, which accurately reflects the current property boundaries, is drawn to
scale, and shows existing structures. (Typically, available from the City Clerk’s Office.)

¢. Responses to questions on Page 5
f. Historic Impact Information (if any)

g. For applications requiring plans, please submit electronically only. No hard copies will be
accepted.

h. Check here if the conceptual plan will serve as the preliminary plat. O

NOTE: Elevations will be required with new development.

TO THE APPLICANT:

it is the policy of the City of Salem City Council, the City of Salem Planning Commission, and City of
Salem Board of Zoning Appeals to require a property to be posted when a zoning action is being
considered. Such a posting notifies the general public of an impending action and the location being
considered.

It is incumbent on you, the applicant, to e nsure the sign is in the proper location and remains there wuntil
an action has taken place. Consequently, the procedure for posting is as follows:

1. The Community Development Staff will post the sign on your property.

2. You should check the location of the sign to make certain it is in the right place on your
property. Ifit is not, notify the Community Development Office as soon as possible.

3. You should check periodically to ensure the safety of the sign. If it is stolen or otherwise
harmed, notify the Community Development Office as socon as possible.

In submitting this rezoning application, you hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City
of Salem to enter the referenced property for the purposes of processing and reviewing the above
application.

Should you have any questions regarding this policy, please contact a member of Community Development.

Page 33 of 67



Docusign Envelope ID: 7CAA35S4E-36AA405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

City of Salem Community Development Application

Request for REZONING or CONDITIONAL REZONING

Case #:
APPLICANT INFORMATION
Owner: Telephone No.
. Fax No.
Contact Najge: Email Address
Address:
Signad by:
Applicant/Contract Purchaser. Edfa B | Thns wlim Telephone No 954-288-6999
Contact Name; Edna Gwynn China Fax No.
seen = Email Addressaboveand beyond
Address: 3491 Bason rd Mebane NC 27302/ mhs@gmai,com
L]

PARCEL INFORMATION For multiple parcels, please attachapage [}

(Tax ID #s) 74-2-8 Total Area (acres/square feet)

Current Zoning
Deed Book 19000275 page Requested Zoning
Subdivision Price Reguested Use
Location Description (Street Address, if applicable) Current Use ___
PTLT 81.756 AC JE PRICE MAP,
O Conditional Zoning Request: See Attached Proffer sheets

SIGNATURE OF OWNER CONTRACT PURCHASER (Ml (attach contract) O

As owner or authorized agent of this property, | hereby certify that this application Is complete and accurate to the
best of my knowledge, and | hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Salem to enter the

property for the puolpouu of processing and reviewing this request.
Signature s ?2 / LSommeda D ¢ Date__ﬁi&!a_}_&i

Print Name ™~ e exfewd

Signature Date
Print Name
F. — e
QUESTIONS/ LETTERS/ SHOULD BE FORWARDED TO THE FOLLOWING**:
Name Keith Dalton Telephone No, 540-308-8094
Address; 7325 Willamson Rd Roanoke, Va 24018 Fax No.

— Email Addresskeith@c21goidkey.net

keith@c21goldkey.net f_n-m—m_.—
koti Oulten

**It is the responsibility of the contact person to provide copies of all correspondence to other
interested parties to the application.

o GABAF17546REMG
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MCLVA Carl Kennebrew

A FoRrce rOR WORKING FAMIUES - 7 :

2701 Dryden Road Dayton, Ohio 45439
(937) 298-9984  Fax (937) 298-2636 » www.iue-cwa.org e
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Docusign Envelope ID: 7CAA3S4E-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF APPLICATION FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE

Application fees must be submitted at the time of submittal. | hereby acknowledge that this application is not
complete until the payment for all applicable fees has been received by the City of Salem Community Development
Department. | acknowledge that | am responsible for ensuring that such fees are received by the City of Salem.
| further acknowledge that any application fee submitted after the deadline shall result in the application -

being considered filed for the next mot#:::ﬁngs.
Elina gw:m 2/25/2025 | 7:28 PM EST

Signature of applicant/authorizedagent \_—_ . ... Date:
Edna Gwynn

Print Name:

Signature of applicant/authorized agent Date:

Print Name:

If you would like your correspondence emailed and/or faxed, please make selections, and provide the information
below:

OEmail OFax:

FEES:

All application fees must be paid at the time of submittal. Please make
checks payable to the City of Salem:

Rezoning application fee $1,000

l FOR STAFF USE ONLY

Staff Reviewer: Application Complete?  [1YES [INO

Date:
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Docusign Envelope ID: 7CAAISAE-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

PLEASE RESPOND FOR ALL REZONING APPLICATIONS:
1. What is the Future Land Use Designation for the subject property? Commercial/ HBD
2. Describe in detail the proposed use of the property. Pléase see attached sheet.

3. List any sensitive environmental or unique features on the property. Are there any high voltage transmission lines,
public utility lines, or others? Common City of Salem Utility lines.

4, s the subject property located within the Floodplain District? O YES B NO If yes, describe the proposed

measures for meeting the standards of the Floodplain Ordinance.

5. Is the subject property listed as a historic structure or located within a historic district? [0 YES 8 NO

If yes, describe the proposed measures for meeting the standards of the Department of Historic Resources.

6. Have you provided a conceptual plan of the proposed development, including general lot configurations and road

locations? Are the proposed lot sizes compatible with existing parcel sizes in the area? Exisiting structure.

PLEASE RESPOND FOR COMMERCIAL REZONING APPLICATIONS

1. What provisions will be made to ensure safe and adequate access to the subject property? EXisting lighting,
Contracting for Snow and ice removal.

2.  How will the traffic impact of this development be addressed? Minimal impact, as the majority of our
clientele takes advantage of public transportation.

3.  Describe why the proposed use is desirable and appropriate for the area. What measure will be taken to assure that

the proposed use will not have a negative impact on the surrounding vicinity? 1 ne City of Salem as well
as the entire Valley is impacted by Mental Health Issues and Addictions. We have a

proven tract record in succesfuly addressing and helping people work through these issues.

4. What type of signage is proposed for the site? Yard sign, Similar to the existing sign.

5.  Have architectural/building elevations been submitted with this application? N/A
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Question #2

This program is designed to provide much-needed support and
treatment to those seeking to addresses a critical need for accessible
mental health and addiction services. This service aligns with the city’s
goals of enhancing public health and well-being. Our team of licensed
counselors and staff will ensure that all individuals participating in the
program follow a structured and entirely volunteer program to
overcome addictions, and improve mental health. We believe this to
be a valuable addition to the community. Patient success will be
accomplished by maintaining confidentiality and creating a positive
and learning environment. The facility will have proper security
protocols in place to ensure that there is no disturbance to the
surrounding area. This includes monitoring entrances, exits, and
grounds to help ensure the safety of both staff, clients, and neighbors.
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Docusign Envelope ID; 7TCAA3S4E-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

TAXMAPNO.: (4-2-8 This document prepared by:kaith palton
(NAME AND ADDRESS):
7325 williamson Rd. Rke, va 24019

Return to: Office of Community Develt-ni)"r.ﬁeﬁ.t
21 South Bruffey Street
Salem, Virginia 24153

PROFFER STATEMENT

WHEREAS, __

(“the Owner(s)") is/are the owner{s) of certain real property known as

___property description/location) (“the Property”) totaling approximately
_ acres, located in the City of Salem, Virginia which is more particularly described as follows:

flegal description or an attachment containing a legal

description. Also include tax map #}; and
WHEREAS, the Owner(s) has/have filed an application to rezone the Property from current

zoning of {current zoning) to

{proposed zoning) c onditional, pursuant to the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance (the

“Zoning Ordinance”}; and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to proffer to the City of Salem (the "City"} certain conditions in
connection with the development of the Property that will protect the City and its citizens, provide for
the orderly development of the Property, and offset the impacts of development; and

WHEREAS, the below-listed proffers are designed and intended to mitigate impacts that have been
identified; and

WHEREAS, the Owner certifies that all below-listed proffers are voluntary, reasonable, and directly

related to the rezoning applied for; and

WHEREAS, the City is authorized to accept these proffers pursuant to the Code of Virginia, and
the Zoning Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, in the event that there is any conflict between these proffers and the Zoning Ordinance,
the conflict shall be resolved by the City's Zoning Administrator, subject to appeal to the Board of Zoning
Appeals and the courts as provided by law; and

WHEREAS, these proffers shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto,
and their respective heirs, successors and assigns; and

WHEREAS, the Owner(s) acknowledges that impacts of development not offset by the below-listed
proffers may be cause for denial of the rezoning request.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Owner(s) agrees to meet and comply with the following proffers in
connection with the development of the Property should the Owner's application to rezone the property be

approved:

Page 39 of 67



Docusign Envelope 1D: 7CAA354E-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

PROFFERS
1. (proffer 1)
2. (proffer2)
3. (oroffer3)
4. etc

findicate if you intend the proffers to be offered as a group (i.e. "all or nothing”. Otherwise, each will

be considered to be individually offered for separate consideration by the City. The City does not have to

accept proffers that are offered)

Once proffered and accepted as part of an amendment to the zoning ordinance, these conditions

shall continue in full force and effect until a subsequent amendment changes the zoning on the property
covered by these conditions; provided, however, that such conditions shall continue if the subsequent
amendment is part of a comprehensive implementation of a new or substantially revised zoning ordinance.

WITNESS the following signature and seal:

By:
Owner
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA CITY OF SALEM, to wit:
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of . 20
by
Owner
Notary Public

My commission expires:
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Docusign Envelope 10: 7CAA3IS4E-36AA-405F-B636-F555BA4B7112

Acceptance:

The Proffers herein have been accepted as follows: ("All" or list specific proffers

accepted)

by action of the Council of the City of Salem on

Date

ATTEST:

Clerk of Council
Salem, Virginia
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Docusign Envelope ID: 760098DA-A3B3-402F-B75B-63B6735AF046

In reference to 220 Brand Ave.

The potential buyer Edna Gwynn DBA Gwynn Properties LLC
state and attest that there will be no medicine stored on the
property and no medicine will be dispensed on site.

Signed by:

Ehwa Sy

BDCDALOEAAZF 4

3/18/2025 | 2:11 PM EDT

Edna Gwynn, Owner- Gwynn properties LLC
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457 i
|
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND SECTION 32-9, ARTICLE II, CHAPTER 32, OF THE|
CODE OF THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA, RELATING TO ZONING AND DIVID- |
ING THE CITY INTO BUILDING DISTRICTS AND ESTABLISHING DISTRICT l
BOUNDARY LINES ON THE ZONING MAP OF THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA. !
WHEREAS, Local 161, International Union of Electrical,
Radio & Machine Workers, AFL-CIO, have heretofore petitioned
to have a 1.756 acre tract located at 208 Brand Avenue rezoned
from Residential Business District R-B to Business District B~3;
and

WHEREAS, Local 161, International Union of Electrical,
Radio & Machine Workers, AFL-CIO, did in said petition
voluntarily proffer certain conditions in addition to the
regulations provided by Business District B-3 into which the
property is requested to be rezoned; and

WHEREAS, Council has reviewed the proposed conditions and
is of the opinion that the reguested rezoning without the pro-
posed conditions would not be in the best interests of the City
of Salem and that the conditions proffered will more closely
comply with the intent of the Land Use Plan heretofore adopted;
and

WHEREAS, Council has adcopted provisions of Chapter 320 of the
1978 Acts of the General Assembly of Virginia, Sections 15.1-491.1
through 15.1-491.6, relating to conditional zoning; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA,
that Ssction 32-9, Article II, Chapter 32, of The Code of the
City of Salem, Virginia, relating to building district boundary
lines, be amended in the following particular and no other, viz:

Section 1. That the following described property in the
City of Salem be and the same is hereby changed
from Residential Business District R-B to
Business District B-3 and the map referred to
shall be changed in this respect and no other.
However, in addition to the regulations for
such zoning district as contained in Chapter
32 of The Code of the City of Salem, there
are hereby incorporated the conditions set
forth in Section 2 of this ordinance.

BEGINNING at an iron pin in the west line
of Carey Avenue at the southeast corner

of the property of Sallie Kae & J. E. Price;
thence with the west line of Carey Avenue
S. 9° 48' W. 236.75 feet to an iron pin;
thence leaving Carey Avenue and with a new
line through the property of Robertson
Fowler Co., Inc. N. 89° 01' 32" W.

338,01 feet to an iron pin on the east
line of a 20 foot street; thence with the
east line of said 20 foot street N. 100

13" E. 222.60 feet to an iron pin; thence
leaving said 20 foot street N. 88C 34' E.
338.88 feet to the place of BEGINNING.

and being a portion of the original Lot #8,
of the J. E. Price Map recorded in County
Deed Book #350, page #355.
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Section 2. The following conditions voluntarily
proffered shall apply in addition to the
regulations contained in Chapter 32 of
The Code of the City of Salem:

Only a Union Hall and Office shall

be constructed on said parcel of land,
and should such development not occur
within two years or not used as a

Union Hall, then the zoning shall
revert to Residential Business District
R-B without any further action by the
Planning Commission or Council.

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict with the
provisions of this ordinance be and the same are hereby repealed.

This ordinance shall be in full force and effect ten (10)
days after its final passage.

Upon a call for an aye and a nay vote, the same stood as
follows:

Robert L. Barnett - Aye
Jane L. Hough - Aye

Carl E. Tarpley, Jr. - Aye
W. Mac Green - Aye

James E. Taliaferro - Ave

Approved: November 13, 1979

/s/ James E. Taliaferro

Mayor

Clerk of Council
City of Salem, Virginia
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2957 12-06 *19

EI)BEBHQ, the IUE-CWA Local 82161 now wishes to quitclaim all of its interest in the

Property unto the IUE-CWA as the surviving or parent entity of said IUE-CWA Local 82161.
Aoty therefore, ag a convepance to the gurbibing entitp, and not for

consideration, the Grantor does hereby grant, convey, remise, release and quitclaim unto the
Grantee, as sole owner, all of the following lot or parcels of land situated in the City of Salem,

Commonwealth of Virginia, and more particularly described as follows, to-wit:

BEGINNING at an iron pin in the West line of Carey Avenue at the Southeast
corner of the property of Sallie Kae & J.E. Price; thence with the west line of Carey
Avenue S. 9° 48' W. 236.75 feet to an iron pin; thence leaving Carey Avenue and
with a new line thru the property of Roberson Fowler Co, Inc. N. 88° 01' 32" W.
338.01 feet to an iron pin on the east line of a 20 foot street; thence with the east
line of said 20 foot street N. 10° 13’ E, 222,50 feet to an iran pin; thence leaving
said 20 foot street N. 88° 34’ E. 338.88 feet to the place of BEGINNING; and being
a portion of the original Lot #8, of the J.E. Price Map recorded in County Deed
Book #350, Page #355, all of which is more fully shown on a survey dated October
4, 1979, made by Jack G. Bess, C.L.S. for .U.E. AFL-CIO LOCAL 161 attached
to the Deed recorded in the Clerk’s Office for the Circuit Court of the City of Salem,
Virginia, at Deed Book 65, Page 22,

'Ql:f)iﬁ JBeelis made subject to all easements, reservations, restrictions, and conditions

of record affecting the hereinabove described property.

The title to the property conveyed by this deed has not been examined or certified
by the attorney who prepared this deed.
BIitness the following signatures and seals.

IVE-CWA LOCAL 82161, formerly known as
INTERNATIONAL UNION QF ELECTRICAL,
RADIO AND MACHINE WORKERS LOCAL 161

By: {SEAL}

Jer arney, Temporary Administrator
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AFFADAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO $15.2-2204

PLANNING COMMISSION
APRIL 16, 2025

CODE OF VIRGINIA

ITEM #

This is to certify that | mailed letters in reference to the rezoning request of Gwynn Properties, LLC,
contract purchaser, to rezone the property located at 220 Brand Avenue (Tax Map # 74-2-8) from HBD
Highway Business District with conditions to HBD Highway Business District, to the following property

owners and adjacent property owners on March 28, 2025, in the 2:00 p.m. mail:

EDNA GWYNN
3491 BASON RD
MEBANE NC 27302

PHILIP DANA BELAND
JUDY HALE BELAND
312 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

DOUGLAS W DOWE
123 HALE AVE
SALEM VA 24153

MIZACK FAMILY REVOCABLE
TRUST

7708 AUTUMN PARK DR
ROANOKE VA 24018

IUE-CWA
2701 DRYDEN RD
MORAINE OH 45439

JANET BELINDA WARE
8213 BARRETT RD
FORT WASHINGTON MD
20744

DONNA G OWEN
118 BRAND AVE
SALEM VA 24153

KEITH DALTON
7325 WILLIAMSON RD
ROANOKE VA 24019

VICKI JO SHANK
6252 ZINNIA LN
HAYMARKET VA 20169

TIMOTHY LEE SKIME
ULRIKE SKIME

130 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

BYRON C COLES
936 HARRISON AVE
SALEM VA 24153

LNR PROPERTIES LLC
4832 CELTIC CIR
SALEM VA 24153

HILLBURG INVESTMENTS LLC
5929 BRAHMA RD SW
ROANOKE VA 24018

RIVERLAND OAKS LLC
P O BOX 2492
SALEM VA 24153

VALLEY PROPERTIES LL
L&M PROPERTIES LLC
3330 HOLLINS RD
ROANOKE VA 24012

GREGORY T LINKOUS
300 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

SCIOTO PROPERTIES
SP-16 LLC

160 E OLENTANGY ST
POWELL OH 43065-9065

FAWN RENEEE ROBBIN¢
CHRISTOPER DALE SAIN
311 CAREY AVE

SALEM VA 24153

KENNETH GRIGGS
145 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

JERRY A JACKSON
3524 MIDHURST DR
CHESTER VA 23831

SEYWARD VIRGINIA
MCKINNEY

110 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153
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HENRY C RICE
MARJORIE L RICE
114 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

SHEROLYN JANINE PAYNE
126 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 2415

MORRIS A ELAM LIMITED
PARTNERSHIP

450 S BROAD ST

SALEM VA 24153

QUALITY HOMES BY L&T LLC

2804 FRANKLIN ST
SALEM VA 24153

WILLIAM R MCNEILL IlI
118 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

EVAN N SCHRANTZ
HEATHER H SCHRANTZ
128 CAREY AVE

SALEM VA 24153

WILLIAMS LIVING TRUST
5285 GLENVAR HEIGHTS
BLVD

SALEM VA 24153

Signed %m
yad ==C

City of Salem
Commonwealth of Virginia

The forego_ing instrument was acknowledged before me this
Wiekhom

Aot Enillamar

RICHARD C LEYH
122 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

EDDIE L KOLB
119 HALE AVE
SALEM VA 24153

HELM BUILDING
ENTERPRISES LTD

P O BOX 2789

SALEM VA 24153-0580

N&tary Public

My commission expires: l ' lﬂiﬂ, /_))4; &)Z{g

_Z&ﬂay of {Ylhfd’)

Date k—/'?/’2 Jj/ =4 =3

. 2025, by

\\
:S § < puUBLIC
-t
= *

o & MY COIPSSIoN ;-
T

Sz
{ REG. #3084493 % 4
=T

RIR s
SRS 3

TR
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AT A REGULAR MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SALEM,

VIRGINIA held in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 114 North Broad Street Salem, VA 24153

AGENDA ITEM: Amendment to the Zoning Ordinance
Consider the request of Riverland Oaks, LLC, property owner, to rezone
the property located at 19 Carey Avenue (T/M# 83-1-11) from RSF
Residential Single-Family District to RB Residential Business District with
proffered conditions.

SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION:

SITE CHARACTERISTICS:

Zoning: RSF Residential Single Family
Land Use Plan Designation: Residential
Existing Use: Vacant

Proposed Use: Townhouses

The subject property (19 Carey Avenue) consists of a 0.333-acre tract of land which currently
sits within the RSF Residential Single Family zoning designation. The applicant is requesting a
rezoning of the property from RSF Residential Single Family to RB Residential Business District
to facilitate the development of a ten-unit townhouse complex in conjunction with an adjacent
property (114 Brand Avenue). The provided concept plan displays three separate structures -
two with three units, and one with four units.

The applicant has voluntarily proffered two separate items:
1. Townhouses shall be the only allowable use on the property
2. The property shall not have vehicular access from Carey Avenue.

If approved, this townhouse development is subject to the Use and Design Standards specified
in Section 106-304.17 of the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance.

The City is aware of issues related to stormwater management in this area and has proactively
discussed interventions with the applicant. As is the case with any potential development on
this property, stormwater management must be reviewed through the site plan process and
approved by the City prior to construction.

The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) identifies this area as Residential which is consistent with the
proposed future utilization of the property.
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REQUIREMENTS:

The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-208.3. Site development regulations for
RB.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this request subject to the applicant’s voluntary proffers which
regulate the use of the property and restricts vehicular access from Carey Avenue.
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SALEM™ VA

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT Rezoning Application

Pre-application Meeting (optional)
Meetings with the Community Development Staff are recommended prior to submittal of a
rezoning application. Please bring a plat to the meeting with a sketch of your proposal.

Application Submittal
The application deadline is the first of the month for inclusion on the following month'’s agenda. If
the first falls on a weekend or holiday, the application deadline will be the following business day.
When submitting an application be sure to include the following: a complete application, plat of the
subject property, legal description that includes metes and bounds, and supplementary information
to support the request (such as conceptual plans and building elevations). Please note: incomplete
applications will not be accepted and will be returned to the applicant.
The application fee is due at time of submittal. (See Page 4)
PLEASE NOTE: As per 106-520(C) of the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance no application shall be
accepted for a lot or parcel that does not comply with the minimum lot area, width, or frontage
requirements of the requested zoning district. A variance from the Board of Zoning Appeals must
be obtained prior to the submission of a rezoning application.

Application Distribution for City Review
Complete applications may be routed to City departments for review.

Staff/Applicant Meeting
The staff may contact the applicant to schedule a meeting to discuss comments provided by
reviewing agencies, to request additional information or plan revisions, and to negotiate proffers.

Planning Commission
Revised conceptual plans and draft proffers must be submitted prior to the Planning Commission
meeting. Proffers and conceptual plans may be revised in accordance with Staff's
recommendations, and revisions incorporating the staff’s recommendations must be submitted
prior to the Planning Commission meeting.
A staff report and recommendation is included in the Planning Commission packet. The packet is
distributed approximately 1 week prior to the Planning Commission meeting.
The Planning Commission meets on the 15t Wednesday after the 1t City Council meeting of the
month.
Following a public hearing on the rezoning case, the Planning Commission may recommend
approval, approval with revisions to the proffers, denial, or deferral of the application.

City Council
Signed and notarized final proffers must be submitted prior to the City Council meeting.
A staff report containing the recommendation of the Planning Commission and Staff is sent to the
City Council prior to the meeting.
The City Council typically hears rezoning cases on the 4th Monday of every month. Cases are
usually heard by Council at the meeting following the Planning Commission meeting.
Following a public hearing on the case, the City Council may vote to approve, approve with
proffered conditions, deny, defer the application to another meeting, or remand the application
back to the Planning Commission for further consideration,
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ATTACHMENTS - For ALL REQUESTS you must submit the following electronically:

a. A fully completed signed application.
b. Acknowledgement of Application Fee Payment Procedure (Page 4)

c. Signed Proffer Statement if applicable (Pages 6 & 7)

d. A plat of the subject property, which accurately reflects the current property boundaries, is drawn to
scale, and shows existing structures. (Typically, available from the City Clerk’s Office.)

e. Responses to questions on Page 5
f. Historic Impact Information (if any)

g. Forapplications requiring plans, please submit electronically only. No hard copies will be
accepted.

h. Check here if the conceptual plan will serve as the preliminary plat.

NOTE: Elevations will be required with new development.

TO THE APPLICANT:

It is the policy of the City of Salem City Council, the City of Salem Planning Commission, and City of
Salem Board of Zoning Appeals to require a property to be posted when a zoning action is being
considered. Such a posting notifies the general public of an impending action and the location being
considered.

It is incumbent on you, the applicant, to ensure the sign is in the proper location and remains there until
an action has taken place. Consequently, the procedure for posting is as follows:

1. The Community Development Staff will post the sign on your property.

2. You should check the location of the sign to make certain it is in the right place on your
property. If it is not, notify the Community Development Office as soon as possible.

3. You should check periodically to ensure the safety of the sign. If it is stolen or otherwise
harmed, notify the Community Development Office as soon as possible.

In submitting this rezoning application, you hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City

of Salem to enter the referenced property for the purposes of processing and reviewing the above
application.

Should you have any questions regarding this policy, please contact a member of Community Development.

2
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City of Salem Community Development Application

Request for REZONING or CONDITIONAL REZONING

Case #:

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Owner: Riverland Oaks, LLC Telephone No, 540.312.0900

Contact Name: Patrick Snead Fax No.

Email Address
sneadvt04@gmail.com

Address: PO Box 2492

Applicant/Contract Purchaser; Same as above Telephone No.
Fax No.

Contact N -

DR R Email Address
Address:

[1]
PARCEL INFORMATION For multiple parcels, please attach a page ]
(Tax ID #s) 83-1-11 Total Area (acres/square feet) -333 AC
Beed-Book Page- Requested Zoning RB
Subdivision Requested Use Construction of new townhomes

Location Description (Street Address, if applicable) Current Use Vacant

19 Carey Ave

LTS 15 & 16 HANSBROUGH & BAER B Conditional Zoning Request: See Attached Proffer sheets

SIGNATURE OF OWNER [H] CONTRACT PURCHASER [ ] (attach contract) ]

As owner or authorized agent of this property, | hereby certify that this application is complete and accurate to the
best of my knowledge, and | hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Salem to enter the
property fo‘rthﬁmrposes of processing and reviewing this request.

Signature et e 7" Date 3/3/2025
Print Name Patrick Snead

Signature Date

Print Name

QUESTIONS/ LETTERS/ SHOULD BE FORWARDED TO THE FOLLOWING**:

Name Riverland Oaks LLC - Patrick Snead Telephone No. 540.312.0900
Address; PO Box 2492 Fax No.
Salem, VA 24153 Email Address

sneadvt04@gmail.com

**Itis the responsibility of the contact person to provide copies of all correspondence to other
interested parties to the application.
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF APPLICATION FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE

Application fees must be submitted at the time of submittal. | hereby acknowledge that this application is not
complete until the payment for all applicable fees has been received by the City of Salem Community Development
Department. | acknowledge that | am responsible for ensuring that such fees are received by the City of Salem.

| further acknowledge that any application fee submitted after the deadline shall result in the application -
being considered filed for the next month's meetings.

Signature of applicant/authorized agent / /‘//L“/ Date: 3/ 3/ 2025
Patrick Snead

Print Name:

Signature of applicant/authorized agent Date:

Print Name:

If you would like your correspondence emailed and/or faxed, please make selections, and provide the information
below:

s SNeadvt04@gmail.com E—_—

FEES:

All application fees must be paid at the time of submittal. Please make
checks payable to the City of Salem:

Rezoning application fee $1,000

FOR STAFF USE ONLY

Staff Reviewer: Application Complete? [ YES CONO

Date:
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PLEASE RESPOND FOR ALL REZONING APPLICATIONS:
g 1. What is the Future Land Use Designation for the subject property? Residential
2. Describe in detail the proposed use of the property. Please see narrative

3. List any sensitive environmental or unique features on the property. Are there any high voltage transmission lines,
public utility lines, or others? Please see narrative

4. Is the subject property located within the Floodplain District? 0 YES ® NO If yes, describe the proposed

measures for meeting the standards of the Floodplain Ordinance.

5. Is the subject property listed as a historic structure or located within a historic district? 0 YES @ NO

If yes, describe the proposed measures for meeting the standards of the Department of Historic Resources.

6. Have you provided a conceptual plan of the proposed development, including general lot configurations and road

locations? Are the proposed lot sizes compatible with existing parcel sizes in the area?
Concept plan attached

PLEASE RESPOND FOR COMMERCIAL REZONING APPLICATIONS

1. What provisions will be made to ensure safe and adequate access to the subject property?

2, How will the traffic impact of this development be addressed?

3. Describe why the proposed use is desirable and appropriate for the area. What measure will be taken to assure that

the proposed use will not have a negative impact on the surrounding vicinity?

4. What type of signage is proposed for the site?

5. Have architectural/building elevations been submitted with this application?
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TAX MAP NO.: 83-1-11 This document prepared by:
(NAME AND ADDRESS) Riverland Qaks, LLC

Return to: Office of Community Development P.O. Box 2492

21 South Bruffey Street

Salem, Virginia 24153 Salem, VA 24153
PROFFER STATEMENT

WHEREAS, Riverland Oaks, LLC

(“the Owner(s)") is/are the owner(s) of certain real property known as

83-1-11 (oroperty description/location) (“the Property”) totaling approximately

acres, located in the City of Salem, Virginia which is more particularly described as follows:
See attached legal description

(fegal description or an attachment containing a legal

description. Also include tax map #): and
WHEREAS, the Owner(s) has/have filed an application to rezone the Property from current
zoning of RSF (current zoning) to RB

(proposed zoning), c onditional, pursuant to the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance (the

“Zoning Ordinance”); and

WHEREAS, the Owner desires to proffer to the City of Salem (the “City") certain conditions in
connection with the development of the Property that will protect the City and its citizens, provide for
the orderly development of the Property, and offset the impacts of development; and

WHEREAS, the below-listed proffers are designed and intended to mitigate impacts that have been
identified; and

WHEREAS, the Owner certifies that all below-listed proffers are voluntary, reasonable, and directly

related to the rezoning applied for: and

WHEREAS, the City is authorized to accept these proffers pursuant to the Code of Virginia, and
the Zoning Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, in the event that there is any conflict between these proffers and the Zoning Ordinance,
the conflict shall be resolved by the City's Zoning Administrator, subject to appeal to the Board of Zoning
Appeals and the courts as provided by law: and

WHEREAS, these proffers shall be binding upon and shall inure to the benefit of the parties hereto,
and their respective heirs, successors and assigns; and

WHEREAS, the Owner(s) acknowledges that impacts of development not offset by the below-listed
proffers may be cause for denial of the rezoning request.

NOW, THEREFORE, the Owner(s) agrees to meet and comply with the following proffers in
connection with the development of the Property should the Owner's application to rezone the property be

approved:
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PROFFERS
(proffer 1) - Townhouses shall be the only allowable use on the property.

2. (proffer2) - The property shall not have vehicular access from Carey Avenue.

3. (proffer3)
4. etc

accept proffers that are offered)
Once proffered and accepted as part of an amendment to the zoning ordinance, these cond|tlons

shall continue in full force and effect until a subsequent amendment changes the zoning on the property

covered by these conditions; provided, however, that such conditions shall continue if the su 'equent

amendment is part of a comprehensive implementation of a new or substantially revised zoning ordl; "*
WITNESS the following signature and seal:

Owner

By:

COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA CITY OF SALEM, to wit:

The foregomg mstrument was acknowledged before me this 5 day om
areiieg,

‘%\?ﬁ‘f’?’fﬁwf% . 3 A SV TS 65\‘29-0 Ast

B N &
8 N . -

o s -, -

= ID#259788 =
P Zql wopge g3
¥ 22NN FS <
‘a s ”,, "yff"oh " n yigcn s .c* \\‘\ ¥
L R Notary Pablic
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Acceptance;:

accepted)
y
&
i
3
k'
by action of the Council of the City of Salem on 4
Date i
ATTEST:
Clerk of Council i
Salem, Virginia ;
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REZONING NARRATIVE

We are providing the narrative below as supplemental information to support the attached rezoning
application. This request is to rezone Tax Parcel 83-1-11 (0.333 acres) from RSF (Residential Single Family)
to RB (Residential Business) with proffered conditions.

Tax Parcel 83-1-11, hereafter referred to as the Subject Property, is landlocked, accessed only through the
adjacent Tax Parcel 83-1-7, hereafter referred to as the Adjacent Property. Both the Subject Property and
Adjacent Property are owned by Riverland Oaks, LLC. The Subject Property has a Carey Avenue address,
which is likely why it’s presently zoned RSF. However, it is not accessible from Carey Avenue.

The intent is to develop Tax Parcels 83-1-7 and 83-1-11 together. The Adjacent Property (0.685 acres) is
currently zoned RB. The Subject Property (0.333 acres) is currently zoned RSF, and this application is to
rezone this parcel to RB. Rezoning the Subject Property to RB will allow these properties to be combined
to create a 1.018-acre parcel suitable for a residential townhome development, while also alleviating the
Subject Property’s current landlocked condition.

By right, the Adjacent Property can be developed with up to six townhome units, and the Subject Property
can be developed with two single-family homes. However, the awkward shape of the properties and the
landlocked nature of the Subject Property would result in a less-than-desirable configuration of buildings,
driveways, and parking. In contrast, rezoning the Subject Property enables the creation of a thoughtfully
planned, cohesive community with 10 uniform townhomes. This request is consistent with the land use
designation of Residential on the City of Salem’s Official Future Generalized Land Use Map.

The Subject Property is situated between Carey Avenue and Brand Avenue. The Subject Property and the
Adjacent Property are located within a diverse mixture of residential and commercial zoning, including
RSF, RB, HBD, LM, and RSF.

The Subject Property’s northern property line adjoins the Adjacent Property, a 0.685-acre vacant lot
(zoned RB). Adjoining the east side of the Subject Property are residential homes facing Carey Avenue. A
landlocked alley adjoins the southern side of the property. The west side of the property is adjoined by a
parking lot (zoned HBD) and a brick home currently in use as an office (zoned RB).

The attached preliminary Concept Plan (Exhibit A, prepared by Balzer and Associates, Inc., dated March 3,
2025) outlines our vision for the proposed townhome development. The proposed concept includes 10
townhome units configured in one 4-unit building and two 3-unit buildings. Each townhome is anticipated
to have three bedrooms and two and a half bathrooms. Vehicular access will be from Brand Avenue. A
proffered condition is being provided that there will be no vehicular access from Carey Avenue. Parking
will be provided within close proximity to each building, with two spots assigned to each townhome. The
plan provides for a 25-foot buffer and plantings adjacent to all RSF properties, as required by City of Salem
development standards for townhomes. This buffer would not be required with single-family home
construction. The preliminary site plan also accounts for adequate emergency vehicle access.

An Architectural Perspective (Exhibit B, dated March 3, 2025) is also provided as supplemental information
to illustrate the developer’s vision for the exterior of the proposed townhomes. A proffered condition is
being proposed with this application that will limit the use of the property to townhouses only.
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Due to the topography of the Combined Parcel, stormwater management will be a focal point of the final
site plan development. Stormwater management will be designed as part of the site plan process and we
will work closely with City of Salem engineering staff and Balzer and Associates on this design. The property
will be served by public water and sewer, which are available from both Carey Avenue and Brand Avenue.

Presently, the annual tax assessments of the Subject Property and Adjacent Property are $69,200,
equating to annual real estate tax revenue of $830. Once rezoned and improved, the townhome
development could generate $21,198 in real estate tax revenue per year, assuming a tax assessment of
$1,766,500. In addition to the 2,454% tax revenue increase, the development would create an attractive
community of homes that will increase the value of the surrounding properties while also providing City
of Salem citizens with a comfortable and affordable place to call home.

With fewer and fewer vacant lots available in the City of Salem, we are always looking for unique
opportunities to expand our rental portfolio. Riverland Oaks, LLC has a proven track record of developing
vacant or blighted properties to provide quality housing, improve neighborhoods, and add real estate tax
revenue to the City of Salem. The following is a list of such projects:

Indiana Street: In 2020, we replaced an uninhabitable home with five single-family homes, dramatically
increasing the parcel’s annual tax assessment from $100,000 in 2019 to its current assessment of
$1,223,000. Previously an eyesore and a safety concern, the property generated just $1,180 in annual real
estate tax revenue. Now, these five attractive homes enhance the neighborhood’s appeal, have inspired
further improvements in the area, and contribute $14,676 in annual real estate tax revenue.

S Broad/White Oak Streets: In 2020, we sought a special exception permit to build a duplex on a vacant
lot, increasing the annual tax assessment from $32,700 in 2021 to its current assessment of $353,300.
Vacant, the property generated just $392 in annual real estate tax revenue. Today, that has increased 980%
to $4,239.

S Market Street: In 2022, we built four single-family homes on four narrow vacant lots, increasing the
annual tax assessment from $47,400 in 2022 to its current assessment of $1,029,200. Vacant, the property
generated just $568 in annual real estate tax revenue. Today, that has increased 2,074% to $12,350.

Page 60 of 67



04215rco2-sheetiplt

w:\drawings\2004\04215\sur\04215rco2.dwg

PARCEL REFERENCES:

@ TAX f84-2-12

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
PARCEL 1 — D.B. 318, PG. 138
PARCEL 1, P.B. 1, PG. 14 & 15

TAX #83-1-13
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

PARCEL 2 - D.B. 318, PG. 138
PARCEL 5, P.B. 1, PG. 14 & 15

PORTION OF TAX #84-2-12
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
PARCEL 3 — D.B. 318, PG. 138

SEE PLAT MADE FOR THE INDUSTRIAL
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY OF THE CITY
OF SALEM, VIRGINIA PREPARED BY
RAYMOND C. WEEKS, LS.

DATED FEBRUARY 24, 1970

REVISED APRIL 22, 1970

@ TAX f108—1-3.1

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
D.B. 163, PG. 285 (DEED OF CORRECTION)
D.B. 162, PG. 747 (ERRONEOUS DEED)

@ TAX §74-2-7

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
TRACT 1 — D.B. 145, PG. 320
PARCEL 4, P.B. 1, PG. 14 & 15

® PORTION OF TAX §73-3-7
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

TRACT 1 — D.B. 145, PG. 320
PARCEL 2, PB. 1, PG. 14 & 15

@ TAX f74-2-2
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
D.B. 145, PG. 316

@ PORTION OF TAX §74—2—1
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
TRACT 2 — PARCEL 2 — D.B. 145, PG. 320
SEE PLAT SHOWING PROPERTY TO BE CONVEYED
TO BRAND INVESTMENT CORPORATION PREPARED BY
RAYMOND C. WEEKS, LS.
DATED MAY 18, 1970

@ PORTION OF TAX §74—2—1
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

TRACT 2 — PARCEL 1 — D.B. 145, PG. 320

SEE PLAT SHOWING PROPERTY TO BE CONVEYED

TO BRAND INVESTMENT CORPORATION PREPARED BY
RAYMOND C. WEEKS, L.S.

DATED MAY 18, 1970

ABBREVIATIONS )

PORTION OF TAX #73-3-7

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

D.B. 160, PG. 598

SEE PLAT ENTITLED SURVEY FOR HSN REALTY, INC.,

A DELEWARE CORPORATION, BY RAYMOND C. WEEKS
WTH T. P. PARKER & SONS, ENGINEERS & SURVEYORS
DATED MAY 2, 1990

TAX §73-3-3

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED BY

D.B. 145, PG. 325 — DATED DECEMBER 5, 1988
*9DROPERTY MAY BE SUBJECT TO CONVEYANCE FROM
GEORGE D. SHAVERS, BARBARA J. SHAVERS AND MARY
E. WHITLOCK TO WILLIAM E. LEE PER DEED DATED
NOVEMBER 2, 1992 RECORDED AT D.B. 192, PG. 507
TAX RECORDS INDICATE WILLIAM E. LEE AS OWNER,
HOWEVER, THE PROPERTY DESCRIPTION IN D.B. 145,
PG. 325 ENCOMPASSES THE PROPERTY CONVEYED TO
WILLIAM E. LEE ++*

TAX #73-3-2

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED BY

D.B. 145 PG. 325 — DATED DECEMBER 5, 1988

PARCEL 8 — PB. 1, PG. 14 & 15

**PORTION (10" STRIP) OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED IN
D.B. 145, PG. 325 WAS PREVIOUSLY DEDICATED FOR
STREET PURPOSES BY P.B. 1, PG. 14 & 15.%%*
*PARCEL ALSO CONVEYED TO HSN REALTY, INC. AS

A PORTION OF TRACT 1 — D.B. 145, PG. 320%**

TAX #73-3-1
PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC

PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED BY

D.B. 145, PG. 325 — DATED DECEMBER 5, 1988

TAX #84—-2-1

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
EMMA M. WATSON — LIFE ESTATE
PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED BY
D.B. 145, PG. 314

PARCEL 7 - PB. 1, PG. 14 & 15

TAX f84-2-2

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY, LLC
PORTION OF PROPERTY CONVEYED BY
D.B. 145, PG. 314

PARCEL 6 — P.B. 1, PG. 14 & 15

TAX f83-1-11

PROPERTY OF HSN REALTY. LLC

PROPERTY CONVEYED BY

D.B. 145, PG. 318

LOTS 15 & 16 — SUBDIVISION OF THE
HANSBROUGH & BAER TRACT — P.B. 1, PG. 98
DATED FEBRUARY 4, 1928

(PLAT RECORDED IN ROANOKE COUNTY)

~N7 )

NOTES:

1.

2
3.

8. THE CITY OF SALEM ZONING REGULATIONS FOR HBD (HIGHWAY BUSINESS DISTRICT) ZONING ARE AS FOLLOWS:
FRONT YARD SETBACK — 30 FEET FROM STREET CENTERLINE

THIS PLAT BASED ON A CURRENT FIELD SURVEY.
IRON PINS SET AT ALL CORNERS UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON DOES NOT LIE WMITHIN LIMITS OF A SPECIAL F1LOOD HAZARD AREA AS DESIGNATED BY FEMA.

THIS OPINION IS BASED ON AN INSPECTION OF THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAPS AND HAS BEEN VERIFIED BY ACTUAL FIELD ELEVATIONS.
SEE COMMUNITY PANEL #510141 0041F, MAP #51161C 0041F DATED FEBRUARY 4, 2005.
THIS PLAT DOES NOT GUARANTEE THE EXISTENCE OR LOCATION OF ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITIES. STORM DRAIN STRUCTURES, SANITARY SEWER
MANHOLES, AND ALL OTHER SURFACE UTILITIES WERE FIELD LOCATED. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITIES SHOWN HEREON WERE ESTABLISHED USING
ABOVE GROUND STRUCTURES AND AVAILABLE UTILITY MAPS. ALL UNDERGROUND UTILITY LINES ARE APPROXIMATE AND SHOULD BE FIELD

VERIFIED PRIOR TO THE START OF ANY CONSTRUCTION.

THIS SURVEY OF PARCELS A THROUGH J, INCLUSIVE AND N THROUGH P, INCLUSIVE, IS BASED ON A LAWYERS TITLE INSURANCE CORPORATION
COMMITMENT FOR TITLE INSURANCE, CASE NO. SCO5200LT, EFFECTIVE JULY 14, 2005. PARCELS K, L AND M ARE NOT BASED ON A CURRENT
NTLE REPORT AND THEREFORE MAY NOT SHOW ALL ENCUMBRANCES TO THE PROPERTY.
THE CITY OF SALEM ZONING REGULATIONS FOR RSF (RESIDENTIAL SINGLE FAMILY) ZONING ARE AS FOLLOWS:
FRONT YARD SETBACK — 25 FEET, IF RIGHT-OF—WAY IS 50 FEET OR GREATER IN WIDTH; 50 FEET FROM CENTERLINE OF ANY RIGHT-OF-WAY
LESS THAN 50 FEET IN WIDTH. HOWEVER, IF AN ADJOINING LOT IS DEVELOPED, NO PRINCIPAL STRUCTURE SHALL BE
REQUIRED TO HAVE A FRONT YARD GREATER THAN THAT OBSERVED BY AN EXISTING BUILDING ON AN ADJOINING LOT.
SIDE YARD SETBACK — ANY SIDE YARD SHALL BE A MINIMUM OF 10 PERCENT OF LOT WIDTH. HOWEVER, TOTAL SIDE YARDS SHALL NOT BE

REQUIRED TO EXCEED 25 FEET.
REAR YARD SETBACK - 25 FEET

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT — 45 FEET; PRINCIPAL STRUCTURES EXCEEDING 45 FEET IN HEIGHT SHALL REQUIRE A SPECIAL EXCEPTION PERMIT
IN ACCORDANCE WTH SEC. 106-524 OF THE ZONING ORDINANCE.

7. THE CITY OF SALEM ZONING REGULATIONS FOR LM (LIGHT MANUFACTURING} ZONING ARE AS FOLLOWS:

FRONT YARD SETBACK — NO MINIMUM
SIDE YARD SETBACK — NO MINIMUM
REAR YARD SETBACK — NO MINIMUM
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT — 45 FEET

SIDE YARD SETBACK — NG MINIMUM
REAR YARD SETBACK — NO MINIMUM
MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT — 80 FEET

THE PROPERTY SHOWN HEREON MAY BE SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING EASEMENTS OF RECORD:
A} EASEMENT GRANTED BY ORTHO-VENT SHOE COMPANY, INCORPORATED TO APPALACHIAN ELECTRIC, POWER COMPANY TO CONSTRUCT,
OPERATE AND MAINTAIN OR REMOVE AN ELECTRIC POWER LINE DATED SEPTEMBER 19, 1956 AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 563,

PAGE 208. (LOCATION UNKNOWN)

B) SIGN SPACE AGREEMENT GRANTED TO DOMINION SIGNS, INC., DATED AUGUST 27, 1959 AND RECORDED IN DEED BOOK 625, PAGE 15,

(LOCATION UNKNOWN)
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE:

IN THE CLERK'S OFFICE OF THE CIRCUIT COURT OF SALEM, VIRGINIA, THIS
PLAT WITH THE CERTIFICATE OF ACKNORKEDGME!}'([)AND DEDICATION THERETOD
ANNEXED [S ADMITTED TO RECORD ON (LU

0'CLOCK 41 M.
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OWNER:

OWNER ADDRESS:

SITE ADDRESS:

TAX MAP NUMBER:
EXISTING LOT SIZE:

EXISTING ZONING:

SITE ADDRESS:
TAX MAP NUMBER
EXISTING LOT SIZE:
EXISTING ZONING:

PROPOSED ZONING:

ZONING REQUIREMENTS

SITE & ZONING SUMMARY:

RIVERLAND OAKS LLC
PO BOX 2492
SALEM, VA 24153

114 BRAND AVE
SALEM, VA 24153

MINIMUM LOT AREA:

MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE:

FRONT:

SIDE:
REAR:

SETBACKS PER RB ZONING:

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT:

83—1-7
+0.685 AC
RB

CAREY AVE
83—1—11
+0.333 AC
RSF

RB

(RB):
7,200 SF

60" ON A PUBLIC STREET

25" IF ROW IS 50" OR GREATER WIDTH
50" FROM THE CENTERLINE OF THE ROW
IF ROW IS LESS THAN 50’ IN WIDTH

10% OF LOT WIDTH (25" MAXIMUM)
15’

45’

TOWNHOUSE USE AND DESIGN STANDARDS:

MINIMUM LOT AREA:

MINIMUM LOT FRONTAGE:

TOWNHOUSE UNIT YARDS:
FRONT:

SIDE:
REAR:

MAXIMUM DENSITY:
GROUPING:

FACADE STAGGERING:

TOWNHOUSE SEPARATION:

1 BEDROOM:
2 AND 3 BEDROOMS:

MAXIMUM BUILDING HEIGHT:

BUFFER YARD REQUIREMENTS:

MINIMUM PARKING REQUIRED:

4 OR MORE BEDROOMS:

15,000 SF

60" ON A PUBLIC STREET

10" FOR ANY TOWNHOUSE NOT
FRONTING ON A PUBLIC STREET
10" FOR END UNITS

10°

45’
10 DWELLING UNITS PER ACRE
GROUPS OF 3—12 UNITS

NO MORE THAN 4 ABUTTING
TOWNHOUSES SHALL HAVE THE SAME
FRONT YARD DEPTH. THE MINIMUM
FRONT DEPTH STAGGER SHALL BE 2’
WHEN REQUIRED.

40" MINIMUM (20" IF BOTH FACING
WALLS HAVE NO WINDOWS, DOORS, OR
BALCONIES.

25" BUFFER YARD REQUIRED ADJACENT
TO RSF ZONING

(1) LARGE EVERGREEN TREE TO BE
PLANTED FOR EACH 15 LINEAR FEET OF
BUFFER YARD

1.5 SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT
2 SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT
2.5 SPACES PER DWELLING UNIT

AERIAL IMAGERY SOURCED FROM GOOGLE EARTH, DATED 2016

N/F
JERRY A. JACKSON
ANGELA R, JACKSON
TMA83—-1-5
INST. 4050001886
ZONING: RSF
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EXHIBIT B
BRAND AVENUE TOWNHOMES
ARCHITECTURAL PERSPECTIVE

DATE: MARCH 3, 2025
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Text Box
EXHIBIT B
BRAND AVENUE TOWNHOMES
ARCHITECTURAL PERSPECTIVE

CPB_2
Text Box
DATE: MARCH 3, 2025


LEGAL DESCRIPTION OF AREA TO BE REZONED

CONTAINING CITY OF SALEM TAX ID 83-1-11
(“PARCEL P” AS SHOWN ON PLAT IN PLAT BOOK 10 PAGE 100)

COMMENCING AT A POINT ON THE EAST LINE OF BRAND AVENUE, SAID POINT BEING THE COMMON CORNER OF
TAX ID 83-1-12 AND TAX ID 83-1-13;
THENCE DEPARTING THE EAST LINE OF BRAND AVENUE S80°36'36”E 156.96 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST LINE
OF TAX ID 83-1-11, BEING A COMMON CORNER OF TAX ID 83-1-12 AND TAX ID 83-1-13; SAID POINT ALSO BEING
THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

THENCE WITH THE EAST LINE OF TAX ID 83-1-12 NO7°40°02”E 106.42 FEET TO A POINT;
THENCE WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF TAX ID 83-1-7 N89°22’13”E 100.37 FEET TO A POINT;
THENCE WITH THE WEST LINES OF TAX IDs 83-1-9, 83-1-10, AND 83-1-11, S07°50’41”W 152.00 FEET TO A POINT;
THENCE ALONG THE NORTH LINE OF AN EXISTING ALLEY N84°16’04”W 98.91 FEET TO A POINT;
THENCE WITH THE EAST LINE OF TAX ID 83-1-13 N07°40'02”E 34.44 FEET TO A POINT, BEING A COMMON CORNER
OF TAX'ID 83-1-12 AND TAX ID 83-1-13; SAID POINT ALSO BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

HAVING A TOTAL AREA OF 14,506.5 SQUARE FEET OR 0.333 ACRE, MORE OR LESS, SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SALEM,
VIRGINIA, THIS DESCRIPTION BEING COMPILED FROM RECORDS.
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AFFADAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO $15.2-2204

PLANNING COMMISSION

APRIL 16, 2025

CODE OF VIRGINIA

ITEM #

This is to certify that | mailed letters in reference to the rezoning request of Riverland Oaks, property
owner, to rezone the property located at 19 Carey Avenue (Tax Map # 83-1-11) from RSF Residential
Single Family District to RB Residential Business District with proffered conditions, to the following
property owners and adjacent property owners on March 28, 2025, in the 2:00 p.m. mail:

RIVERLAND OAKS LLC
C/O PATRICK SNEAD

P O BOX 2492

SALEM VA 24153

VIRGINIAL ALL
107 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

VANESSA DALE COOPER
15 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

JAMES W OLIVER
917 E MAIN ST
SALEM VA 24153

JERRY A JACKSON
3524 MIDHURST DR
CHESTER VA 23831

PATRICIA G HARVEY
113 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

HENRY C RICE
MARIJCRIE L RICE
114 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

RICHARD D CORELL
348 PENNSYLVANIA AVE
SALEM VA 24153

VALLEY PROPERTIES LLC
L&M PROPERTIES LLC
3330 HOLLINS RD
ROANOKE VA 24012

BUCK PROPERTIES MGMT LLC
419 ROANOKE BLVD
SALEM VA 24153

IVAN M BREWER
1210 GUN CLUB RD
ROANOKE VA 24017

DUSTIN G SEACRIST
636 CLEVELAND AVE
SALEM VA 24153

DONNA G OWEN
118 BRAND AVE
SALEM VA 24153

DENNIS C DESSUREAU
LISA MARIE DESSUREAU
108 CAREY AVE

SALEM VA 24153

KACE PROPERTIES LLC
1013 E MAIN ST
SALEM VA 24153-4419

JANET BELINDA WARE
8213 BARRETT RD
FORT WASHINGTON MD 20744

TAMMY R BRYANT
371 LAKEPORT BLVD #367
LAKEPORT CA 95453

JAMES L GOAD
921 E MAIN ST
SALEM VA 24153

HILLBURG INVESTMENTS LLC
5929 BRAHAMA RD SW
ROANOKE VA 24018

CHRISTI D COMBS
119 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

SEYWARD VIRGINIA
MCKINNEY

110 CAREY AVE
SALEM VA 24153

SINKLER LIVING TRUST
17 HALE AVE
SALEM VA 24153

City of Salem s
Commonwealth of Virginia gg% =
The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this day of Ezalfb_, 202_5, by 2

Notary Public _
My commission expires: !] % 51 ‘22)24 f
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