
  
 

Planning Commission Meeting 
Agenda  

Wednesday, July 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 

1. Call to Order 

2. New Business 
 
A.  Items from the July agenda. 
     1.  106-110 Butt Hollow Road rezone from BCD to LM with proffered conditions 
     2.  319 Rowan Street special exception request for a cell tower 
     3.  638 Dalewood Avenue rezone from AG to RSF  
          638, 672, and 696 Dalewood Avenue special exception request for Cluster Housing  
          Overlay 
     4.  1002 and 1108 Newman Drive rezone from LM with proffered condition to RMF 
     5.  Introduction of proposed time change for work session and regular meetings. 
     6.  Remote participation policy 
 
B.  Items from the August agenda. 
     1.  Comprehensive Plan review, work session 
     2.  1507-1511 Eddy Avenue special exception request for non-residential uses out of  
          doors 
     4.  Amendment to the PC bylaws regarding time change for meetings 

3. Adjournment 

REGULAR SESSION 

1. Call to Order 

 A. Pledge of Allegiance 

 B. Roll Call 

2. Consent Agenda 
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 A. Minutes 

  1) Consider acceptance of the minutes from the June 11, 2025 work session and 
regular meeting. 

  2) Consider acceptance of the minutes from the June 25, 2025, joint work session 
with City Council. 

3. New Business 

 A. Rezoning Request and Special Exception Permit 

  Hold a public hearing to consider the request of J Cline Properties LLC, property 
owner, to rezone the property located at 106-110 Butt Hollow Road (Tax Map #174-1-
7) from BCD Business Commerce District to LM Light Manufacturing District with 
proferred conditions and to request the issuance of a Special Exception Permit to 
allow athletic instruction services. 

 B. Special Exception Permit 

  Hold a public hearing to consider the request of McJohn Investments LLC, property 
owner, for the issuance of a Special Exception Permit to allow a telecommunications 
tower on the property located at 319 Rowan Street (Tax Map #232-1-1). 

 C. Rezoning Request and Special Exception Permit 

  Hold a public hear to consider the request of Brad Graham Real Estate LLC, contract 
purchaser, to rezone the property located at 638 Dalewood Avenue (Tax Map #33-2-
3) from AG Agricultural District to RSF Residential Single-Family District and to 
request the issuance of a Special Exception Permit for 638, 672 and 696 Dalewood 
Avenue (Tax Map #s 33-2-3, 33-2-2 and 33-2-1) to allow the inclusion in the Cluster 
Housing Overlay. 

 D. Rezoning Request 

  Hold a public hearing to consider the request of ABoone Real Estate Inc., contract 
purchaser, to rezone the properties located at 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive (Tax 
Map #s 58-1-1 and 58-1-2) from LM Light Manufacturing District with proferred 
conditions to RMF Residential Multi-Family District. 

 E. Planning Commission Bylaws 

  Introduce the proposal to amend Article 4: Meetings of the Planning Commission 
Bylaws to adjust work and regular session meeting times to be considered at a future 
meeting. 

 F. Remote Participation Policy 

  Consider resolution to adopt a Remote Participation Policy for Commissioner 
participation in Planning Commission meetings for Fiscal Year 2025-2026. 

4. Adjournment 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
MINUTES 

Wednesday, June 11, 2025, at 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 
 

 
1. 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 6:00 p.m., on Wednesday, June 11, 2025, there being present the 
following members of said Commission, to wit: Denise P. King, Reid Garst, 
Jackson Beamer, Mark Henrickson, and Nathan Routt, constituting a legal quorum, 
with Chair King, presiding; together with Christopher Dorsey, City Manager, ex 
officio member of said Commission; William L. Simpson, Jr., Assistant Director of 
Community Development; Mary Ellen Wines, Planning & Zoning Administrator, 
Maxwell S. Dillon, Planner, and Jim H. Guynn, Jr., City Attorney; and the following 
business was transacted: 

 
Chair Denise King reported that this date, place, and time had been set in order 
for the Commission to hold a work session.  The work session meeting was called 
to order at 6:01 p.m. 

 
2. New Business 
 

A. Discussion of items on the June agenda 
 
1) 132 Electric Road 

 
B. Discussion of items on the July agenda 

 
1) Butt Hollow Road Rezoning/Special Exception Permit 
2) Dalewood Avenue Rezoning/Special Exception Permit 
3) Newman Drive Rezoning 
4) Rowan Street Special Exception Permit 
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3. Adjournment 
 

Chair King adjourned at 6:54 p.m. 
 

 
 

REGULAR SESSION 
 

 
1. Call to Order 
 

A regular 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 7:00 p.m., on Wednesday, June 11, 2025, there being present the 
following members of said Commission, to wit: Denise P. King, Reid Garst, 
Jackson Beamer, Mark Henrickson, and Nathan Routt, constituting a legal quorum, 
with Chair King, presiding; together with Christopher Dorsey, City Manager, ex 
officio member of said Commission; William L. Simpson, Jr., Assistant Director of 
Community Development; Mary Ellen Wines, Planning & Zoning Administrator, 
Maxwell S. Dillon, Planner, and Jim H. Guynn, Jr., City Attorney; and the following 
business was transacted: 

 
Chair Denise King reported that this date, place, and time had been set in order for the 
Commission to hold a public meeting.  The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 

A. Pledge of Allegiance 
 

B. Roll call 
 

Mr. Routt - Here 
Mr. Henrickson - Here 
Mr. Beamer - Here 
Mr. Garst - Here 
Chair King – Here 

2. Consent Agenda 

A. Minutes 

Consider acceptance of the minutes from May 14, 2025, work 
session and regular meeting. 

Chair King pointed out that there were two minor typographical errors found on Pages 3 
and 5 of those minutes.  The word property became proper.  She asked if there were any 
questions or comments about the amended minutes.  No questions were raised, and the 
minutes were accepted as presented, as amended. 
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Chair King announced that there will be a joint work session of the Planning Commission and 
City Council on June 25, 2025, at the Salem Civic Center at 5:30 pm.  The work session will 
be regarding the Comprehensive Plan now being revised for the City of Salem.  She stated 
that, for everyone that might wish to attend, it is not a public hearing, but it is a public meeting 
which means that the public may be in attendance. 
 
3. New Business 
 

A. Special Exception Permit 
 

Hold a public hearing and consider the request of R & S Investments 
LLC, property owners, for the issuance of a special exception permit 
to allow a retail sales, smoke shop for the property located at 132 
Electric Road (Tax Map #80-2-1). 

 
Property legal notice has been given and all adjoining property owners have been notified of 
said hearing. 
 
Chair King asked if anyone was in attendance that would like to speak tonight on behalf 
of the applicant.  She asked them to come forward and give their name, address and 
information regarding this request.   
 
Antuon Nasser of 111 Wayward Hills Drive, Vinton, VA 24179 addressed the 
Commission.  Mr. Nasser stated that they have smoke shops located in Vinton, Daleville, 
Lynchburg and Roanoke.  Some of their loyal customers asked them to open a new store 
in Salem and that is what they are trying to do.  He introduced his co-owner, Amanda 
Akers as someone who would like to speak. 
 
Chair King stated that it would be fine and asked if she was part of the application tonight. 
 
Amanda Akers stated she was not part of the application. 
 
Chair King opened the public hearing at 7:04 p.m.  She stated that anyone that wanted 
to speak on this topic may come forward and they need to state their name and address. 
 
Amanda Akers of 1220 Walnut Shell Drive, Vinton VA 24179 addressed the Commission 
and stated she had a pamphlet of items she would like to discuss.  She handed out the 
pamphlet to the members of the Planning Commission as follows: 
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Miss Akers stated that this was her first time as a business owner.  As Mr. Nasser stated, 
they have other sister stores that she manages, and they are successful with those.  They 
have had customers ask them to bring a location to Salem.  They have customers that 
drive from Salem to their other locations and ask that they come to Salem.  She stated 
that they are committed to operating responsibly that includes strict ID verification, 
compliance with all local laws and creating a safe, well-maintained storefront that reflects 
well on the City.  Also, she stated that they are mindful of being respectful neighbors.  
They do not allow loitering around their storefront, and they do not plan to stay open late.  
Their goal is to maintain a quiet, clean and safe retail space that contributes positively to 
the Salem community.  They pride themselves on being highly knowledgeable about their 
products.  They are proud to hold an average 4.8-star rating on Google at their current 
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locations which reflected their commitment to quality and customer satisfaction.  She 
stated they are more than just a smoke shop.  They are proud supporters of local small 
businesses.  They carry hand-blown glass pipes made by Virginia artists, as well as a 
selection of handmade gifts such as lotions, candles, knives and other locally crafted 
items.  The plan would feature a walk-in Humidor stocked with handcrafted cigars offering 
customers a high-quality climate-controlled space to explore premium small batch 
products.  While they recognized that there are other similar shops in the area, they 
believe that there was still space for a shop that serves customers in a more personalized, 
professional way.  She stated they were excited to invest in the area and bring life to the 
space. 
 
Chair King asked if she was the property owner. 
 
Amanda Akers stated she was not the property owner. 
 
Chair King asked if the owner of the property was here and if they would come up to 
answer a question.  She asked them to state their name and address. 
 
Steve Hartman of 130 Antietam Hill Road, Daleville VA 24083 addressed the 
Commission.  He stated that he was a partner in the property at 132 Electric Road.   
 
Chair King asked about the building that sits to the rear of the requested location of the 
smoke shop.  She asked what the history and relationship of that property was to where 
the smoke shop would be.   
 
Steve Hartman asked if she meant right behind the building. 
 
Chair King indicated that it was directly behind the building. 
 
Steve Hartman stated that the building was a house that they lease out and have had 
leased out for a while.  He stated that probably 30 years ago, they bought Davis Pizza 
which was the name of the property.  If they could imagine, that little house was a duplex 
with two separate homes and the main building was three units; an apartment in the back, 
Flowers by Louise and Davis Pizza that served pizza on newspaper.  They have had the 
property for 30 years and have had multiple different tenants over this time.  He stated he 
can speak on what he knows that the applicant wants to do unless the Commission has 
more questions.   
 
Chair King asked if anyone had a question.  None were stated. 
 
Steve Hartman stated that he owns property in different places in the valley.  One property 
was in Daleville across from Lord Botetourt High School and is known as the Botetourt 
Plaza.  When one thinks of that property, they would not want a gun shop or a smoke 
shop, and they have had both in there.  The applicant is a tenant at the very end of that 
building which is right across the street from the high school.  They have had no problems 
and it has not been an issue whatsoever.  The tenant asks for IDs and there are no high 
school students that even come over there because they know this is not the place to go.  
They are not going to get any product from this location.  It is not a hangout place.  It is 
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not a place where people come and go.  They have 20 tenants and there is a lot of road 
exposure.  The applicant mentioned to him that they would like to be a part of Salem and 
that is how they looked at this spot.  He stated he thinks that they have a lot more to offer 
than just a typical tobacco shop.  They are going to try to get things from local people and 
maybe do other things than just vape.  He was glad to hear that, and he thinks they really 
fix a property up.  He thinks it would look nice and not be an eye sore.  He stated it would 
not be run down, and they would try to keep it up.  The last tenant that was in this location 
did have some issues with the homeless in the back and they cleared all of that up.  He 
knows that there are a lot of tobacco shops around.  He just thinks the applicant is going 
to try to do something a little different than a typical one.  The cigar shop that they put in 
is an enclosure that is heated and, for someone that smokes cigars, that is a big deal.  It 
would be a sizable space that is heated.  At Daleville, it is a real popular place because 
of Ashley Plantation.  They stop and get their cigars before they go to the golf course.  
They have been good tenants.  He sees them in Vinton.  Mr. Hartman stated he has 
property in Vinton.  They are not tenants of his there, but they do have a nice place in 
Vinton.  He knows they have a location on Route 460.  Lynchburg was mentioned, but he 
did not know about Lynchburg.  Antuon is bringing Amanda in as a partner on this one.  
Mr. Hartman Stated that he is excited for her because he feels that she has been working 
for a good while and this is a big step for her to become a partner.  He stated that he has 
had people where just the word vape shop and tobacco can turn them off.  They think 
that no good thing happens there.  He was probably that way 8 to 10 years ago.  When 
someone came and wanted to do that, he would not let them come into the Botetourt 
Plaza.  It took him probably a year because he did not want that.  In his mind, even though 
they had a gun shop across from the high school, he just did not think that was what he 
wanted.  Mr. Hartman stated he had gotten to know the applicant and they are good 
people.  He feels like Amanda really wants a shot to have her own place and he thinks 
she would do Salem well.  He thinks she has the personality.  She is not going to let 
underage people come in.  That is not going to happen.  He has not seen it at any other 
place.  She has not been written up for anything like that and they have good reviews.  
He hoped that the Commission would consider it.  He is invested in Salem and thinks the 
applicant would be a good tenant.  Just like everywhere else, there are tobacco shops.  
He thinks they are going to try to set themselves apart from that and offer a lot of other 
things.  He told them to come get involved with Salem, come to the Salem market and 
find vendors that they could put their products in the store.  There are always people, if 
they are into smoking, who may want old signs or something like that.  People are looking 
for that type of thing.  He thought that a portion of their store could become part of that.  
They have reaffirmed that.  They talked this over quite extensively before he ever signed 
the contract to say, if this gets approved, they could come here.  He did not take it lightly 
either.  He would not want to put something up here that the City would come back to him 
and question what in the world did you do that for.  He tries to have a good reputation, 
and they have been in the valley all their lives.  His whole family has been in Roanoke for 
their whole lives.  They own the local electronic store called Lee Hartman & Sons, so they 
have been here.  He would not stand up here and promote them if he did not think they 
would be a real good fit. 
 
Chair King asked if anyone else was present tonight to speak on this matter.  Seeing 
none, she closed the public hearing at 7:16 p.m. 
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Mr. Beamer asked Chair King if she could get one of the speakers to come back up and 
answer questions. 
 
Mr. Garst asked if Antuon Nasser could come back up. 
 
Chair King asked Mr. Nasser to come back up to the podium. 
 
Mr. Garst asked if he had a store currently in operation that closely models what they plan 
to do here or is this going to be very different than anything they had done before.   
 
Mr. Nasser stated that all the stores they currently have were the same.  They plan to do 
something different, like local artists and more local products in this store, because he 
has a co-owner.  He was trying to give her an opportunity, a chance for a better life.  
 
Mr. Garst asked if he was saying this one would be different. 
 
Mr. Nasser confirmed that this one would be a little bit different. 
 
Mr. Beamer asked if just he owned the other stores, and she is going to be part owner of 
this one. 
 
Mr. Nasser answered yes.  Because she manages some of the stores; with this one, she 
will be a co-owner. 
 
Mr. Beamer asked what he meant by the term different and what did he envision. 
 
Mr. Nasser asked if what he meant was the difference between the older stores and the 
new store.   
 
Mr. Beamer confirmed that is what he meant. 
 
Mr. Nasser stated the older stores were like any regular smoke shop but cleaner than 
anybody else he guaranteed with their reviews, the staff and the knowledge.  Because 
she had been working for him for the past 3 to 4 years and he knew how she worked.  He 
can trust her.  She always comes up with new ideas.  All the customers liked the new 
ideas so that is why it would be different, because it would be hers too. 
 
Mr. Beamer asked if they would be open 7 days a week. 
 
Mr. Nasser confirmed 7 days a week. 
 
Mr. Beamer asked what hours. 
 
Mr. Nasser stated 9 am to 9 pm. 
 
Mr. Beamer asked if that was every day. 
 
Mr. Nasser confirmed yes. 
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Chair King asked if anyone else had a question. 
 
Mr. Light asked if the Commission issued a special exemption permit and that was what 
the vote was for, does that stay with the business or property.  He asked if the applicant 
went out of business and then something else came in, does that mean a regular smoke 
shop could take its place. 
 
Chair King stated that was her question too because she was concerned about the 
second building on the property.  They were being asked to allow a special exception for 
the tax parcel. 
 
Ms. Wines confirmed that it was a special exception for the property for a smoke shop so, 
if they were to leave, another smoke shop would be able to come in.  The approval stays 
with the property.  It also would cover the building in the rear.  It would have to go through 
the building official for a change of use, but the use would be allowed in the building in 
the rear.  The Commission can put conditions on the permit.  If the Commission decided 
to approve it, a recommendation can be made to City Council that certain conditions be 
applied. 
 
Mr. Routt asked if they could include just that one space. 
 
Mr. Garst stated just the use of the brick building. 
 
Mr. Routt stated he thought they could make it renewable.  That way, if it did change over, 
it would only be for a short period of time.   
 
Mr. Garst asked if they could make the exception permit renewable. 
 
Ms. Wines confirmed that they could, but it might be hard to keep up with in the long term.  
They typically do not have those types of special exceptions. 
 
Mr. Routt stated they would not have to worry about it if the people who were there are 
doing a good job.  It is their successor that they are worried about.  With the renewable 
part, they would be able to not renew it. 
 
Chair King confirmed that it was a concern. 
 
Ms. Wines asked if that was a condition that can be put on there. 
 
Mr. Routt confirmed that if it expired.  It must be reapplied for. 
 
Chair King asked for confirmation that the house behind was currently being used for 
residential leasing. 
 
Mr. Hartman confirmed and said the house behind it has a separate address of 1609 
Springfield. 
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Chair King stated that it is part of the same parcel. 
 
Mr. Henrickson confirmed it is part of the same parcel. 
 
Mr. Hartman confirmed that they do get one tax bill.  He did not know why it was not split 
because it has a separate entranceway.  It had always been like that.  The person that 
lives at that location has been there probably 8 or 10 years.  He lives by himself.  It is 
really a nice small 700 S.F. house but that is all he needs.  He asked if this would carry 
on.  If the applicant left, he would sign something.  He only likes them.  He would be 
precise about who he would let in the property. 
 
Chair King stated that she understands but, if the special exception permit was issued, it 
would go with the property, not the property owner.  It would be assigned to the property 
itself. 
 
Chair King asked if there were any further questions or comments and asked if there was 
a motion.   
 
Mr. Routt made a motion to deny.  Mr. Henrickson seconded the motion.   
 
Chair King stated that one of the things that the Commission considers when they are 
looking at zoning or special exception permits was the best and highest use of the 
property.  Her concern was that there are 11 other smoke shops within the City of Salem 
and the City is a very small locality.  She was not sure that a third smoke shop on Electric 
Road was the best and highest use of this property.  There are 2 smoke shops located 
across the street. 
 
Chair King acknowledged that there was a motion on the floor that had been seconded 
and asked if there was anything further. 
 
Mr. Garst commented that they had been discussing that if the City had a good smoke 
shop that could potentially put lesser smoke shops out of business, it would be beneficial 
to let the market determine who was best and who was not.  If they put the other two out 
of business across the street, then maybe that retail space could be used for something 
different in the mall.   
 
Mr. Henrickson stated he did not disagree. 
 
Chair King stated that it was a possibility. 
 
Mr. Garst stated that it seemed like the applicant had an idea that extended beyond just 
a smoke shop if they are going to sell Mr. Ostrom’s honey, coffee beans and arts and 
crafts.  It was a bit more than a traditional smoke shop.  If they were successful, they 
could win over the local business and put somebody else out of business.  That effect 
was about the same as far as the number of stores was concerned.  He stated that he 
would rather have a good smoke shop than a bad smoke shop. 
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Chair King stated there was a motion on the floor that had been seconded to deny this 
application.  She asked for a roll call vote: 
 

Mr. Routt - Aye 
Mr. Henrickson - Aye 
Mr. Beamer - Nay 
Mr. Garst - Nay 
Chair King - Aye 

 
Chair King stated that the motion for denial was 3 to 2 and this matter would now go to City 
Council.  She explained that the Planning Commission is a research and recommending 
body to the City Council.  Attendees will need to appear at the City Council meeting when 
placed on their Agenda. They will be notified of the time and date once it has been 
scheduled.  
 
4. Adjournment 
 
Chair King asked if there was any additional business for the Planning Commission. There 
being no further business, Chair King adjourned the meeting at 7:25 p.m. 
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 JOINT WORK SESSION 
OF 

CITY COUNCIL 
AND 

PLANNING COMMISSION

MINUTES
Wednesday, June 25, 2025, at 5:30 PM

Community Room, Salem Civic Center, Salem, Virginia 24153

1. Call to Order

A. Roll Call

1) Renee Ferris Turk, Mayor
Salem City Council

2) Denise P. King, Chair
Planning Commission of the City of Salem, Virginia

A Joint Special Meeting/Work Session of the Council of the City of Salem, Virginia, 
along with the Planning Commission of the City of Salem was held at the Salem Civic 
Center, Community Room,1001 Roanoke Boulevard, Salem, Virginia, 24153, on June 
25, 2025, at 5:30 p.m., there being present the following members of said Council , to 
wit: Renee Ferris Turk, Mayor; Anne Marie Green, Vice-Mayor; Council members: 
Byron Randolph Foley (absent), H. Hunter Holliday; and John Saunders; Chris 
Dorsey, City Manager and Executive Secretary; H. Robert Light, Assistant City 
Manager, Clerk of Council, and Deputy Executive Secretary to the Planning 
Commission; and Laura Lea Harris, Deputy Clerk. Also present were Chuck Van 
Allman, Director of Community Development; Will Simpson, Assistant Director of 
Community Development and City Engineer; Mary Ellen Wines, Planning and Zoning 
Administrator; Max Dillon, Planner; and the following members of the Planning 
Commission: Denise P. King, Chair; Reid Garst, Vice-Chair; Jackson Beamer; 
Nathan Routt; and Mark Henrickson. In addition, Glenn Walters, owner, TownStudio, 
was present; and the following business was transacted: 

Chair King and Mayor Turk called the respective meetings to order, did a Roll Call, 
and reported that this date, place, and time had been set for The Planning 
Commission and City Council to hold a Special Meeting/Joint Work Session. 

2. Pledge of Allegiance
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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 and Special Exception Permit 

 
Consider the request of J Cline Properties LLC, property owner, to rezone 
the property located at 106-110 Butt Hollow Road (Tax Map #174-1-7) 
from BCD Business Commerce District to LM Light Manufacturing 
District with proffered conditions and to request the issuance of a Special 
Exception Permit to allow athletic instruction services. 

 
SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner 
 
SUMMARY OF INFORMATION: 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
Zoning:  BCD Business Commerce District 
Land Use Plan Designation:  Commercial 
Existing Use:  Construction yard 
Proposed Use:  Addition of wrestling practice facility (athletic instruction services) 
 
106-110 Butt Hollow consists of an approximately 1.13-acre tract of land which currently sits 
within the BCD Business Commerce District zoning designation.  The property was previously 
rezoned in 2000 from B-3 to BCD to allow for a construction yard, and it is currently utilized by 
an electrical contractor.  The applicant is requesting a rezoning of the property from BCD 
Business Commerce District to LM Light Manufacturing with proffered conditions which, if 
approved, would also allow the existing structure to accommodate a private wrestling practice 
facility for middle-high school-aged kids.  The footprint of the building is not planned to change, 
and proposed hours of use for the space would be weekday evenings and weekends. 
 
The applicant has submitted a voluntary proffer statement which eliminates several of the most 
intensive uses permitted in the LM Light Manufacturing District, including Truck Stop, 
Manufactured Home Sales, Transfer Station, Truck Terminal, and Industry Type I. 
 
The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) identifies this area as commercial. 
 
REQUIREMENTS: 
 
The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-218.3., LM site development regulations. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of this request. 
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City of Salem Community Development Application 

Request for REZONING or CONDITIONAL REZONING 

Case#·

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Owner: ,. \ r ,\ ,I.ii - '1>c-nnt � =-· . j�""' r b.,4' Telephone No. SC0--5e;b,'}7'® 
Fax No. Contact Name: Email Address

Address: ID� ��;-g_Q: -....- �\� 2'-fl'S3 • jclirU:QCAl\ di114�. lk'n

Telephone No.
Fax No. 
Email Address

r 1
For muliiglg parcels, please attach a page □ 

Total Area (acres/square feet)
Current Zoning "BC-D
Requested Zoning LM
Requested Use

Applicant/Contract Purchaser:
Contact Name:
Address:

PARCEL INFORMATION 

(Tax ID #'s) 174-1-7

Deed Book Page   240001520
Subdivision   McAdam Road

Location Description 
 

(Street Address, if applicable)
Current Use

� Conditional Zoning Request: See Attached Proffer sheets

SIGNATURE OF OWNER }Q CONTRACT PURCHASER O (attach contract) □ 
As owner or authorized agent of this property, I hereby certify that this application is complete and accurate to the
best of my knowledge, and I hereby grant permission to the agents and employees of the City of Salem to enter the 
property for the purposes of processing and reviewing this request. 

/ / Signatur.e;;;;::-�\.& CA - --,., Date � 21120-ir
� 1 \ltn r, 

Print Name c.Jer::('.) v,ia \.lt"Mt. 
Signature.__________________________ Date ______ _
Print Name

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

Name __ � ......._._-1--=-'-'-:,,,,,e.;'-'--'-"::----,1.4-_._�---�------

Address: _D,,,!.1J��ll!..ll!!:..:m����:.!..._!�Me�llt'.lL=:::I:.!�.:L----

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

Telephone No. SW �ID�97&)
Fax No. 
Email Address ,
-,d�Mllc///.t��W<­
J 

3

106-110 Butt Hollow Road

1.13 ac

construction yard and wrestling practice facility
construction yard
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174-1-7

240001520

McAdam Rd

106-110 Butt Hollow Road

1.13 ac
BCD with request to change to LM

X

athletic instruction services

X
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO 515.2-2204 
CODE OF VIRGINIA 

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEM#3A 

JULY 16, 2025 

This is to certify that I mailed letters in reference to the request of J Cline Properties 
LLC, property owner, for rezoning of the property located at 106-110 Butt Hollow Road 
(Tax Map #174-1-7) from BCD Business Commerce District to LM Light Manufacturing 
District with proffered conditions and request the issuance of a Special Exception 
Permit allowing athletic instruction services to the following property owners and 
adjacent property owners on June 27, 2025, in the 2:00 p.m. mail: 

HARWOOD, DORA MAE 

129 BUTT HOLLOW RD 
SALEMVA24153 

TRUSTEES FORT LEWIS 
CHRISTIAN CHURCH 
2931 W MAIN ST 
SALEM VA 24153 

RR SALEM LLC 
5171 S SPENCER ST 
SEA TILE WA 98118 

COMMONWEAL TH OF VA 
DEPT OF STATE POLICE 
PO BOX 27472 
RICHMOND VA 23261-7472 

LARSON FAMILY TRUST 
2826 W MAIN ST 
SALEM VA 24153 

MFC REAL TY LLC 
5226 MEADOW CREEK DR 
ROANOKE VA 24018 

PX3 PROPERTIES LLC 
1147 WELCH RD 
ROANOKE VA 24015 

JEANNE ALDERMAN ROBINSON 
REVOCABLE TRUST 
120 BUTT HOLLOW RD 
SALEM VA 24153 

NEW LIFE PRESBYTERIAN 
CHURCH 
101 KEESLING AVE 
SALEM VA 24153 

BLUE EAGLE CREDIT UNION 
2121 ELECTRIC RD 
ROANOKE VA 24018 

KEMBA ROANOKE FEDERAL 
CREDIT UNION 
2812 W MAIN ST 
SALEM VA 24153 

Signed � C::::: :::::2)

My commission expires:_/_D�
f
-�_,t /

,_;;.._o_�-�---

NORTHWEST HARDWARE 
COMPANY INC 
2303 WILLIAMSON RD NE 
ROANOKE VA 24012 

PRILLAMAN CARLYLE B 
PRILLAMAN LESLIE K 
116 BUTT HOLLOW RD 
SALEM VA 24153 

POARCH JOSEPH W II 
POARCH CHRISTINE LOCKHART 
101A KEESLING AVE 
SALEM VA 24153 

DRENNEN, CONNIE Y 
2821 W MAIN ST 
SALEM VA 24153 

JCC PROPERTIES LLC 
2618 PUCKETT CIR 
SALEM VA 24153 
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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: Special Exception Permit 

 
Consider the request of McJohn Investments LLC, property owner, for 
the issuance of a Special Exception Permit to allow a telecommunications 
tower on the property located at 319 Rowan Street (Tax Map #232-1-1). 

 
SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner 
 
SUMMARY OF INFORMATION: 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
Zoning:  HM Heavy Manufacturing 
Land Use Plan Designation:  Industrial 
Existing Use:  Transport/Hauling business 
Proposed Use:  Addition of cell tower 
 
The subject property, 319 Rowan Street, consists of a 13.498-acre parcel that sits within the 
HM Heavy Manufacturing zoning designation.  Cellco Partnership, more commonly known as 
Verizon Wireless, is requesting the issuance of a Special Exception Permit to allow the 
construction of a 199-foot (total) tower to extend and enhance the coverage that it currently 
provides in the area.  According to the City of Salem Zoning Ordinance, towers are permitted by 
Special Exception in the HBD, BCD, LM and HM zoning districts. 
 
The proposed tower is also subject to the standards set forth in Section 106-314.5. Towers, 
aside from items (D), (O), and (T) which, since their implementation many years ago, are now 
inconsistent with updated Virginia State Code regulations. 
 
If approved, the project would be required to meet the appropriate City of Salem and State of 
Virginia development standards which are integrated into the standard site plan review 
process. 
 
REQUIREMENTS: 
 
The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-220.3., HM Heavy Manufacturing site 
development regulations, and 106-314.5 standards for Towers. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of this request. 
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(A)

(B)

(C)

(D)
(E)
(F)

(G)

(H)

(I)
(J)

(K)

(L)

(M)

(N)

(O)

Sec. 106-314.5. - Towers.
Intent. These minimum standards are intended to govern the location of all towers and the
installation of antennas and accessory equipment structures.
Towers, with related unmanned equipment buildings, shall be permitted only by special exception
in HBD, BCD, LM and HM zoning districts as specified in Article II District Regulations. Towers
shall also be allowed by special exception in any zoning district on property owned or controlled
by the City of Salem.
As part of the review and approval of any special exception permit for a tower, Council may waive
any of the requirements of this section, or prescribe such reasonable additional conditions in
connection therewith as to assure that the design and installation of the tower and related
facilities will conform to sound planning principals.
No tower or related facilities shall be located within 500 feet of any residential district.
No tower shall exceed 199 feet in height, including antennas.
Towers shall be monopole in design, and subject to any applicable standards of the FCC or FAA,
be painted a neutral color.
At any tower site, the design of the buildings and related structures shall use materials, colors,
textures, screening, and landscaping that will blend the facilities to the natural setting and the
built environment. The related unmanned equipment structure shall not contain more than 750
square feet of gross floor area or be more than 12 feet in height, and shall be located in
accordance with the requirements of the zoning district in which located.
Towers shall not be artificially lighted, unless required by the FCC or FAA. If lighting is required,
the council may review the available lighting alternatives and approve the design that would
cause the least disturbances to surrounding views.
No advertising of any type shall be allowed on any tower.
Satellite and microwave dishes attached to monopoles shall not exceed two feet in diameter or
six feet in diameter when attached to towers.
All towers must meet or exceed current standards and regulations of the FAA, the FCC, and any
other agency of the federal government with the authority to regulate towers. If such standards
and regulations are changed, then the owners of the tower governed by this section shall bring
such structures into compliance with such revised standards as required. Failure to bring a tower
into compliance with such revised standards and regulations shall constitute grounds for the
revocation of the special exception permit, and removal of the tower at the owner's expense.
The owner of any tower shall ensure that it is constructed and maintained in compliance with
standards contained in applicable federal, state, and local building codes and regulations.
Each applicant requesting a special exception permit for a new tower shall submit 18 copies of a
scaled site plan and a scaled elevation view and other supporting drawing, calculations, and
other documentation, signed and sealed by appropriate licensed professionals, showing the
location and dimensions of all improvements, including information concerning topography, radio
frequency coverage, height requirements, setbacks, drives, parking, fencing, landscaping,
easements, adjacent uses, and other information deemed necessary by the city to assess
compliance with the regulations of this chapter. Additionally the applicant shall provide actual
photographs of the site from designated relevant views that include a simulated photographic
image of the proposed monopole or tower. The photograph with the simulated image shall
include the foreground, the mid-ground, and the background of the site. An engineering report,
certifying that the proposed tower and site are compatible for co-location with a minimum of three
similar users including the primary user, must accompany the application. The applicant shall
provide copies of their co-location policy.
In addition to any reasonable application fees established by council, the applicant shall be
financially responsible for the cost of any professional engineering and or related services that
may be procured by the city to independently verify the application information submitted by the
applicant.
No new tower shall be permitted unless the applicant demonstrates to the reasonable satisfaction
of the council that no existing tower, or structure can accommodate the proposed antenna.
Evidence submitted to demonstrate that no existing tower, or structure can accommodate the
applicant's proposed antenna may consist of any of the following:
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1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

(P)

(Q)

(R)

(S)

(T)

No existing towers, or structures are located within the geographic area required to meet
the applicant's engineering requirements.
Existing towers, or structures are not of sufficient height to meet the applicant's
engineering requirements.
Existing towers, or structures are not of sufficient structural strength to support the
applicant's proposed antenna or related equipment.
The applicant's proposed antenna would cause electromagnetic interference with existing
antenna, or the antenna on the existing towers, or structures would cause interference with
the applicants proposed antenna.
The applicant demonstrates that there are other limiting factors that render existing towers,
or structures unsuitable.

Towers, guys, and accessory facilities must satisfy the minimum zoning district setback
requirements for primary structures
Towers shall be enclosed by security fencing not less than six feet high and shall be equipped
with an appropriate anti-climbing device.
Tower facilities shall be landscaped with a buffer of plant materials that effectively screens the
view of the support buildings from adjacent property. The standard buffer shall consist of a
landscaping strip of at least four feet wide outside the perimeter of the compound. Existing
mature tree growth and natural land form on the site shall be preserved to the maximum extent
possible. Antennas and other equipment located on the top or side of a building or structure shall
be screened from public view.
Any tower, that is not operational for a continuous period of 90 days shall be considered
abandoned, and the owner of such tower shall remove same within 90 days of receipt of notice
from the building official or city manager notifying the owner of such removal requirement.
Removal includes the removal of the tower, all subterranean tower and fence footers,
underground cables and support buildings. The buildings may remain with the approval of the
landowner. If there are two or more users of a single tower, then this provision shall not become
effective until all users cease using the tower. If the tower is not removed per this section, the city
may require the landowner to have it removed. In all cases, the site shall be returned as closely
as possible to its original conditions.
Every applicant for a special exception permit for a tower shall, as a condition for the issuance of
the special exception permit, file with the building official a continuing bond in the penal sum of
not less than $10,000.00, and conditioned for the faithful observance of the provisions of this
chapter and all amendments thereto, and of all the laws and ordinances relating to towers, and
which shall indemnify and save harmless the city from any and all damages, judgments, costs, or
expenses which the city may incur by reason of the removal or the causing to be removed any
tower as provided for in this section.

(Ord. of 3-14-05(2); Ord. of 1-23-2017(2))

7/9/25, 4:44 PM ARTICLE III. - USE AND DESIGN STANDARDS | Code of Ordinances | Salem, VA | Municode Library

https://library.municode.com/va/salem/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=PTIICO_CH106ZO_ARTIIIUSDEST_S106-314.5TO 2/2

As mentioned in the staff report, text highlighted in blue represents regulations inconsistent 
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City of Salem Community Development Application

Case #: 

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Owner: 

Contact Name:

Address: 

Telephone No. _
Fax No.  
Email Address _ 

_ 

Applicant/Contract Purchaser:

Contact Name:

Address: 

Telephone No. _
Fax No.  
Email Address _ 

_ 

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

Name

Address: 

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

Telephone No. _

Fax      No. 

Email Address _ 
_ 

Request for SPECIAL EXCEPTION/USE NOT PROVIDED FOR PERMIT

PARCEL INFORMATION For multiple parcels, please attach a page

(Tax ID #’s)  

  

Subdivision 

Location Description (Street Address, if applicable)

_ 

Total Area (acres/square feet) _

Current Zoning   

Use

SIGNATURE OF OWNER CONTRACT PURCHASER (attach contract) LESSEE

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

Date 

Name 

Date 

Name 

McJohn Investments, LLC

3330 Hollins Rd NE, Suite A, Roanoke, VA 24012

Verizon Wireless 804-901-7433

Stuart P. Squier, AICP

513 Stewart St. Suite E, Charlottesville, VA 22902
stuart.squier@gdnsites.com

232-1-1 13.498 acres

160002101

HM

319 Rowan St, Salem, VA 24153

199 foot overall height communications facility in an HM district

Stuart P. Squier, AICP 804-901-7433

513 Stewart St. Suite E, Charlottesville, VA 22902

stuart.squier@gdnsites.com

John Lipscomb

lmprop@verizon.net

Stuart Squier for Verizon Wireless
5/30/2025

X

Page 56 of 246



Page 57 of 246



5 

PLEASE RESPOND FOR ALL SPECIAL EXCEPTION/USE NOT PROVIDED FOR APPLICATIONS: 

1. This Special Exception/Use Not Provided For is being requested in order to?

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Describe how you plain to develop the property for the proposed use and any associated uses.

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Describe why the proposed use or exception is desirable and appropriate for the area.  What measures will be

taken to assure that the proposed use or exception will not have a negative impact on the surrounding vicinity?

(This could include traffic or environmental impacts.)

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

measures for meeting the standards of the Floodplain Ordinance.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. 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?

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

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

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

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Construct a 199-foot overall height wireless communications facility in an HM district.

Verizon will construct a 195-foot monopole antenna support structure, topped with a four-foot

lightning rod, for an overall height of 199 feet. The monopole will be enclosed within an

80'x35' fenced equipment compound that will contain supporting equipment including a raised

metal platform with transmitting equipment cabinet, H-frame utility stand, backup emergency

power generator, and propane tank. The monopole will be engineered to support four (4) total

colocators, and the compound will include space for future carrier equipment.

The proposed wireless communications facility will enhance the use of the area by improving

communications for residents, businesses, travelers, and emergency responders. The facility

will be unmanned and once constructed will not generate traffic except for periodic visits by a

technician. The upper portion of the facility will be visible from the surrounding area but will be

a slim-profile monopole with non-reflective appurtenances and no lighting. The facility will include

a sound-attenuated emergency generator that will run during testing or in the case of power loss.

The proposed use is located in the 100 year floodplain. Supporting ground equipment

(utility stand, transmitting cabinet, generator) will be elevated above the six (6) foot flood plain

elevation in order to minimize flood damage.

A conceptual plan is provided with this application. The proposed use will only

cover 2,800 square feet of the 13.498 acre parcel.

The proposed use is not located within a historic district.
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MCJOHN INVESTMENTS LLC 

3330 Hollins Rd NE 

Suite A 

Roanoke, Virginia  24012 

 

 

June __, 2025 

 

City of Salem Planning and Zoning 

Attention:  Max Dillon, CZA  

21 South Bruffey Street, Salem, VA 24153 

 

Re: Owner Authorization for Land Use Matters 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

The undersigned is the owner of City of Salem Parcel ID 232-1-1 (the “Property”).  This 

letter authorizes Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless (the “Applicant”) and its 

agents to file all applications and act as agent for the sole purpose of obtaining all 

governmental approvals necessary to construct a Wireless Communications Facility with 

monopole, antennas, and supporting equipment on the Property.  Authorized agents of the 

Applicant include the employees, affiliates and agents of GDN Sites (including, without 

limitation, Stuart Squier) and the attorneys at Williams Mullen (including, but not limited 

to, Lori Schweller) to submit the land use applications and other materials as required by 

the City for processing the land use applications.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

MCJOHN INVESTMENTS LLC  

    a Virginia corporation 

 

    By:  _____________________________ 

 

    Name:  ___________________________ 

 

    Title:  ____________________________ 

 
 

 

       

 

 

Docusign Envelope ID: 28D76D50-3654-42A0-84FD-52D18C073A85

John Lipscomb

Member

20

Page 59 of 246



Verizon Wireless                        Page 1 “Poff” Facility 
 

CELLCO PARTNERSHIP D/B/A VERIZON WIRELESS 
“POFF” WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS FACILITY  

 

Project Description: 
Cellco Partnership, doing business as Verizon Wireless, respectfully requests approval of a Special Exception Permit 
pursuant to Sections 106-524. and 106-314.5 of the Salem Zoning Ordinance in order to allow the installation of a 199-
foot overall height tower in an HM Heavy Manufacturing District.  The proposed facility would include a steel monopole 
that is 195-foot tall, with an additional four feet of height for the lightning rod, for a total maximum height of 199 feet. 
The monopole will initially be equipped with panel antennas, radios, and associated components for Verizon Wireless’s 
use. This project is intended to expand Verizon’s network of services into an area of the City of Salem that currently has 
low to marginal levels of wireless coverage, while also meeting the needs for increased network capacity in the 
surrounding areas that are being served by existing, neighboring facilities that are currently overstressed.  
 
The proposed facility will initially include a sectored mounting array allowing space for up to twelve (12) antennas with 
remote radio heads and fiber optics junction boxes connected behind the antennas. Verizon’s base station cabinets 
housing transmit / receive radios and an emergency back-up generator will be placed on a platform elevated above the 
floodplain. Other boxes for electrical and communications utilities such as power meters, fiber optic and telephone 
service circuits would be attached on an H-frame stand. The monopole and all base station equipment will be installed 
within a 35’ x 80’ fenced compound and 50’x100’ (5,000 square-foot) leased area that Verizon leases from the property’s 
owner, McJohn Investments LLC. In addition to allowing the deployment of the different technologies for which Verizon 
is licensed to provide throughout the City of Salem, the monopole serving this facility will also be engineered and 
constructed with additional structural capacity to support the co-location of antennas and components of additional 
providers of wireless services. 
 
Description of the Property and Character of the Area: 
The subject property, containing 13.498 acres, is identified as Tax Parcel Number 232-1-1, which is accessed from an 
existing, gated entrance on the north side of Rowan Street, and approximately 1,600 east of the intersection with South 
Colorado Street. Access to the facility will then be provided by an easement over an existing paved area.  The proposed 
facility will be located 612’4” north of the nearest residentially zoned district, which is identified as Tax Parcel Number 
233-6-1 owned by the City of Salem and zoned RSF Residential Single Family.  
 
The subject property is zoned HM Heavy Manufacturing. Adjacent properties surrounding the subject property and to 
the north are similarly zoned HM districts containing manufacturing, warehousing, and railroad uses. The property is 
bounded to the south by the Roanoke River which is zoned RSF. The properties to the south of the river are similarly 
zoned RSF and RMF and contain a mix of single and multi-family housing. The proposed tower will be located 
approximately 900 feet from the nearest residential structure. 
 
Network Objectives: 
Verizon Wireless is licensed, by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC), to provide state-of-the-art wireless 
telecommunications services within the City of Salem using a combination of four (4) separate bands on the frequency 
spectrum.  These consist of the 850 MHz band for Cellular (CDMA), the 1900 MHZ frequency band for Personal 
Communications Services (PCS), the 4G Long Term Evolution (LTE) on 700 MHz band and Advance Wireless Services 
(AWS) on the 2100 MHz band. The current network offers data upload and download transmission speeds that are much 
faster than the previous generations of wireless technologies and Verizon has also recently added high-definition calling 
capabilities in the form of its Voice Over LTE (VOLTE) service. 
 
The proposed facility will provide expanded in-building coverage and additional capacity for residents, businesses, and 
other nearby establishments in the surrounding area. The site will also provide service improvements at the street level 
and people traveling in cars on Colorado St/College Ave, Electric Rd, Roanoke Blvd, and other nearby local roads. 
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In addition to serving coverage needs in the immediate area, this facility will also provide improvements to overall 
network performance by adding more network capacity to transfer data throughout a much greater area. This objective 
is important for network stability, because it reduces the total number of customers that are relying on the marginal 
levels of coverage currently being provided by existing, neighboring facilities at farther distances away from this site.  If 
the proposed facility is constructed, then the users that currently receive marginal coverage will have access to stronger 
signals that are in concentrated in closer proximity, while those closer to other existing facility sites will also experience 
improvements, because they will now be competing with fewer overall users for access to the services provided by the 
facilities in their own areas. 
 
 
The City of Salem Comprehensive Plan 
 
The City of Salem Comprehensive Plan specifically prioritizes wireless communications infrastructure development in 
Chapter IV: Goals, Objectives, and Strategies under the Technology section: 
 

“Salem continues to invest in technologies that are both flexible and scalable to support and meet the 
demands of the city’s strategic initiatives relating to education, economic development, quality of life and 
overall management and operation of the city. 
 
“Goal: Ensure infrastructure exists and is in place to support the school system’s Comprehensive Plan relating 
to instructional support and technology. 

Objective: Provide current technology to address the schools technical needs for now and the 
future. 

Strategy: Coordinate with the City of Salem Schools to ensure the needed technology 
services and infrastructures are available and accessible.  

 
“Goal: Coordinate with Planning and Economic Development to meet the needs of technology-based initiatives 
for business and industry. 
 Objective: Support innovative technology-based development opportunities.  

Strategy: Continue expansion and investment in core telecommunications infrastructure to 
support both wired and wireless opportunities. 
Strategy: Continue to seek and expand public-private partnerships that foster economic 
development initiatives.  

 
“Goal: Leverage opportunities with other public and private organizations to support technology initiatives in 
the region. 
 Objective: Actively pursue opportunities to enhance technology in the region. 

Strategy: Pursue and coordinate public-private partnerships that foster technology innovation 
and support economic development initiatives.  

 
Approval of this Special Exception Permit for a new communications tower would allow the expansion of high 
quality wireless communications that would support existing and future residents, industry and business, all 
of which increasingly rely on communications infrastructure for everyday life. Wireless communications 
enable remote work, support advanced agricultural applications, improve processes for commercial business, 
support emergency services, and instructional support. 
 
By enhancing communications for business, education, and public safety, the proposed facility would support 
and not conflict with the goals identified in the Comprehensive Plan. 
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The City of Salem’s provisions for Towers 
 
The Salem Zoning Ordinance provides the following requirements for Towers in Section 106-314.5. The applicant’s 
responses to the code requirements follow in bold italics: 
 

Sec. 106-314.5. Towers. 

(A) Intent. These minimum standards are intended to govern the location of all towers and the installation of 
antennas and accessory equipment structures.  

(B) Towers, with related unmanned equipment buildings, shall be permitted only by special exception in HBD, BCD, 
LM and HM zoning districts as specified in Article II District Regulations. Towers shall also be allowed by special 
exception in any zoning district on property owned or controlled by the City of Salem.  

 The proposed facility will be located in an HM zoning district and is in compliance with this subsection.  

 

(C) As part of the review and approval of any special exception permit for a tower, Council may waive any of the 
requirements of this section, or prescribe such reasonable additional conditions in connection therewith as to 
assure that the design and installation of the tower and related facilities will conform to sound planning 
principals.  

 Due to unique site conditions the applicant is requesting Council waive the requirement for a planted 
landscape buffer per subsection (R) of the tower ordinance. The entire parcel is paved and is within the 100-
year flood zone. Therefore the proposed equipment will be elevated on a platform above the floodplain, six (6) 
feet above grade. Planted landscaping would not conceal the facility equipment from view.  

Additionally, there are several areas of existing mature vegetation between the proposed facility and the 
residential structures to the south, which are on the other side of the Roanoke River along East Riverside Drive. 
View 2 of the included photo simulations shows the existing vegetation which screens the view of the industrial 
area on Rowan Street where the proposed tower will be located. Due to the screening effect of this existing 
vegetation the applicant proposes Council may waive the requirement for a planted landscape buffer and the 
facility will still conform to sound planning principles. 

 

(D) No tower or related facilities shall be located within 500 feet of any residential district.  

 The proposed tower will be located 612’-4” from the nearest residential district and is in compliance with this 
subsection. 

 

(E) No tower shall exceed 199 feet in height, including antennas.  

 The proposed tower will be 195 feet in height with an additional 4 feet lightning rod, for an overall height of 
199 feet.   

 

(F) Towers shall be monopole in design, and subject to any applicable standards of the FCC or FAA, be painted a 
neutral color.  

 The proposed tower will be a monopole design with a galvanized matte finish. The tower will be in compliance 
with all relevant FCC and FAA standards. Additionally, the applicant has provided FCC and FAA pre-screening 
reports demonstrating the proposed tower does not require registration.  
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(G) At any tower site, the design of the buildings and related structures shall use materials, colors, textures, 
screening, and landscaping that will blend the facilities to the natural setting and the built environment. The 
related unmanned equipment structure shall not contain more than 750 square feet of gross floor area or be 
more than 12 feet in height, and shall be located in accordance with the requirements of the zoning district in 
which located.  

 The proposed facility will utilize outdoor equipment cabinets to contain transmitting and electrical equipment. 
The cabinets must be elevated six (6) feet above the floodplain, but will not exceed twelve (12) feet in height. 
See Sheets C-1 and S-1 of the Plans for elevation views of proposed equipment.  

 

(H) Towers shall not be artificially lighted, unless required by the FCC or FAA. If lighting is required, the council may 
review the available lighting alternatives and approve the design that would cause the least disturbances to 
surrounding views.  

 The proposed tower will not be lighted. No lighting is required by the FCC or FAA due to the overall height of 
199 feet.  

 

(I)    No advertising of any type shall be allowed on any tower.  

    The applicant affirms compliance with this subsection. 

 

(J) Satellite and microwave dishes attached to monopoles shall not exceed two feet in diameter or six feet in 
diameter when attached to towers.  

 The applicant affirms compliance with this subsection. No dishes are proposed with Verizon’s initial 
installation.  

 

(K) All towers must meet or exceed current standards and regulations of the FAA, the FCC, and any other agency of 
the federal government with the authority to regulate towers. If such standards and regulations are changed, 
then the owners of the tower governed by this section shall bring such structures into compliance with such 
revised standards as required. Failure to bring a tower into compliance with such revised standards and 
regulations shall constitute grounds for the revocation of the special exception permit, and removal of the tower 
at the owner's expense.  

 The applicant affirms compliance with all regulatory requirements. 

 

(L) The owner of any tower shall ensure that it is constructed and maintained in compliance with standards 
contained in applicable federal, state, and local building codes and regulations.  

 The applicant affirms compliance with all applicable building codes and regulations. 

 

(M) Each applicant requesting a special exception permit for a new tower shall submit 18 copies of a scaled site plan 
and a scaled elevation view and other supporting drawing, calculations, and other documentation, signed and 
sealed by appropriate licensed professionals, showing the location and dimensions of all improvements, 
including information concerning topography, radio frequency coverage, height requirements, setbacks, drives, 
parking, fencing, landscaping, easements, adjacent uses, and other information deemed necessary by the city to 
assess compliance with the regulations of this chapter. Additionally the applicant shall provide actual 
photographs of the site from designated relevant views that include a simulated photographic image of the 
proposed monopole or tower. The photograph with the simulated image shall include the foreground, the mid-
ground, and the background of the site. An engineering report, certifying that the proposed tower and site are 
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compatible for co-location with a minimum of three similar users including the primary user, must accompany 
the application. The applicant shall provide copies of their co-location policy.  

 The applicant has submitted all required documents electronically per the City’s current protocol, and will 
provide hard copies upon request. Included with the submittal are: 1) a complete set of plans; 2) a set of actual 
photographs and simulated photographs of the proposed site; 3) a stamped PE letter certifying the proposed 
tower will be compatible for co-location; and (4) a copy of Verizon’s co-location policy. Regarding radio 
frequency coverage, the applicant notes the following: 

Va. Code § 15.2-2316.4:2 provides as follows: 

“A. In its receiving, consideration, and processing of a complete application submitted under subsection A of § 
15.2-2316.4:1 or for any zoning approval required for a standard process project, a locality shall not: 
2. Require an applicant to provide proprietary, confidential, or other business information to justify the need for 
the project, including propagation maps and telecommunications traffic studies…” 

 

(N) In addition to any reasonable application fees established by council, the applicant shall be financially responsible 
for the cost of any professional engineering and or related services that may be procured by the city to 
independently verify the application information submitted by the applicant.  

 Noted. 

 

(O) No new tower shall be permitted unless the applicant demonstrates to the reasonable satisfaction of the council 
that no existing tower, or structure can accommodate the proposed antenna. Evidence submitted to 
demonstrate that no existing tower, or structure can accommodate the applicant's proposed antenna may 
consist of any of the following:  

1. No existing towers, or structures are located within the geographic area required to meet the applicant's 
engineering requirements.  

2. Existing towers, or structures are not of sufficient height to meet the applicant's engineering requirements.  

3. Existing towers, or structures are not of sufficient structural strength to support the applicant's proposed 
antenna or related equipment.  

4. The applicant's proposed antenna would cause electromagnetic interference with existing antenna, or the 
antenna on the existing towers, or structures would cause interference with the applicants proposed 
antenna.  

5. The applicant demonstrates that there are other limiting factors that render existing towers, or structures 
unsuitable.  

The applicant conducted a search of the geographic area and found no existing telecommunications support 
structures. There is an existing power transmission line nearby, however the types of support structures used 
on the line are not suitable for colocation of communications equipment. There are also a few small stacks on 
nearby industrial buildings but they are not suitable for colocation. A map of the geographic area with a half-
mile radius of the proposed facility follows below: 
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Figure 1: half-mile radius around proposed tower 

 

(P) Towers, guys, and accessory facilities must satisfy the minimum zoning district setback requirements for primary 
structures  

 The proposed tower is located in the HM Heavy Manufacturing district, which has no minimum setback 
requirements. 

 

(Q) Towers shall be enclosed by security fencing not less than six feet high and shall be equipped with an appropriate 
anti-climbing device.  

 The proposed tower will be enclosed by a six (6) foot tall chain link fence, topped with an additional one (1) 
foot of barbed wire as an anti-climbing device.  

 

(R) Tower facilities shall be landscaped with a buffer of plant materials that effectively screens the view of the 
support buildings from adjacent property. The standard buffer shall consist of a landscaping strip of at least four 
feet wide outside the perimeter of the compound. Existing mature tree growth and natural land form on the site 
shall be preserved to the maximum extent possible. Antennas and other equipment located on the top or side of 
a building or structure shall be screened from public view.  

 The applicant is requesting Council waive the requirement for a planted landscape buffer due to unique site 
conditions. The proposed site is located in the 100-year flood zone and all equipment will be elevated six (6) 
feet above grade level, therefore landscaping on the ground would not screen the equipment. The entire parcel 
is paved and not suitable for planted landscaping. Additionally the nearest residentially-zoned district to the 
south contains the Roanoke River which has mature vegetation along its banks that will screen the facility 
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from view of the houses along East Riverside Drive and Yorkshire Street. A view from this perspective is 
included in the photo simulation package as View 2. The applicant proposes the facility will still conform to the 
intent of this subsection without the implementation of planted landscape screening.  

 

(S) Any tower, that is not operational for a continuous period of 90 days shall be considered abandoned, and the 
owner of such tower shall remove same within 90 days of receipt of notice from the building official or city 
manager notifying the owner of such removal requirement. Removal includes the removal of the tower, all 
subterranean tower and fence footers, underground cables and support buildings. The buildings may remain with 
the approval of the landowner. If there are two or more users of a single tower, then this provision shall not 
become effective until all users cease using the tower. If the tower is not removed per this section, the city may 
require the landowner to have it removed. In all cases, the site shall be returned as closely as possible to its 
original conditions.  

 The applicant affirms compliance with this subsection.   

 

(T) Every applicant for a special exception permit for a tower shall, as a condition for the issuance of the special 
exception permit, file with the building official a continuing bond in the penal sum of not less than $10,000.00, 
and conditioned for the faithful observance of the provisions of this chapter and all amendments thereto, and of 
all the laws and ordinances relating to towers, and which shall indemnify and save harmless the city from any 
and all damages, judgments, costs, or expenses which the city may incur by reason of the removal or the causing 
to be removed any tower as provided for in this section.  

 The applicant affirms compliance with this subsection.  

(Ord. of 3-14-05(2); Ord. of 1-23-2017(2)) 

Conclusion: 
Verizon Wireless is confident that the proposed Tower meets the Zoning Ordinance’s criteria for approval of Special 
Exception Permits and is in accord with the goals and objectives set forth in the City of Salem’s Comprehensive Plan.  
Approval of this application will support the provision of Verizon’s full range of wireless communications and data 
services within an area of the City that currently needs greater access to high quality voice, data and broadband services.  
While this facility will directly benefit customers in close proximity to this site, it will also facilitate greater improvements 
to Verizon’s overall network in the City of Salem by offloading strains on other existing facilities in outlying areas. This is 
because the total number of users who are relying on services currently provided by neighboring on-air sites will be 
reduced, which means those sites will then have fewer users that are competing for access to the network. 
 
The tower serving this facility will meet the City’s design preferences of a neutral finish and monopole structural design, 
which has a smaller profile than self-supporting lattice structures. The base station equipment would not be visible from 
the nearest residentially zoned district, and the monopole will not be lighted. Therefore, it will not impose any 
unexpected, adverse impacts upon the neighboring properties or the adjacent roadways.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Stuart P. Squier, AICP 
GDNsites 
Site Development Consultant to Verizon Wireless 
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120 Eastshore Drive  +  Suite 300  +  Glen Allen, VA  +  804.548.4079  +  www.networkbuilding.com 

June 12, 2025 
 
Stuart Squire  
Zoning Manager  
DGN Sites 
 
Subject: Certification of Code Compliance for Proposed Telecommunications Tower 
NB+C Project No. 100912 
 
Dear Mr. Squire: 
 
NB+C Engineering Services, LLC (NB+C) is pleased to submit this certification letter outlining the approximate design 
parameters for a proposed telecommunications structure. It is our understanding that Arcola Towers intends to build 
a new wireless telecommunications facility at the below-mentioned site to include a new Monopole Tower as defined 
in the zoning drawings by NB+C dated May 20, 2025.  
 
This letter certifies that the tower will be designed and manufactured to meet all structural requirements and safety 
specifications outlined in the codes and standards listed below as well as local code requirements. Please see below 
for tower site information, approximate geometry, design parameters, and design loading summary: 
 

Tower Site Information 
 

Tower Owner:    Vertical Bridge “The Towers”  
Site Name:    US-VA-5216 - “Poff” 
Latitude:    37° 16’ 38.4457” N 
Longitude:    80° 02’ 50.9508” W 
Address:    319 Rowan Street, Salem, VA 24153  

 

Approximate Monopole Loading Summary 
  

Tower Height:    195 ft 
 Minimum # of Design Carriers:  1 Initial + 3 future (4 Total) 
  
 

Tower Site Design Parameters  
 

Building Code:    2021 Virginia Construction Code (2018 IBC) 
TIA-222 Revision:   TIA-222-H 

 

Should you have any questions or require additional information, please feel free to contact us. 
 
Respectfully submitted by: 
 
 
 
NB&C ENGINEERING SERVICES, LLC    
 
Erik Bowers, PE 
Engineering Market Manager 
VA License No. 57974 

6/12/2025 
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THESE DRAWINGS ARE FORMATTED TO BE SCALED AT FULL SIZE (22"X34") AND MAY NOT
SCALE WHEN PRINTED AT OTHER SIZES. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ALL PLANS AND
EXISTING DIMENSIONS AND CONDITIONS ON THE JOB SITE AND SHALL IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY
THE DESIGNER / ENGINEER IN WRITING OF ANY DISCREPANCIES BEFORE PROCEEDING WITH
THE WORK OR MATERIAL ORDERS OR BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE SAME. CONTRACTOR SHALL
USE BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE TO PREVENT STORM WATER POLLUTION DURING
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FROM 6750 THIRLANE RD NW, ROANOKE, VA 24019:
TURN RIGHT ONTO THIRLANE RD, TURN RIGHT ONTO VA-117 S/PETERS CREEK RD, TURN RIGHT ONTO MELROSE AVE, USE
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CONSTRUED TO PERMIT WORK NOT CONFORMING TO THE LATEST EDITIONS OF THE FOLLOWING CODES.
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· 2020 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
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· AMERICAN CONCRETE INSTITUTE

· AISC MANUAL OF STEEL CONSTRUCTION 15TH
EDITION
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SITE ACTIVITY REQUIREMENTS:  1. PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION, ALL REQUIRED JURISDICTIONAL PERMITS SHALL BE OBTAINED. PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION, ALL REQUIRED JURISDICTIONAL PERMITS SHALL BE OBTAINED. THIS INCLUDES, BUT IS NOT LIMITED TO, BUILDING, ELECTRICAL, MECHANICAL, FIRE, FLOOD ZONE, ENVIRONMENTAL AND ZONING. AFTER ONSITE ACTIVITIES AND CONSTRUCTION ARE COMPLETED, ALL REQUIRED PERMITS SHALL BE SATISFIED AS CLOSED OUT ACCORDING TO LOCAL JURISDICTIONAL REQUIREMENTS. 2. ALL CONSTRUCTION MEANS AND METHODS; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ERECTION PLANS, RIGGING ALL CONSTRUCTION MEANS AND METHODS; INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO, ERECTION PLANS, RIGGING PLANS, CLIMBING PLANS, AND RESCUE PLANS SHALL BE THE RESPONSIBLY 0F THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR RESPONSIBLE FOR THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK CONTAINED HEREON, AND SHALL MEET ANIS/ASSE A10.48 (LATEST EDITION): FEDERAL, STATE, AND LOCAL REGULATIONS; AND ANY APPLICABLE INDUSTRY CONSENSUS STANDARDS RELATED TO THE CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES BEING PERFORMED. ALL RIGGING PLANS SHALL ADHERE TO ANSI/ASSE A10.48 (LATEST EDITION) AND THE REQUIRED INVOLVEMENT OF A QUALIFIED ENGINEER FOR CLASS IV CONSTRUCTION, TO CERTIFY THE SUPPORTING STRUCTURE(S) IN ACCORDANCE WITH ANSI/TIA-322 (LATEST EDITION). 3. ALL SITE WORK TO COMPLY WITH OAS-STD-10068 “INSTALLATION STANDARDS FOR CONSTRUCTION ALL SITE WORK TO COMPLY WITH OAS-STD-10068 “INSTALLATION STANDARDS FOR CONSTRUCTION INSTALLATION STANDARDS FOR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES“ STANDARD FOR INSTALLATION OF MOUNTS AND APPURTENANCES, AND LATEST VERSION OF STANDARD FOR INSTALLATION OF MOUNTS AND APPURTENANCES, AND LATEST VERSION OF ANSI/TIA-1019-A-2012 "STANDARD FOR INSTALLATION, ALTERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF ANTENNA SUPPORTING STRUCTURES AND ANTENNAS." 4. IF THE SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT CAN NOT BE INSTALLED AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE CONTRACTOR IF THE SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT CAN NOT BE INSTALLED AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROPOSE AN ALTERNATIVE INSTALLATION FOR APPROVAL BY TOWER OWNER PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH ANY SUCH CHANGE OF INSTALLATION. 5. ALL MATERIALS FURNISHED AND INSTALLED SHALL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE ALL MATERIALS FURNISHED AND INSTALLED SHALL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES REGULATIONS AND ORDINANCES. CONTRACTOR SHALL ISSUE ALL APPROPRIATE NOTICES AND COMPLY WITH ALL LAWS, ORDINANCES, RULES, REGULATIONS AND LAWFUL ORDERS OF ANY PUBLIC AUTHORITY REGARDING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. ALL WORK CARRIED OUT SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE MUNICIPAL AND UTILITY COMPANY SPECIFICATIONS AND LOCAL JURISDICTIONAL CODES, ORDINANCES AND APPLICABLE REGULATIONS. 6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL ALL EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL ALL EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS UNLESS SPECIFICALLY STATED OTHERWISE. 7. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT UTILITY LOCATING SERVICES PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL CONTACT UTILITY LOCATING SERVICES PRIOR TO THE START OF CONSTRUCTION. 8. ALL EXISTING ACTIVE SEWER, WATER, GAS, ELECTRIC AND OTHER UTILITIES WHERE ENCOUNTERED IN THE ALL EXISTING ACTIVE SEWER, WATER, GAS, ELECTRIC AND OTHER UTILITIES WHERE ENCOUNTERED IN THE WORK, SHALL BE PROTECTED AT ALL TIMES AND WHERE REQUIRED FOR THE PROPER EXECUTION OF THE WORK, SHALL BE RELOCATED AS DIRECTED BY CONTRACTOR. EXTREME CAUTION SHOULD BE USED BY THE CONTRACTOR WHEN EXCAVATING OR DRILLING PIERS AROUND OR NEAR UTILITIES. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SAFETY TRAINING FOR THE WORKING CREW. THIS WILL INCLUDE BUT NOT BE LIMITED TO A) FALL PROTECTION B) CONFINED SPACE C) ELECTRICAL SAFETY D) TRENCHING AND EXCAVATION E) CONSTRUCTION SAFETY PROCEDURES. 9. ALL SITE WORK SHALL BE AS INDICATED ON THE STAMPED CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND PROJECT ALL SITE WORK SHALL BE AS INDICATED ON THE STAMPED CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS, LATEST APPROVED REVISION. 10. CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP THE SITE FREE FROM ACCUMULATING WASTE MATERIAL, DEBRIS, AND TRASH AT CONTRACTOR SHALL KEEP THE SITE FREE FROM ACCUMULATING WASTE MATERIAL, DEBRIS, AND TRASH AT THE COMPLETION OF THE WORK. IF NECESSARY, RUBBISH, STUMPS, DEBRIS, STICKS, STONES AND OTHER REFUSE SHALL BE REMOVED FROM THE SITE AND DISPOSED OF LEGALLY. 11. ALL EXISTING INACTIVE SEWER, WATER, GAS, ELECTRIC AND OTHER UTILITIES, WHICH INTERFERE WITH THE ALL EXISTING INACTIVE SEWER, WATER, GAS, ELECTRIC AND OTHER UTILITIES, WHICH INTERFERE WITH THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK, SHALL BE REMOVED AND/OR CAPPED, PLUGGED OR OTHERWISE DISCONTINUED AT POINTS WHICH WILL NOT INTERFERE WITH THE EXECUTION OF THE WORK, SUBJECT TO THE APPROVAL OF CONTRACTOR, TOWER OWNER AND/OR LOCAL UTILITIES. 12. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SITE SIGNAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION FOR THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE SITE SIGNAGE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE TECHNICAL SPECIFICATION FOR SITE SIGNAGE REQUIRED BY LOCAL JURISDICTION AND SIGNAGE REQUIRED ON INDIVIDUAL PIECES OF EQUIPMENT, ROOMS, AND SHELTERS. 13. THE SITE SHALL BE GRADED TO CAUSE SURFACE WATER TO FLOW AWAY FROM THE CARRIER'S EQUIPMENT  THE SITE SHALL BE GRADED TO CAUSE SURFACE WATER TO FLOW AWAY FROM THE CARRIER'S EQUIPMENT  W AWAY FROM THE CARRIER'S EQUIPMENT  AND TOWER AREAS. 14. THE SUB GRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED AND BROUGHT TO A SMOOTH UNIFORM GRADE PRIOR TO THE SUB GRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED AND BROUGHT TO A SMOOTH UNIFORM GRADE PRIOR TO FINISHED SURFACE APPLICATION. 15. THE AREAS OF THE OWNERS PROPERTY DISTURBED THE WORK AND NOT COVERED BY THE TOWER, THE AREAS OF THE OWNERS PROPERTY DISTURBED THE WORK AND NOT COVERED BY THE TOWER, EQUIPMENT OR DRIVEWAY, SHALL BE GRADED TO A UNIFORM SLOPE, AND STABILIZED TO PREVENT EROSION AS SPECIFIED ON THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS AND/OR PROJECT SPECIFICATIONS. 16. CONTRACTOR SHALL MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE TO EXISTING SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION. EROSION CONTROL CONTRACTOR SHALL MINIMIZE DISTURBANCE TO EXISTING SITE DURING CONSTRUCTION. EROSION CONTROL MEASURES, IF REQUIRED DURING CONSTRUCTION, SHALL BE N CONFORMANCE WITH THE LOCAL GUIDELINES FOR EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL. 17. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, PAVEMENTS, CURBS, LANDSCAPING AND THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, PAVEMENTS, CURBS, LANDSCAPING AND STRUCTURES. ANY DAMAGED PART SHALL BE REPAIRED AT CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE TO THE SATISFACTION OF OWNER. 18. CONTRACTOR SHALL LEGALLY AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF ALL SCRAP MATERIALS SUCH AS COAXIAL CONTRACTOR SHALL LEGALLY AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF ALL SCRAP MATERIALS SUCH AS COAXIAL CABLES AND OTHER ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE EXISTING FACILITY. ANTENNAS REMOVED SHALL BE RETURNED TO THE OWNER'S DESIGNATED LOCATION. 19. CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE PREMISES IN CLEAN CONDITION. TRASH AND DEBRIS SHOULD BE REMOVED CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE PREMISES IN CLEAN CONDITION. TRASH AND DEBRIS SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM SITE ON A DAILY BASIS. 20. NO FILL OR EMBANKMENT MATERIAL SHALL BE PLACED ON FROZEN GROUND. FROZEN MATERIALS, SNOW NO FILL OR EMBANKMENT MATERIAL SHALL BE PLACED ON FROZEN GROUND. FROZEN MATERIALS, SNOW OR ICE SHALL NOT BE PLACED IN ANY FILL OR EMBANKMENT.

AutoCAD SHX Text_15
GROUNDING NOTES:  1. ALL GROUND ELECTRODE SYSTEMS (INCLUDING TELECOMMUNICATIONS, RADIO, LIGHTNING PROTECTION AND ALL GROUND ELECTRODE SYSTEMS (INCLUDING TELECOMMUNICATIONS, RADIO, LIGHTNING PROTECTION AND AC POWER GES'S) SHALL BE BONDED TOGETHER AT OR BELOW GRADE, BY TWO OR MORE COPPER BONDING CONDUCTORS IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEC. 2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM IEEE FALL-OF-POTENTIAL RESISTANCE TO EARTH TESTING (PER IEEE THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PERFORM IEEE FALL-OF-POTENTIAL RESISTANCE TO EARTH TESTING (PER IEEE 1100 AND 81 STANDARDS) FOR GROUND ELECTRODE SYSTEMS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL FURNISH AND INSTALL SUPPLEMENTAL GROUND ELECTRODES AS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE A TEST RESULT OF 5 OHMS OR LESS. 3. THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROPERLY SEQUENCING GROUNDING AND UNDERGROUND CONDUIT THE CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR PROPERLY SEQUENCING GROUNDING AND UNDERGROUND CONDUIT INSTALLATION AS TO PREVENT ANY LOSS OF CONTINUITY IN THE GROUNDING SYSTEM OR DAMAGE TO THE CONDUIT AND PROVIDE TESTING RESULTS. 4. METAL CONDUIT AND TRAY SHALL BE GROUNDED AND MADE ELECTRICALLY CONTINUOUS WITH LISTED METAL CONDUIT AND TRAY SHALL BE GROUNDED AND MADE ELECTRICALLY CONTINUOUS WITH LISTED BONDING FITTINGS OR BY BONDING ACROSS THE DISCONTINUITY WITH #6 AWG COPPER WIRE UL APPROVED GROUNDING TYPE CONDUIT CLAMPS. 5. METAL RACEWAY SHALL NOT BE USED AS THE NEC REQUIRED EQUIPMENT GROUND CONDUCTOR. METAL RACEWAY SHALL NOT BE USED AS THE NEC REQUIRED EQUIPMENT GROUND CONDUCTOR. STRANDED COPPER CONDUCTORS WITH GREEN INSULATION, SIZED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEC, SHALL BE FURNISHED AND INSTALLED WITH THE POWER CIRCUITS TO BTS EQUIPMENT. 6. EACH CABINET FRAME SHALL BE DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE MASTER GROUND BAR WITH GREEN EACH CABINET FRAME SHALL BE DIRECTLY CONNECTED TO THE MASTER GROUND BAR WITH GREEN INSULATED SUPPLEMENTAL EQUIPMENT GROUND WIRES, #6 AWG STRANDED COPPER OR LARGER FOR INDOOR BTS; #2 AWG BARE SOLID TINNED COPPER FOR OUTDOOR BTS. 7. CONNECTIONS TO THE GROUND BUS SHALL NOT BE DOUBLED UP OR STACKED BACK TO BACK. CONNECTIONS TO THE GROUND BUS SHALL NOT BE DOUBLED UP OR STACKED BACK TO BACK. CONNECTIONS ON OPPOSITE SIDE OF THE GROUND BUS ARE PERMITTED. 8. ALL EXTERIOR GROUND CONDUCTORS BETWEEN EQUIPMENT/GROUND BARS AND THE GROUND RING SHALL ALL EXTERIOR GROUND CONDUCTORS BETWEEN EQUIPMENT/GROUND BARS AND THE GROUND RING SHALL BE #2 AWG SOLID TINNED COPPER UNLESS OTHERWISE INDICATED. 9. ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR OR COPPER CLAD STEEL CONDUCTOR SHALL NOT BE USED FOR GROUNDING ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR OR COPPER CLAD STEEL CONDUCTOR SHALL NOT BE USED FOR GROUNDING CONNECTIONS. 10. USE OF 90  BENDS IN THE PROTECTION GROUNDING CONDUCTORS SHALL BE AVOIDED WHEN 45  BENDS USE OF 90° BENDS IN THE PROTECTION GROUNDING CONDUCTORS SHALL BE AVOIDED WHEN 45° BENDSCAN BE ADEQUATELY SUPPORTED. 11. EXOTHERMIC WELDS SHALL BE USED FOR ALL GROUNDING CONNECTIONS BELOW GRADE. EXOTHERMIC WELDS SHALL BE USED FOR ALL GROUNDING CONNECTIONS BELOW GRADE. 12. ALL GROUND CONNECTIONS ABOVE GRADE (INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR) SHALL BE FORMED USING HIGH ALL GROUND CONNECTIONS ABOVE GRADE (INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR) SHALL BE FORMED USING HIGH PRESS CRIMPS. 13. COMPRESSION GROUND CONNECTIONS MAY BE REPLACED BY EXOTHERMIC WELD CONNECTIONS. COMPRESSION GROUND CONNECTIONS MAY BE REPLACED BY EXOTHERMIC WELD CONNECTIONS. XOTHERMIC WELD CONNECTIONS.  WELD CONNECTIONS. 14. ICE BRIDGE BONDING CONDUCTORS SHALL BE EXOTHERMICALLY BONDED OR BOLTED TO THE BRIDGE AND ICE BRIDGE BONDING CONDUCTORS SHALL BE EXOTHERMICALLY BONDED OR BOLTED TO THE BRIDGE AND THE TOWER GROUND BAR. 15. APPROVED ANTIOXIDANT COATINGS (I.E. CONDUCTIVE GEL OR PASTE) SHALL BE USED ON ALL APPROVED ANTIOXIDANT COATINGS (I.E. CONDUCTIVE GEL OR PASTE) SHALL BE USED ON ALL COMPRESSION AND BOLTED GROUND CONNECTIONS. 16. ALL EXTERIOR GROUND CONNECTIONS SHALL BE COATED WITH A CORROSION RESISTANT MATERIAL. ALL EXTERIOR GROUND CONNECTIONS SHALL BE COATED WITH A CORROSION RESISTANT MATERIAL. 17. MISCELLANEOUS ELECTRICAL AND NON-ELECTRICAL METAL BOXES, FRAMES AND SUPPORTS SHALL BE MISCELLANEOUS ELECTRICAL AND NON-ELECTRICAL METAL BOXES, FRAMES AND SUPPORTS SHALL BE BONDED TO THE GROUND RING, IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NEC. 18. BOND ALL METALLIC OBJECTS WITHIN 6FT OF MAIN GROUND RING WITH (1) #2 AWG BARE SOLID TINNED BOND ALL METALLIC OBJECTS WITHIN 6FT OF MAIN GROUND RING WITH (1) #2 AWG BARE SOLID TINNED COPPER GROUND CONDUCTOR. 19. GROUND CONDUCTORS USED FOR THE FACILITY GROUNDING AND LIGHTNING PROTECTION SYSTEMS SHALL GROUND CONDUCTORS USED FOR THE FACILITY GROUNDING AND LIGHTNING PROTECTION SYSTEMS SHALL NOT BE ROUTED THROUGH METALLIC OBJECTS THAT FORM A RING AROUND THE CONDUCTOR, SUCH AS METALLIC CONDUITS, METAL SUPPORT CUPS OR SLEEVES THROUGH WALLS OR FLOORS. WHEN IT IS REQUIRED TO BE HOUSED IN CONDUIT TO MEET CODE REQUIREMENTS OR LOCAL CONDITIONS, NON-METALLIC MATERIAL SUCH AS PVC CONDUIT SHALL BE USED, WHERE USE OF METAL CONDUIT IS UNAVOIDABLE (I.E., NONMETALLIC CONDUIT PROHIBITED BY LOCAL CODE) THE GROUND CONDUCTOR SHALL BE BONDED TO EACH END OF THE METAL CONDUIT. 20. ALL GROUNDS THAT TRANSITION FROM BELOW GRADE TO ABOVE GRADE MUST BE #2 AWG BARE SOLID ALL GROUNDS THAT TRANSITION FROM BELOW GRADE TO ABOVE GRADE MUST BE #2 AWG BARE SOLID TINNED COPPER N 3/4" NON-METALLIC, FLEXIBLE CONDUIT FROM 24” BELOW GRADE TO WITHIN 3" TO 6” BELOW GRADE TO WITHIN 3" TO 6” OF CAD-WELD TERMINATION POINT. THE EXPOSED END OF THE CONDUIT MUST BE SEALED WITH SILICONE CAULK. (ADD TRANSITIONING GROUND STANDARD DETAIL AS WELL). 21. BUILDINGS WHERE THE MAIN GROUNDING CONDUCTORS ARE REQUIRED TO BE ROUTED TO GRADE, THE BUILDINGS WHERE THE MAIN GROUNDING CONDUCTORS ARE REQUIRED TO BE ROUTED TO GRADE, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL ROUTE TWO GROUNDING CONDUCTORS FROM THE ROOFTOP, TOWERS, AND WATER TOWERS GROUNDING RING, TO THE EXISTING GROUNDING SYSTEM, THE GROUNDING CONDUCTORS SHALL NOT BE SMALLER THAN #2/0 AWG COPPER. ROOFTOP GROUNDING RING SHALL BE BONDED TO THE EXISTING GROUNDING SYSTEM, THE BUILDING STEEL COLUMNS, LIGHTNING PROTECTION SYSTEM, AND BUILDING MAIN WATER LINE (FERROUS OR NONFERROUS METAL PIPING ONLY).

AutoCAD SHX Text_16
GENERAL NOTES:  1. THESE DRAWINGS HAVE BEEN PREPARED USING STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL CARE AND COMPLETENESS THESE DRAWINGS HAVE BEEN PREPARED USING STANDARDS OF PROFESSIONAL CARE AND COMPLETENESS NORMALLY EXERCISED UNDER SIMILAR CIRCUMSTANCES BY REPUTABLE ENGINEERS IN THIS OR SIMILAR LOCALITIES. ITS ASSUMED THAT THE WORK DEPICTED WILL BE PERFORMED BY AN EXPERIENCED CONTRACTOR AND/OR WORKPEOPLE WHO HAVE A WORKING KNOWLEDGE OF THE APPLICABLE CODE STANDARDS AND REQUIREMENTS AND OF INDUSTRY ACCEPTED STANDARD GOOD PRACTICE. AS NOT EVERY CONDITION OR ELEMENT IS (OR CAN BE) EXPLICITLY SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL USE INDUSTRY ACCEPTED STANDARD GOOD PRACTICE FOR MISCELLANEOUS WORK NOT EXPLICITLY SHOWN. 2. THESE DRAWINGS REPRESENT THE FINISHED STRUCTURE. THEY DO NOT INDICATE THE MEANS OR THESE DRAWINGS REPRESENT THE FINISHED STRUCTURE. THEY DO NOT INDICATE THE MEANS OR METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONSTRUCTION MEANS, METHODS, TECHNIQUES, SEQUENCES, AND PROCEDURES. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROVIDE ALL MEASURES NECESSARY FOR PROTECTION OF LIFE AND PROPERTY DURING CONSTRUCTION. SUCH MEASURES SHALL INCLUDE, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, BRACING, FRAMEWORK, SHORING, ETC. SITE VISITS BY THE ENGINEER 0R HIS REPRESENTATIVE WILL NOT INCLUDE INSPECTION OF THESE ITEMS AND IS FOR STRUCTURAL OBSERVATION OF THE FINISHED STRUCTURE ONLY. 3. NOTES AND DETAILS IN THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER GENERAL NOTES NOTES AND DETAILS IN THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS SHALL TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER GENERAL NOTES AND TYPICAL DETAILS. WHERE NO DETAILS ARE SHOWN, CONSTRUCTION SHALL CONFORM TO SIMILAR WORK ON THE PROJECT, AND/OR AS PROVIDED FOR IN THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS. WHERE DISCREPANCIES 0CCUR BETWEEN PLANS, DETAILS, GENERAL NOTES, AND SPECIFICATIONS, THE GREATER, MORE STRICT REQUIREMENTS, SHALL GOVERN. IF FURTHER CLARIFICATION IS REQUIRED CONTACT THE ENGINEER OF RECORD. 4. SUBSTANTIAL EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE DIMENSIONS AND MEASUREMENTS ON THE SUBSTANTIAL EFFORT HAS BEEN MADE TO PROVIDE ACCURATE DIMENSIONS AND MEASUREMENTS ON THE DRAWINGS TO ASSIST IN THE FABRICATION AND/OR PLACEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION ELEMENTS BUT IT IS THE SOLE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE CONTRACTOR TO FIELD VERIFY THE DIMENSIONS, MEASUREMENTS, AND/OR CLEARANCES SHOWN IN THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS PRIOR TO FABRICATION OR CUTTING OF ANY NEW OR EXISTING CONSTRUCTION ELEMENTS. 5. IF ITS DETERMINED THAT THERE ARE DISCREPANCIES AND/OR CONFLICTS WITH THE CONSTRUCTION IF ITS DETERMINED THAT THERE ARE DISCREPANCIES AND/OR CONFLICTS WITH THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS THE ENGINEER OF RECORD IS TO BE NOTIFIED AS SOON AS POSSIBLE  6. PRIOR TO THE SUBMISSION OF BIDS, THE BIDING CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE CELL SITE TO PRIOR TO THE SUBMISSION OF BIDS, THE BIDING CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE CELL SITE TO FAMILIARIZE WITH THE EXISTING CONDITIONS AND TO CONFIRM THAT THE WORK CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED AS SHOWN ON THE CONSTRUCTION DRAWINGS. ANY DISCREPANCY FOUND SHALL BE BROUGHT TO THE ATTENTION OF THE TOWER OWNER. 7. ALL MATERIALS FURNISHED AND INSTALLED SHALL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE ALL MATERIALS FURNISHED AND INSTALLED SHALL BE IN STRICT ACCORDANCE WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES, REGULATIONS AND ORDINANCES. CONTRACTOR SHALL ISSUE ALL APPROPRIATE NOTICES AND COMPLY WITH ALL LAWS, ORDINANCES, RULES, REGULATIONS AND LAWFUL ORDERS OF ANY PUBLIC AUTHORITY REGARDING THE PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK. ALL WORK CARRIED OUT SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE MUNICIPAL AND UTILITY COMPANY SPECIFICATIONS AND LOCAL JURISDICTIONAL CODES, ORDINANCES AND APPLICABLE REGULATIONS. 8. UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, THE WORK SHALL INCLUDE FURNISHING MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, THE WORK SHALL INCLUDE FURNISHING MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT, APPURTENANCES AND LABOR NECESSARY TO COMPLETE ALL INSTALLATIONS AS INDICATED ON THE DRAWINGS. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL INSTALL ALL EQUIPMENT AND MATERIALS IN ACCORDANCE WITH MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS UNLESS SPECIFICALLY STATED OTHERWISE. 9. IF THE SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT CAN NOT BE INSTALLED AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE  IF THE SPECIFIED EQUIPMENT CAN NOT BE INSTALLED AS SHOWN ON THESE DRAWINGS, THE  CONTRACTOR SHALL PROPOSE AN ALTERNATIVE INSTALLATION FOR APPROVAL BY THE CARRIER AND TOWER OWNER PRIOR TO PROCEEDING WITH ANY SUCH CHANGE OF INSTALLATION.  10. CONTRACTOR IS TO PERFORM A SITE INVESTIGATION AND IS TO DETERMINE THE BEST ROUTING OF ALL CONTRACTOR IS TO PERFORM A SITE INVESTIGATION AND IS TO DETERMINE THE BEST ROUTING OF ALL CONDUITS FOR POWER, TELCO AND FOR GROUNDING CABLES AS SHOWN IN THE POWER, TELCO, AND GROUNDING PLAN. 11. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, PAVEMENTS, CURBS, LANDSCAPING AND   THE CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT EXISTING IMPROVEMENTS, PAVEMENTS, CURBS, LANDSCAPING AND   STRUCTURES. ANY DAMAGED PART SHALL BE REPAIRED AT CONTRACTOR'S EXPENSE TO THE SATISFACTI0N OF THE TOWER OWNER. 12. CONTRACTOR SHALL LEGALLY AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF ALL SCRAP MATERIALS SUCH AS COAXIAL CONTRACTOR SHALL LEGALLY AND PROPERLY DISPOSE OF ALL SCRAP MATERIALS SUCH AS COAXIAL CABLES AND OTHER ITEMS REMOVED FROM THE EXISTING FACILITY. ANTENNAS REMOVED SHALL BE RETURNED TO THE OWNER'S DESIGNATED LOCATION. 13. CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE PREMISES IN CLEAN CONDITION. TRASH AND DEBRIS SHOULD BE REMOVED CONTRACTOR SHALL LEAVE PREMISES IN CLEAN CONDITION. TRASH AND DEBRIS SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM SITE ON A DAILY BASIS.

AutoCAD SHX Text_17
CONCRETE, FOUNDATIONS, AND REINFORCING STEEL: 1. ALL CONCRETE WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AC 301, AC 3I8, ACI 336, ASTM A184, ASTM ALL CONCRETE WORK SHALL BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AC 301, AC 3I8, ACI 336, ASTM A184, ASTM A185 AND THE DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION SPECIFICATION FOR CAST-IN-PLACE CONCRETE. 2. UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, SOIL BEARING PRESSURE USED FOR DESIGN OF SLABS AND FOUNDATIONS IS UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, SOIL BEARING PRESSURE USED FOR DESIGN OF SLABS AND FOUNDATIONS IS ASSUMED TO BE 1000 PSF. 3. ALL CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 3000 PSI AT 28 DAYS, UNLESS ALL CONCRETE SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM COMPRESSIVE STRENGTH OF 3000 PSI AT 28 DAYS, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. NO MORE THAN 90 MINUTES SHALL PASS FROM BATCH TIME TO TIME OF PLACEMENT UNLESS APPROVED BY THE ENGINEER OF RECORD. TEMPERATURE OF CONCRETE SHALL NOT EXCEED 90 DEGREE FAHRENHEIT AT TIME OF PLACEMENT. 4. CONCRETE EXPOSED TO FREEZE-THAW CYCLES SHALL CONTAIN AIR ENTRAINING ADMIXTURES. AMOUNT OF CONCRETE EXPOSED TO FREEZE-THAW CYCLES SHALL CONTAIN AIR ENTRAINING ADMIXTURES. AMOUNT OF AIR ENTRAINMENT TO BE BASED ON SIZE OF AGGREGATE AND F3 CLASS EXPOSURE (VERY SEVERE). CEMENT USED TO BE TYPE II PORTLAND CEMENT WITH A MAXIMUM WATER-TO-CEMENT RATIO (W/C) OF 0.45. 5. ALL STEEL REINFORCING SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A615, ALL WELDED WIRE FABRIC (WWF) SHALL ALL STEEL REINFORCING SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A615, ALL WELDED WIRE FABRIC (WWF) SHALL CONFORM TO ASTM A185. ALL SPLICES SHALL BE CLASS "B" TENSION SPLICES, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. ALL HOOKS SHALL BE STANDARD 90° HOOKS, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE. YIELD STRENGTH(FY) OF STANDARD DEFORMED BARS ARE AS FOLLOW:    #4 BARS AND SMALLER.....40 KSI    #5 BARS AND LARGER.......60 KSI 6. THE FOLLOWING MINIMUM CONCRETE COVER SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR REINFORCING STEEL UNLESS THE FOLLOWING MINIMUM CONCRETE COVER SHALL BE PROVIDED FOR REINFORCING STEEL UNLESS SHOWN OTHERWISE ON DRAWINGS: CONCRETE CAST AGAINST AND PERMANENTLY EXPOSED TO EARTH....... 3" CONCRETE EXPOSED TO EARTH OR WEATHER: #6 BARS AND LARGER...............................................................................2" #5 BARS AND SMALLER.............................................................................1-1/2" 7. CONCRETE NOT EXPOSED TO EARTH OR WEATHER: CONCRETE NOT EXPOSED TO EARTH OR WEATHER: SLAB AND WALLS........................................................................................3/4" BEAMS AND COLUMNS…...............................................................................1-1/2" ...............................................................................1-1/2" 8. A TOOLED EDGE OR A 3/4 CHAMFER SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL EXPOSED EDGES OF CONCRETE, A TOOLED EDGE OR A 3/4 CHAMFER SHALL BE PROVIDED AT ALL EXPOSED EDGES OF CONCRETE, UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE, IN ACCORDANCE WITH ACI 301 SECTION 4.2.4.
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ROWAN STREET
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SLIDE GATE
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P/P SALEM 3246-2814
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SWING GATE
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NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILWAY

AutoCAD SHX Text_23
GENERAL NOTES S 1. THIS PLAN IS SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS OF THIS PLAN IS SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD. 2. NO SIGNIFICANT NOISE, SMOKE, DUST, OR ODOR WILL RESULT FROM NO SIGNIFICANT NOISE, SMOKE, DUST, OR ODOR WILL RESULT FROM THIS FACILITY. 3. THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND NOT INTENDED FOR HUMAN THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND NOT INTENDED FOR HUMAN HABITATION. THERE IS NO HANDICAP ACCESS REQUIRED. 4. THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND DOES NOT REQUIRE POTABLE THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND DOES NOT REQUIRE POTABLE WATER OR SANITARY SERVICE.
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MCJOHN INVESTMENTS LLC 3330 HOLLINS RD NE STE A ROANOKE, VA 24012 CITY OF SALEM PARCEL ID: 232-1-1 232-1-1 ZONING: HM HM ACREAGE: 13.498 13.498 ±
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE 30' VERTICAL BRIDGE 30'  30' WIDE ACCESS & UTILITY EASEMENT
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE VERTICAL BRIDGE 50'X100' LEASE AREA FOR EQUIPMENT COMPOUND & TOWER
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE VERTICAL BRIDGE 35'X80' FENCED IN GRAVEL COMPOUND
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE 195.0' MONOPOLE TOWER  TOWER (37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) 37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) ) (-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486))-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486)))
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GRAHAM-WHITE MANUFACTURING CO 1242 S COLORADO ST SALEM, VA 24153 PARCEL ID: 218-1-3 ZONING: HM AREA: 22.5± ACRES
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CITY OF SALEM PO BOX 869 SALEM, VA 24153 PARCEL ID: 233-6-1 ZONING: RSF AREA: 2± ACRES
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VIRGINIA APPALACHIAN PROPERTIES LLC 3330 HOLLINS RD ROANOKE, VA 24012 PARCEL ID: 218-1-1.2 ZONING: HM AREA: 0.88± ACRES
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NORFOLK & WESTERN RAILWAY COMPANY 650 WEST PEACHTREE ST NW ATLANTA, GA 30308 PARCEL ID: 199-1-3 ZONING: HM AREA: 1.07± ACRES
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EXISTING BUILDING
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EXISTING BUILDING
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AutoCAD SHX Text_60
ZONING COLOR CODE PURPLE: HM - HEAVY MANUFACTURING HM - HEAVY MANUFACTURING YELLOW: RSF - RESIDENTIAL SINGLE FAMILY RSF - RESIDENTIAL SINGLE FAMILY LIGHT PURPLE: LM - LIGHT MANUFACTURING LM - LIGHT MANUFACTURING RED: HBD - HIGHWAY BUSINESS HBD - HIGHWAY BUSINESS BLUE: RB - RESIDENTIAL BUSINESS RB - RESIDENTIAL BUSINESS ORANGE: RMF - RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAMILYRMF - RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAMILY
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE VERTICAL BRIDGE 50'X100' LEASE AREA FOR EQUIPMENT COMPOUND & TOWER
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PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE 195.0' MONOPOLE TOWER  TOWER (37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) 37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) ) (-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486))-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486)))
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EXISTING PROPERTY LINE
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EXISTING PROPERTY LINE
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EXISTING UTILITY POLE

AutoCAD SHX Text_77
EXISTING UTILITY POLE

AutoCAD SHX Text_78
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EXISTING UTILITY POLE (TO BE REMOVED)
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AutoCAD SHX Text_81
GRID NORTH

AutoCAD SHX Text_82
PROPOSED 6' CHAIN LINK FENCE WITH 1' BARBED WIRE AT TOP

AutoCAD SHX Text_83
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE 12' WIDE DOUBLE SWING ACCESS GATE

AutoCAD SHX Text_84
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE H-FRAME FOR POWER SUPPLY

AutoCAD SHX Text_85
FUTURE VERIZON WIRELESS 20X25' EQUIPMENT LEASE AREA & PLATFORM

AutoCAD SHX Text_86
FUTURE CARRIER 11'X20' EQUIPMENT LEASE AREA (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text_87
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE ELECTRICAL HANDHOLE AT COMPOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text_88
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE FIBER HANDHOLE AT COMPOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text_89
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE VERTICAL BRIDGE 30' WIDE ACCESS & UTILITY EASEMENT

AutoCAD SHX Text_90
PROPOSED VERTICAL VERTICAL BRIDGE 35'X80' FENCED  35'X80' FENCED IN GRAVEL COMPOUND

AutoCAD SHX Text_91
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE VERTICAL BRIDGE 50'X100' LEASE AREA FOR EQUIPMENT COMPOUND & TOWER

AutoCAD SHX Text_92
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE 195.0' MONOPOLE TOWER  TOWER (37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) 37° 16' 38.4457" (37.277346)) ) (-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486))-80° 02' 50.9508" (-80.047486)))
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FUTURE CARRIER 10'X10' EQUIPMENT LEASE AREA (TYP.)

AutoCAD SHX Text_94
PROPOSED 4'X10' PROPANE TANK LEASE AREA

AutoCAD SHX Text_95
PROPOSED PROPANE TANK ON CONCRETE PAD

AutoCAD SHX Text_96
PROPOSED 10' PROPANE TANK NO-SPARK RADIUS 
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AutoCAD SHX Text_97
GENERAL NOTES 1. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES THE CONTRACTOR SHALL COMPLY WITH ALL APPLICABLE CODES ORDINANCES, LAWS AND REGULATIONS OF ALL MUNICIPALITIES, UTILITIES COMPANY OR OTHER PUBLIC AUTHORITIES.  2. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR OBTAINING ALL PERMITS AND INSPECTIONS THAT MAY BE REQUIRED BY ANY FEDERAL, STATE, COUNTY OR MUNICIPAL AUTHORITIES.  3. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER, THE CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE CONSTRUCTION MANAGER, IN WRITING, OF ANY CONFLICTS, ERRORS OR OMISSIONS PRIOR TO THE SUBMISSION OF BIDS OR PERFORMANCE OF WORK. MINOR OMISSIONS OR ERRORS IN THE BID DOCUMENTS SHALL NOT RELIEVE THE CONTRACTOR FROM RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE OVERALL INTENT OF THESE DRAWINGS.  4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROTECTING ALL THE CONTRACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROTECTING ALL EXISTING SITE IMPROVEMENTS PRIOR TO COMMENCING CONSTRUCTION. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL REPAIR ANY DAMAGE CAUSED AS A RESULT OF CONSTRUCTION OF THIS FACILITY. 5. THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL INCLUDE THE SCOPE OF WORK FOR THIS PROJECT SHALL INCLUDE PROVIDING ALL MATERIALS, EQUIPMENT AND LABOR REQUIRED TO COMPLETE THIS PROJECT. ALL EQUIPMENT SHALL BE INSTALLED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS.  6. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE PROJECT SITE PRIOR TO THE CONTRACTOR SHALL VISIT THE PROJECT SITE PRIOR TO SUBMITTING A BID TO VERIFY THAT THE PROJECT CAN BE CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE CONTRACT DOCUMENTS.  7. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ANTENNA ELEVATION AND AZIMUTH CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ANTENNA ELEVATION AND AZIMUTH WITH RF ENGINEERING PRIOR TO INSTALLATION.  8. TRANSMITTER EQUIPMENT AND ANTENNAS ARE DESIGNED TO TRANSMITTER EQUIPMENT AND ANTENNAS ARE DESIGNED TO MEET ANSI/TIA 222-H REQUIREMENTS.  9. ALL STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS SHALL BE HOT DIPPED GALVANIZED ALL STRUCTURAL ELEMENTS SHALL BE HOT DIPPED GALVANIZED STEEL.  10. CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE A UTILITY "ONE CALL" TO LOCATE CONTRACTOR SHALL MAKE A UTILITY "ONE CALL" TO LOCATE ALL UTILITIES PRIOR TO EXCAVATING.  11. IF ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITIES OR STRUCTURES EXIST IF ANY UNDERGROUND UTILITIES OR STRUCTURES EXIST BENEATH THE PROJECT AREA, CONTRACTOR MUST LOCATE IT AND CONTACT THE APPLICANT & THE OWNER'S REPRESENTATIVE. 12. OCCUPANCY IS LIMITED TO PERIODIC MAINTENANCE AND OCCUPANCY IS LIMITED TO PERIODIC MAINTENANCE AND INSPECTION BY TECHNICIANS APPROXIMATELY 2 TIMES PER MONTH. 13. PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE PROPOSED EQUIPMENT OR PRIOR TO THE INSTALLATION OF THE PROPOSED EQUIPMENT OR MODIFICATION OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE, A STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS SHALL BE PERFORMED BY THE OWNER'S AGENT TO CERTIFY THAT THE EXISTING/PROPOSED COMMUNICATION STRUCTURE AND COMPONENTS ARE STRUCTURALLY ADEQUATE TO SUPPORT ALL EXISTING AND PROPOSED ANTENNAS, COAXIAL CABLES AND OTHER APPURTENANCES. 14. PROPERTY LINE INFORMATION WAS PREPARED USING DEEDS, TAX PROPERTY LINE INFORMATION WAS PREPARED USING DEEDS, TAX MAPS, AND PLANS OF RECORD AND SHOULD NOT BE CONSTRUED AS AN ACCURATE BOUNDARY SURVEY.  15. THIS PLAN IS SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS THIS PLAN IS SUBJECT TO ALL EASEMENTS AND RESTRICTIONS OF RECORD.  16. THE PROPOSED FACILITY WILL CAUSE ONLY A "DE MINIMIS" THE PROPOSED FACILITY WILL CAUSE ONLY A "DE MINIMIS" INCREASE IN STORMWATER RUNOFF. THEREFORE, NO DRAINAGE STRUCTURES ARE PROPOSED.   17. NO SIGNIFICANT NOISE, SMOKE, DUST, OR ODOR WILL RESULT NO SIGNIFICANT NOISE, SMOKE, DUST, OR ODOR WILL RESULT FROM THIS FACILITY.  18. THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND NOT INTENDED FOR HUMAN THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND NOT INTENDED FOR HUMAN HABITATION (NO HANDICAP ACCESS REQUIRED).  19. THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND DOES NOT REQUIRE POTABLE THE FACILITY IS UNMANNED AND DOES NOT REQUIRE POTABLE WATER OR SANITARY SERVICE.  20. POWER TO THE FACILITY WILL BE MONITORED BY A SEPARATE POWER TO THE FACILITY WILL BE MONITORED BY A SEPARATE METER. 
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NOTE:   STRUCTURAL ANALYSIS OF STRUCTURE PERFORMED INDEPENDENT FROM THESE DRAWINGS.
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EXISTING GRADE ELEV.=0.0' AGL ELEV.=996.00'± AMSL

AutoCAD SHX Text_100
TOP OVERALL HEIGHT ELEV.=199.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_101
VERTICAL BRIDGE 195' MONOPOLE TOWER

AutoCAD SHX Text_102
PROPOSED CARRIER OUTDOOR EQUIPMENT PLATFORM

AutoCAD SHX Text_103
PROPOSED CARRIER ICE BRIDGE

AutoCAD SHX Text_104
TOP OF TOWER ELEV.=195.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_105
PROPOSED CARRIER ANTENNA   ELEV.=192.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_106
FUTURE CARRIER ANTENNA   ELEV.=182.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_107
FUTURE CARRIER ANTENNA   ELEV.=172.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_108
FUTURE CARRIER ANTENNA   ELEV.=162.0' AGL

AutoCAD SHX Text_109
PROPOSED 6' CHAIN LINK FENCE WITH 1' BARBED WIRE AT TOP

AutoCAD SHX Text_110
PROPOSED 4' LIGHTNING ROD

AutoCAD SHX Text_111
FUTURE VERIZON WIRELESS ANTENNAS

AutoCAD SHX Text_112
FUTURE CARRIERS ANTENNAS

AutoCAD SHX Text_113
PROPOSED VERTICAL BRIDGE H-FRAME FOR POWER SUPPLY

AutoCAD SHX Text_114
PROPOSED METER BANK ACCESS PLATFORM

AutoCAD SHX Text_115
FLOOD PLANE ELEVATION ELEV.=6.0' AGL ELEV.=1002.0'± AMSL
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COMPACTED TRENCH BACKFILL
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COMPACTED MATERIAL
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(4) CONDUITS
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(UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE)
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NOTES: -USE SWALES AND/OR DRAINAGE  DITCHES FOR PROPER WATER RUNOFF  AS NEEDED. -AGGREGATE IS BASED ON  STANDARD AASHTO. -COMPOUND SLOPE NOT TO EXCEED 5% -SUB-GRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED BY SHEEPS FOOT VIBRATOR OR RUBBER TIRED ROLLERS WEIGHING AT LEAST EIGHT TONS. -FINISHED GRADE SHALL BE COMPACTED BY  SMOOTH DRUM VIBRATOR ROLLERS WEIGHING AT LEAST EIGHT TONS.
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6" #57 COURSE AGGREGATE 
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LINE POST WITH CHAIN LINK FENCE 
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FINAL GRADE
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3-1/2" SCH 40 GALVANIZED POST WITH GALVANIZED CAP
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2" SCH 80 PVC CONDUIT
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4" SCH 80 PVC CONDUIT
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GROUND LEAD
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2/0 STRANDED TINNED COPPER GROUND WIRE (ENCASED IN 3/4" PVC CONDUIT, EXTEND PVC CONDUIT 18" BELOW GRADE) TO GROUND ROD

AutoCAD SHX Text_167
2" SCH 40 PVC CONDUIT TO LESSEE PPC

AutoCAD SHX Text_168
2" SCH 80 PVC CONDUIT
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AutoCAD SHX Text_233
NOTES: ZINC COATING - THE WEIGHT OF THE COATING SHALL NOT BE LESS THAN 1.2 OUNCES PER SQUARE FOOT OF ACTUAL SURFACE COVERED. ALL FERROUS METALS USED AS PART OF THE FENCE INSTALLATION SHALL BE HOT DIP GALVANIZED OR STAINLESS STEEL. ALL SCREWS, BOLTS, LOCK WASHERS, NUTS, ETC. SHALL BE HOT DIP GALVANIZED OR MADE OF STAINLESS STEEL. FABRIC - STANDARD INDUSTRIAL GRADE #9 GAUGE WITH 2 INCH MESH ZINC COATED CHAIN LINK WITH A BREAKING STRENGTH OF NOT LESS THAN 1290 POUNDS SHALL BE USED. THE FABRIC SHALL BE ZINC COATED BY THE HOT DIP PROCESS AFTER FABRICATION. METAL POSTS - METAL POSTS (LINE, CORNER, TERMINAL, GATE POSTS, MIDDLE RAILS, BRACES AND TOP RAIL) SHALL BE HOT DIP GALVANIZED SCHEDULE 40 TUBULAR STEEL WITH AN OUTSIDE DIAMETER AS INDICATED ON THIS DRAWING. A POST TOP FITTING OF GALVANIZED STEEL WILL BE INSTALLED TO EXCLUDE MOISTURE. POST CAPS - ALL POST CAPS TO USE THE BARBED WIRE OUTRIGGER BRACKET AND SHALL BE ATTACHED TO THE POST WITH TAMPER RESISTANT SCREWS, BRADS, OR BOLTS. TOP RAIL - A MINIMUM OF ONE COUPLING IN EACH STRAIGHT RUN OF TOP RAIL, SHALL HAVE A HEAVY SPRING INSERTED WITHIN THE COUPLING TO TAKE UP EXPANSION AND CONTRACTION OF THE TOP RAIL. THE TOP RAIL SHALL BE FASTENED TO TERMINAL POSTS WITH PRESSED STEEL CONNECTIONS. MIDDLE RAIL - THE MIDDLE RAIL SHALL BE OF THE SAME MATERIAL AS THE TOP RAIL AND INSTALLED WITH HOT DIP GALVANIZED FITTINGS ATTACHED TO THE POSTS. BRACE RAIL - BRACE RAIL MATERIAL SHALL BE OF THE MATERIAL AS THE TOP RAIL AND LOCATED 2/3 OF THE DISTANCE UP FROM THE BOTTOM OF THE FABRIC. BRACE RAILS SHALL BE SECURELY FASTENED TO POSTS BY SUITABLE PRESSED STEEL CONNECTIONS. TRUSS RODS - SHALL BE 3/8" ROUND GALVANIZED STEEL RODS WITH GALVANIZED TURNBUCKLES. THE ZINC COATING SHALL BE NOT LESS THAN 1.2 OUNCES PER SQUARE FOOT OF SURFACE. TENSION WIRE - THE TENSION WIRE SHALL BE OF #7 GAUGE HOT DIP GALVANIZED SPRING TENSION WIRE WITH A BREAKING STRENGTH OF NOT LESS THAN 1900 POUNDS. THIS WIRE SHALL BE KEPT TAUT WITH GALVANIZED TURNBUCKLES AND ATTACHED TO POSTS WITH GALVANIZED HARDWARE OR CABLE CLAMPS. FABRIC TIES - THE FABRIC TIES SHALL BE ALUMINUM WIRE. NOT LESS THAN #9 GAGE. STRETCHER BARS - THE STRETCHER BARS SHALL BE FLAT GALVANIZED STEEL BARS NOT LESS THAN 5/16" X 3/4" AND NOT LESS THAN 2" SHORTER THAN THE FABRIC. STRETCHER BAR BANDS SHALL BE FLAT GALVANIZED STEEL BARS NOT LESS THAN  5/16" X 1 1/2" WITH 5/16" DIAMETER GALVANIZED CARRIAGE BOLT. BARBED WIRE - BARBED WIRE OF GALVANIZED STEEL (OR ALUMINUM) CONSISTING OF 12 1/2 GAUGE WIRE WITH 4-POINT BARBS OF 14 GAUGE WIRE SPACED 5 INCHES APART. GATE FRAMES SHALL BE CONSTRUCTED OF 2 1/2 INCH OUTSIDE DIAMETER HEAVY DUTY GALVANIZED STEEL PIPE. THE GATES SHALL BE ASSEMBLED USING CORNER FITTINGS OF HEAVY PRESSED STEEL OR MALLEABLE CASTINGS OR MAY BE WELDED IF THE ENTIRE GATE FRAME IS HOT DIP GALVANIZED AFTER THE WELDING. ALL GATES SHALL BE EQUIPPED WITH HEAVY DUTY GALVANIZED STEEL TYPE HINGES WITH LARGE BEARING SURFACES OF ADEQUATE STRENGTH TO SUPPORT THE GATE. THE HINGES SHALL NOT TWIST OR TURN UNDER THE ACTION OF THE GATE. GATES WILL PROVIDE A FULL RANGE OF MOTION AND BE EASILY OPENED AND CLOSED BY ONE PERSON. GATE LATCH SHALL BE CARGO PROTECTORS, INC. MODEL FL-100. LATCH SHALL BE EQUIPPED TO RECEIVE A PADLOCK. PROVIDE R.F. WARNING SIGNAGE ON ALL GATES.
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OE/AAA Pre-screening Results
Wed May 28 2025 11:29:23 GMT-0400 (Eastern Daylight Time)

Structure: Monopole

Latitude Longitude Height Site Elevation AMSL

37.277346 -80.047486 199 995 1194

Based on the information you provided, you are not required to file notice with the
FAA.
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319 Rowan Street 
Neighbor Notification Map 
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AFFIOAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO S15.2-2204 
CODE OF VIRGINIA 

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEM #3B 
JULY 16, 2025 

This is to certify that I mailed letters in reference to the request of McJohn Investments 
LLC, property owner, for the issuance of a special exception permit to allow a 
telecommunications tower on the property located at 319 Rowan Street (Tax Map #232-1-
1) to the following property owners and adjacent property owners on June 27, 2025, in the
2:00 p.m. mail:

NORFOLK 
650 WEST PEACHTREE ST NW
ATLANTA GA 30308

MCJOHN INVESTMENTS LLC
239 ROWAN ST STE A 
SALEM VA 24153

HEDGBETH LLEWELLYN 
HEDGBETH ROGER A JR
646 E MAIN ST 
SALEM VA 24153

VIRGINIA APPALACHIAN
PROPERTIES LLC 
239 ROWAN ST STE A
SALEM VA 24153 

CITY OF SALEM
PO BOX869 
SALEM VA 24153-0869

SUNSET RIDGE HOLDINGS LLC
PO BOX4327 
LYNCHBURG VA 24502

GRAHAM-WHITE 
MANUFACTURING CO 
1242 S COLORADO ST
SALEM VA 24153 

WALTERS FRANK M Ill 
WALTERS CYD R 
5020 BRUCETON RD SW
ROANOKE VA 24018

� ----·-·---
... 

Signed_ Z � �
City of Salem 

Date_,_/_7
_,__
/4---'-�-=-6-

�/ 
Commonwealth of Virginia ,t--/'h_ -r. I , , The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this _L_. day of _J

=-
-=-tu...

=-"--�--_,. 20 J$by

� -,.., I ftm rn 'j 0L1..11 n

c;t�MW< J I My commission expires: ID 3/ �o;;l �r ' 

Page 103 of 246



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 and Special Exception Permit

Consider the request of Brad Graham Real Estate LLC, contract 
purchaser, to rezone the property located at 638 Dalewood Avenue (Tax 
Map #33-2-3) from AG Agricultural District to RSF Residential Single-
Family District and to request the issuance of a Special Exception Permit 
for 638, 672 and 696 Dalewood Avenue (Tax Map #s 33-2-3, 33-2-2 
and 33-2-1) to allow their inclusion in the Cluster Housing Overlay.

SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner

SUMMARY OF INFORMATION:

SITE CHARACTERISTICS:

Zoning:  AG Agriculture/RSF Residential Single Family
Land Use Plan Designation:  Residential
Existing Use:  Residential
Proposed Use:  Residential subdivision with cluster lots

638, 672, and 696 Dalewood Avenue together consist of an approximately 13.289-acre tract 
of land, with 638 Dalewood Avenue possessing the AG Agriculture zoning designation, and 
672 and 696 Dalewood Avenue sitting within the RSF Residential Single Family zoning district.  
The applicant is requesting a rezoning to situate all parcels in the RSF Residential Single Family 
district, and a Special Exception Permit to develop a single family subdivision within the Cluster 
housing overlay which allows for a reduction of minimum lot standards.

The concept plan submitted as part of the application displays 35 lots for development, with 
corresponding open space and stormwater management areas.  The cluster housing overlay 
requires that any reduction in lot size be compensated by open space preservation.  Both the 
existing and draft versions of the Comprehensive Plan encourage Salem to be judicious with 
land use decisions, while acknowledging the need to embrace projects with development 
techniques that enhance land use and offer a product compatible with surrounding land uses.  
The Cluster housing overlay allows for gentle density, subtly increasing the number of 
allowable lots/units, contributing to the housing availability and affordability in Salem.  While 
not necessarily targeted to directly increase the supply of “workforce housing,” the proposed 
cluster community can expand the variety of options available to both existing and prospective 
residents, enhance common open space availability, and ultimately assist with the facilitation 
of a healthier housing portfolio for Salem.
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If approved, the project would be required to meet the appropriate City of Salem and State of 
Virginia development standards which are integrated into the standard site plan and 
subdivision plat review process.

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

REQUIREMENTS:

The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-202.3., RSF Residential Single Family site 
development regulations, and 106-222.3. COL Cluster housing overlay site development 
regulations.

RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends approval of this request.
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[ ] 

 
City of Salem Community Development Application 

 

 
 

Case #:    
 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Owner:    
Contact Name:     
Address:     

Telephone No. _ 
Fax No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

  
Applicant/Contract Purchaser:    
Contact Name:    
Address:     

Telephone No. _ 
Fax No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

   

 
 

 
 

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

Name    
Address:     

   
 
 

 

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

 
 
  

Telephone No. _ 
Fax                              No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

Request for REZONING or CONDITIONAL REZONING 

PARCEL INFORMATION For multiple parcels, please attach a page 

(Tax ID #’s)   
   

      
Subdivision  

Location Description (Street Address, if applicable)   
 _ 

Total Area (acres/square feet) _
Current Zoning     

Zoning    
Use    

  
  

SIGNATURE OF OWNER CONTRACT PURCHASER (attach contract) 

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

Date   
Name                                    

Date   
Name   

  Conditional Zoning Request:  See Attached Proffer sheets 

Jackie Westmoreland (540) 330-5669
Jackie Westmoreland

3897 Carvins Cove Rd, Salem, VA 24153
N/A

lcw91@hotmail.com

Brad Graham Real Estate LLC (540) 293-3520
Brad Graham

PO Box 2294, Salem, VA 24153
N/A

estate@gmail.com
bradgrahamreal

33-2-3 9.77 acres
AG

RSF (COL)
Build RSF homes

638 Dalewood Ave, Salem, VA 24153
SFD - Urban Res

■ ■

Jackie Westmoreland

Brad Graham

Brad Graham (540) 293-3520
PO Box 2294, Salem, VA 24513 N/A

bradgrahamreal
estate@gmail.com

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb

Brad Graham 05/28/2025

Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland 05/28/2025
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4 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF APPLICATION FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE 

Application fees must be submitted at the time of submittal.  I 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.  I acknowledge that I am responsible for ensuring that such fees are received by the City of Salem.  
I 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 _______________________________ Date:  ______________________ 

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: 

Email Fax:

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    � NO 

Date: _____________ 

FEES: 

Brad Graham

bradgrahamrealestate@gmail.com
■

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb

Brad Graham 05/28/2025

Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland

Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland

05/28/2025
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PLEASE RESPOND FOR ALL REZONING APPLICATIONS: 
 

1. What is the Future Land Use Designation for the subject property?  _______________________________________ 

2. Describe in detail the proposed use of the property.  _________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. List any sensitive environmental or unique features on the property.  Are there any high voltage transmission lines, 

public utility lines, or others?  ________________________________________________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. Is the subject property located within the Floodplain District?       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?    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?      

              

               

 

 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?        

Residential
Single Family Home Development on the cluster lots.

None

■

N/A

N/A

Yes (Balzer and 
Associates currently drawing) / Yes

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb
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[ ] 

City of Salem Community Development Application 
 

 
 

Case #:    
 

APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Owner:    
Contact Name:     
Address:     

Telephone No. _ 
Fax No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

  
Applicant/Contract Purchaser:    
Contact Name:    
Address:     

Telephone No. _ 
Fax No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

   

 
 

 
 

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

Name    
Address:     

   
 
 

 

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

 
 
  

Telephone No. _ 
Fax                              No.      
Email Address _ 
  _ 

 

Request for SPECIAL EXCEPTION/USE NOT PROVIDED FOR PERMIT 

PARCEL INFORMATION For multiple parcels, please attach a page 

(Tax ID #’s)   
   

      
Subdivision  

Location Description (Street Address, if applicable)   
 _ 

Total Area (acres/square feet) _
Current Zoning     
  

Use  
  
  

SIGNATURE OF OWNER CONTRACT PURCHASER (attach contract)   LESSEE  

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

Date   
Name                                    

Date   
Name   

Jackie Westmoreland (540) 330-5669
Jackie Westmoreland

3897 Carvins Cove Rd, Salem, VA 24153
N/A

lcw91@hotmail.com

Brad Graham Real Estate LLC (540) 293-3520
Brad Graham

PO Box 2294, Salem, VA 24153
N/A

estate@gmail.com
bradgrahamreal

33-2-3 9.77 acres
AG

638 Dalewood Ave, Salem, VA 24153
Build RSF homes (RSF zoning with COL)

■

Jackie Westmoreland

Brad Graham

Brad Graham (540) 293-3520
PO Box 2294, Salem, VA 24153 N/A

bradgrahamreal
estate@gmail.com

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb

Brad Graham 05/28/2025

Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland 05/28/2025
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Application fees must be submitted at the time of submittal.  I 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.  I acknowledge that I am responsible for ensuring that such fees are received by the City of Salem.  
I 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 _______________________________ Date:  ______________________ 
 
 
Print Name:  _______________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Signature of owner/authorized agent _______________________________ Date:  ______________________ 
 
 
Print Name:  _______________________________________________ 
 
 
If you would like your correspondence emailed and/or faxed, please make selections, and provide the information 
below: 
 
Email         Fax:       

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF APPLICATION FEE PAYMENT PROCEDURE 

 
FEES: 
 

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

 
Special Exception/Use Not Provided For/Use Not Provided For Permit application fee: 

 
$500 

 

FOR STAFF USE ONLY 

FEES: 

 
Staff Reviewer:  _____________  Application Complete?       � YES         � NO 
 
Date:   _____________ 

Brad Graham

bradgrahamrealestate@gmail.com
■

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb

05/28/2025Brad Graham

Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland

05/28/2025
Jackie S. Westmoreland by POA Lisa C. Westmoreland
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PLEASE RESPOND FOR ALL SPECIAL EXCEPTION/USE NOT PROVIDED FOR APPLICATIONS: 
 

1. This Special Exception/Use Not Provided For is being requested in order to?  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. Describe how you plain to develop the property for the proposed use and any associated uses.  

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. Describe why the proposed use or exception is desirable and appropriate for the area.  What measures will be 

taken to assure that the proposed use or exception will not have a negative impact on the surrounding vicinity?  

(This could include traffic or environmental impacts.)   

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

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

measures for meeting the standards of the Floodplain Ordinance.  

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5. 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?   

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. Is the subject property listed as a historic structure or located within a historic district?    YES    NO   

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

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

Cluster the RSF lots of development.

Single Family Home Development on the cluster lots.

From our perspective, this is a perfect piece of property to develop with the cluster
homes concept. It would allow the developer to preserve areas on the property
that have large old-growth oak trees. These would provide buffer from Dalewood Ave
below as well as the Southeast property line.

■

N/A

Yes (Balzer and Associates currently drawing) / Yes

N/A

DigiSign Verified - 3c2174f3-e62b-40c2-bf29-7778254874bb
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SITE  AND ZONING SUMMARY

NOTE: RESIDENTIAL SINGLE FAMILY CLUSTER DEVELOPMENT REQUIRES MINIMUM OF
15% OF DEVELOPMENT SIZE TO BE OPEN SPACE, OR ONE SQUARE FOOT OF OPEN SPACE
FOR EACH SQUARE FOOT OF REDUCTION IN LOT SIZE BELOW 9,000 SQUARE FEET,
WHICHEVER IS GREATER.
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO S15.2�2204 
CODE OF VIRGINIA 

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEM #3C 
JULY 16, 2025 

This is to certify that I mailed letters in reference to the request of Brad Graham Real Estate 
LLC, contract purchaser, for rezoning of the property located at 638 Dalewood Avenue (Tax Map 
#33-2-3) from AG Agricultural District to RSF Residential Single-Family District and to request 
the issuance of a Special Exception Permit for 638, 672 and 696 Dalewood Avenue (Tax Map #s 
33-2-3, 33-2-2 and 33-2-1) to allow their inclusion in the Cluster Housing Overlay to the following
property owners and adjacent property owners on June 27, 2025, in the 2:00 p.m. mail:

ALLS JAMES 

ALLS NORMA JEAN 

GREER NEIDA K 

1633 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

BOBBY COLE LOONEY AND JANE LEE 

CALDWELL LOONEY JOI 

519 DALEWOOD AVE 

SALEM VA 24153 

CUBBISON BRIAN N 

1657 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

FAITH CENTRAL FELLOWSHIP INC 

677 DALEWOOD AVE 

SALEM VA 24153 

HAMBRICK RAYMOND S 

514 DALEWOOD AVE 

SALEM VA 24153 

HARTMAN E R JR 

6047 GREEN RIDGE RD 

ROANOKE VA 24019 

KING SUSAN 

2225 BAINBRIDGE DR 

SALEM VA 24153 

LAMPRINAKOS ANGELA R 

1632 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

MANN EDWARD W 

MANN CINDY L 

1717 GREEN RIDGE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

MCMILLAN DANIEL E 

MCMILLAN KATE D 

1662 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

BELL CLOYSE W 

BELL SHARON 

610 DALEWOOO AVE 

SALEM VA 24153 

CORPORATION OF THE PRESIDING BISHOP 

OF THE CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST 

50 E NORTH TEMPLE ST 22ND FLOOR 

SALT LAKE CITY UT 84150 

DAVIS KYLE J 

CHRISTOPHER CLAIRE D 

614 DALEWOOD AVE 

SALEM VA 24153 

GABRI$ JOSEPH ROBERT 

GABRIS MARY EVELYN 

1610 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

HANCOCK BLAINE M 

CROZIER JENNA N 

1725 GREEN RIDGE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

HINTON KAREN V 

1710 WAYBURN DR 

SALEM VA 24153 

KNOUFF JANICE 

WALKER JONATHAN 

6320 WAYBURN DR 

SALEM VA 24153 

LEFFLER PATSY 

1618 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

MARTIN ANGELA D 

1817 GREEN RIDGE RO 

SALEM VA 24153 

MCNEIL EDWARD L 

1745 GREEN RIDGE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

BLANKENSHIP-MARTIN CATHERINE A 

1781 GREEN RIDGE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

CROSIER BOBBY P 

CROSIER ESTHER M 

1714 WAYBURN DR 

SALEM VA 24153 

DUDLEY JAMIE D 

1645 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

HAGERMAN MEGAN ANN TRUST 

ANDERSON DESIMONE & GREEN PC 

4923 COLONIAL AVE 

ROANOKE VA 24018 

HARRIS SANDRA SUE 

1628 REECE RD 

SALEM VA 24153 

HUNGATE NATHAN B 

HUNGATE JENNIFER 

8005 WHITTLER CT 

ROANOKE VA 24019 

KNOUFF RUSSELL B JR 

KNOUFF JANICE M 

BAINS MARGARET L 

6320 WA YBURN DR 

SALEM VA 24153 

LONG JEFFREY L 

1722 WAYBURN OR 

SALEM VA 24153 

MASSIE JENNA K 

1667 REECE RO 

SALEM VA 24153 

MEGAN ANN HAGERMAN TRUST AGREEMENT 

4923 COLONIAL AVE 

ROANOKE VA 24018 
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Dalewood Avenue 
Neighbor Notification Map 

(Salem) 

Dalewood Avenue 
Neighbor Notification Map 

(Roanoke County) 
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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 ABoone Real Estate Inc., contract purchaser, to 
rezone the properties located at 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive (Tax Map 
#s 58-1-1 & 58-1-2) from LM Light Manufacturing District with proffered 
conditions to RMF Residential Multi-Family District. 

 
SUBMITTED BY: Max Dillon, Planner 
 
SUMMARY OF INFORMATION: 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS: 
 
Zoning:  LM Light Manufacturing with proffered conditions 
Land Use Plan Designation:  Residential 
Existing Use:  Radio tower site 
Proposed Use:  Townhouse development to be known as “Creekside Park.” 
 
The subject properties (1002 and 1108 Newman Drive) together consist of an approximately 
40.501-acre tract of land which currently sits within the LM Light Manufacturing zoning 
designation.  Several radio towers are currently situated on the site.  The applicant is requesting 
a rezoning of the property from LM Light Manufacturing with proffered conditions to RMF 
Residential Multi Family in order to facilitate the development of a townhouse residential 
community with 171 units according to the concept plan dated 07/01/2024. 
 
As discussed ad nauseum throughout planning publications in recent years and months, 
localities throughout United States and the Commonwealth of Virginia are experiencing 
housing shortages.  This theme, along with both documentation from the existing 
Comprehensive Plan encouraging infill development (with innovative techniques such as zero 
lot line development) and conversations throughout the ongoing Comprehensive Plan process 
in which many residents expressed desires for additional housing options, supports the concept 
of a townhouse community.  While not necessarily targeted to directly increase the supply of 
“workforce housing,” the proposed townhouse community can expand the variety of options 
available to both existing and prospective residents, enhance common open space availability, 
and ultimately assist with the facilitation of a healthier housing portfolio for Salem. 
 
The City of Salem Engineering Division has reviewed the Traffic Impact Study included with the 
applicant’s submittal and concurs with its finding that studied intersections will function at the 
same level of service with minimal increases in delay. 
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If approved, the project would be required to meet the appropriate City of Salem and State of 
Virginia development standards which are integrated into the standard site plan and 
subdivision plat review process. 
 
The Future Land Use Map (FLUM) identifies this area as residential which is consistent with the 
proposed future utilization of the property. 
 
REQUIREMENTS: 
 
The proposal meets the requirements of Section 106-204.3., site development regulations for 
RMF Residential Multi Family. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of this rezoning request to accommodate the Creekside Park 
townhouse development in accordance with the provided concept plan, and encourages 
Planning Commissioners to consider the allowable uses outlined in the RMF Residential Multi 
Family zoning district in their final recommendation.  As presented, the project appears to be 
consistent with the Future Land Use Map, fulfills planning concepts and desires expressed 
during the Comprehensive Plan process, and can be supported by existing infrastructure. 

Page 118 of 246



Page 119 of 246



Page 120 of 246



Page 121 of 246



Page 122 of 246



Page 123 of 246



Page 124 of 246



© 2024 Microsoft Corporation © 2024 Maxar ©CNES (2024) Distribution Airbus DS 

PROPOSED
SWM AREA

ROAD  "A
"

R
O

A
D

 "A
"

ROAD "A"

R
O

A
D

 "
C

"

NEWMAN DR

D
O

Y
LE

 S
TR

O
A

D
 "B

"

ROAD  "A"

STOUTAMIRE DR

FR
E

Y
 S

T

NORTH MILL RD

C
A

M
P

 N
O

R
T

H
 R

D

OPEN SPACE
±19 Ac.

15' BUFFER YARD
(TYPE "B" OPTION 2)

20' PERIPHERAL
SETBACK

20' PERIPHERAL
SETBACK

15' BUFFER YARD
(TYPE "B" OPTION 2)

25' FRONT
SETBACK

100 Y
E

A
R

FLO
O

D
P

LA
IN

500 Y
E

A
R

 FLO
O

D
P

LA
IN

FLOODW
AY

100 YEAR FLOODPLAIN

500 YEAR FLOODPLAIN

GISH BRANCH

TR
IB

U
TA

R
Y

 TO

G
ISH

 B
R

A
N

C
H

10
76

1078
1079

1083

1087

10
70 1067 1062

1059

PROJECT NO.

REVISIONS

SCALE

DATE

CHECKED BY

DESIGNED BY

DRAWN BY

www.balzer.cc

Roanoke / Richmond
New River Valley

Shenandoah Valley

PLANNERS /  ARCHITECTS
ENGINEERS  /  SURVEYORS

J:
\2

4\
00

\0
4\

04
24

00
22

.0
0 

N
EW

M
AN

 D
R

IV
E 

R
ES

ID
EN

TI
AL

 D
EV

EL
O

PM
EN

T\
C

IV
IL

\d
w

g\
04

24
00

22
.0

0 
C

on
ce

pt
 G

ra
di

ng
 B

as
e.

dw
g 

PL
O

TT
ED

: 7
/2

/2
02

4 
8:

01
:5

0 
AM

1208 Corporate Circle
Roanoke, VA 24018

540.772.9580

JJL

JJL

CPB

07/01/2024

1" = 100'

C
R

E
E

K
S

ID
E

 P
A

R
K

 T
O

W
N

H
O

M
E

S

CO
NC

EP
TU

AL
 S

IT
E 

PL
AN

10
02

 N
EW

MA
N 

DR
CI

TY
 O

F 
SA

LE
M,

 V
IR

GI
NI

A

EX-B
04240022.00

PR
EL

IM
IN

AR
Y

N
O

T 
FO

R
 C

O
N

ST
R

U
C

TI
O

N

Page 125 of 246



1 

 

 

CREEKSIDE PARK 
 

 
Traffic Impact Study 

B&A Project #04240022.00 
Date: November 6, 2024 

Planners | Architects | Engineers | Surveyors 

1208 Corporate Circle, Roanoke, VA 24018 

www.balzer.cc 

Page 126 of 246



 

TRAFFIC STUDY 
FOR 

 
 

CREEKSIDE PARK 
 
 

 
TAX MAP #: 58-1-1, 58-1-2 

 
 

NEWMAN DRIVE 
CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA 

 
 

B&A PROJECT #04240022.00 
 
 

DATE: November 6, 2024 
 
 

 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                             

                                      11/6/24 

 

 

 
 
 

PLANNERS   ARCHITECTS  ENGINEERS  SURVEYORS 
 

1208 Corporate Circle  Roanoke, Virginia 24018  Phone: (540) 772-9580 

Page 127 of 246



 

Table of Contents 
Page 

1. Introduction…………………………………………………………………………………. 1 

2. Analysis of Existing Conditions………………………………………………………....... 3 

3. Analysis of Future Conditions Without Development.……..…………………………... 5 

4. Trip Generation.…………………………………………………………………….……… 7 

5. Site Traffic Distribution and Assignment…………………………..……………………. 8 

6. Analysis of Future Conditions with Development……….…………………….............. 10 

7. Conclusions………………………………………………………………………………… 14 

Appendix A – Vicinity Map………………………………………………………………... 15 

Appendix B – Concept Plan………....…………………..………………….……………. 17 

Appendix C –Traffic Count Data…………………………………………………………. 19 

Appendix D – Synchro 11 Intersection Analysis Data………..………….……………. 24 

 2024 Existing AM Peak Hour Analysis………………………………………… 25 

 2024 Existing PM Peak Hour Analysis………………………………………… 29 

 2028 Background AM Peak Hour Analysis……………………………………. 33 

 2028 Background PM Peak Hour Analysis……………………………………. 37 

 2028 Buildout AM Peak Hour Analysis…..……………………….…………… 41 

 2028 Buildout PM Peak Hour Analysis………..………………………………. 45 

 

 
 
 
  

Page 128 of 246



 

 

List of Figures 

Fig. 1 – 2024 Existing Turning Movements…..……………………..………….……............……….. 4 

Fig. 2 – 2028 Projected Turning Movements..…………………………..............................……….. 6 

Fig. 3 – Site-Generated Turning Movements...……………...………….............................……….. 9 

Fig. 4 –2028 Buildout Turning Movements..…………..….…...………………..………….……........ 11 

 

 

List of Tables 

Table 1 – LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections (HCM)………...…………………………….. 2 

Table 2 – Site-Generated Traffic…………………...…..…………………………….…….....……….. 7 

Table 3 – East Main Street & Parkdale Drive LOS Analysis………..…………….………..……….. 12 

Table 4 – Parkdale Drive & Forest Lawn Drive LOS Analysis……………………….……..……….. 12 

Table 5 – Kesler Mill Road & Forest Lawn Drive LOS Analysis……....…………….……..……….. 13 

Table 6 – Kesler Mill Road & Stoutamire Drive LOS Analysis….…..……………….……..……….. 13

Page 129 of 246



Traffic Study 1 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

 

1. Introduction 

The applicant is proposing to rezone +/-40.5 acres of land located at the end of Newman 

Drive in the City of Salem (see Appendix A for vicinity map). The property is proposed to be 

rezoned from LM, Light Manufacturing, to RMF, Residential Multi-Family to allow for proposed 

townhomes to be developed on the property. The Concept Plan is included in Appendix B and 

shows that approximately 180 townhome units could be developed on the property. 

The site is located at the end of Newman Drive and to the west of Doyle Street. The 

property is described as City of Salem Tax Parcels #58-1-1 and 58-1-2. Development traffic will 

access the site from the end of Newman Drive. 

As discussed with the City of Salem, the following intersections will be analyzed to 

determine levels of service with the proposed development: 

• Stoutamire Drive and Kesler Mill Road (Unsignalized) 

• Parkdale Drive and East Main Street (Unsignalized) 

• Parkdale Drive and Forest Lawn Drive (Unsignalized) 

• Forest Lawn Drive and Kesler Mill Road (Unsignalized) 

All roads in the direct vicinity of the project are two-lane local roads that provide access 

between residential areas, East Main Street, and some businesses along Kesler Mill Road. The 

speed limit on these local roads in the direct vicinity of the project is 25 mph. 

Three scenarios will be considered: Existing Condition 2024, Background Condition 2028, 

and Buildout Condition 2028 to determine the effects of the background traffic growth and the 

proposed development on the levels of service at the existing intersections. 

Level of service (LOS) for unsignalized intersections is evaluated based on control delay per 

vehicle and the driver’s perception of those conditions. Control delay is the portion of the total 

delay attributed to the control at the intersection. Table 1 depicts the LOS scale with 

corresponding control delay per vehicle, with LOS “A” representing the best operating conditions 

and LOS “F” representing the worst. 
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Traffic Study 2 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

Level of Service Criteria for  

Unsignalized Intersections 

Level Of Service 
Avg. Control Delay  

(Sec./Veh) 

A < 10 

B > 10 – 15 

C > 15 – 25 

D > 25 – 35 

E > 35 – 50  

F > 50 

Table 1:  LOS Criteria for Unsignalized Intersections (HCM) 

The Synchro 11 software was used for traffic modeling and analysis. This study was 

undertaken by Balzer and Associates, Inc. to: 

• determine the total number of vehicle trips generated by the potential 

development to be added to the adjacent street network; 

• determine the impacts to level of service at the existing intersections as a result 

of the background traffic growth and the proposed development; 

• and to determine if any roadway or intersection improvements are warranted as a 

result of the proposed development. 
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Traffic Study 3 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

2. Analysis of Existing Conditions 

The site is currently owned by Mel Wheeler, Inc. There are four large radio towers that exist 

on the property, along with supporting access drive, parking area, and building. These existing 

improvements will be removed as part of the proposed development. There is an existing creek 

crossing the property from northwest to southeast. The existing creek will be preserved, as well 

as the steep, wooded areas located to the west and south of the creek. A portion of the site 

consists of 100-year floodplain and floodway areas. All development on the property will occur 

to the north and west of the existing creek. 

All intersections in the vicinity of the site are unsignalized. 2021 VDOT traffic count data is 

available for East Main Street and Kessler Mill Road in the vicinity of the site, and this data is 

provided below as general background information. 

2021 VDOT Traffic Count Data: 
 
East Main Street, Rte. 460 
AADT = 11,000 vpd 
Directional Factor = 0.5726 
K Factor = 0.0925 
 
Kessler Mill Road, Rte. 630 
AADT = 1,800 vpd 
Directional Factor = 0.52 
K Factor = 0.1058 
 
In addition to the VDOT published traffic count data, manual traffic counts were performed 

for each of the study intersections. The counts were performed on Wednesday, August 28, 2024 

from 7:00 AM – 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM to capture the AM and PM peak hours.  All 

turning and through movements were counted to facilitate analysis of the intersections. The 

manual traffic count data is provided in Appendix C. Figure 1 graphically depicts the existing 

peak hour traffic volumes. 

The Synchro 11 software was used to analyze delay and level of service for existing 

weekday AM and PM peak hours. The Synchro 11 results are included in Appendix D. 
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Traffic Study 5 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

3. Analysis of Future Conditions Without Development 

It is anticipated that the proposed development will be constructed and in use by the year 

2028. To analyze the future conditions and obtain the projected background traffic volumes, an 

annual growth factor was applied to the existing traffic volumes. Based on historical VDOT 

traffic data, average daily traffic on East Main Street appears to have decreased over the past 

10 years. To provide a conservative analysis, a 1% annual growth rate was applied to bring the 

existing traffic volumes from the current year of 2024 to the buildout year of 2028. Figure 2 

graphically depicts the projected background traffic in the year 2028 with the growth rate 

applied. 

The Synchro 11 software was used to analyze delay and level of service for background 

weekday AM and PM peak hours. The Synchro 11 results are included in Appendix D. 
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Traffic Study 7 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

4. Trip Generation 

Trip generation for this study was based on the expectation that approximately 180 

townhomes can be developed on the property. The policies and procedures found in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition, were employed 

to determine the potential site generated traffic volumes for the proposed development for the 

average weekday and AM and PM peak hours. Trip generation calculations were performed 

using the equations provided in the ITE manual. Table 2 shows the potential site-generated 

traffic for this development. 

 

      Trip Generation 

Land Use AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour Weekday 

Proposed 
Development 

ITE 
Code 

Independent 
Variable 

Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Total 

Single-Family 
Attached Housing 

215 
180 Dwelling 

Units 
22 66 88 61 43 104 1,321 

Table 2: Site-Generated Traffic 
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Traffic Study 8 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

5. Site Traffic Distribution and Assignment 

The distribution of potential site generated traffic is expected to be similar to existing site 

distribution patterns. The traffic count data was utilized to make assumptions about site traffic 

distribution and assignment. These assumptions were then applied to the site generated traffic 

to determine the ingress/egress movements at the entrance and in each direction. 

All traffic will enter and exit the site at the end of Newman Drive. The surrounding road 

network requires vehicles to utilize the surrounding local streets and either East Main Street or 

Kessler Mill Road for access to and from the development. Trips were distributed in a manner 

that assumed that traffic from the proposed development will generally follow existing traffic 

patterns in the AM and PM peak hours.  

After distribution of trips to the roadway, trips were distributed to each road and intersection 

based on the assumptions described above. Traffic assignment for site generated traffic is 

shown graphically in Figure 3. 
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Traffic Study 10 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

6. Analysis of Future Conditions With Development 

The buildout traffic was calculated by adding the 2028 background traffic (Figure 2) to the 

site-generated traffic (Figure 3). The 2028 buildout traffic for each of the study intersections is 

shown in Figure 4. The intersections were then modeled and evaluated using the Synchro 11 

software. Tables 3 through 6 provide a summary of the levels of service and delays calculated 

at each intersection for the 2024 Existing, 2028 Background, and 2028 Buildout conditions. The 

detailed Synchro 11 reports are included in Appendix D. 

As shown in the data, all approaches at the four study intersections will function at the same 

level of service in the Buildout condition as they do in the Existing and Background conditions, 

with minimal increases in delay. No further improvements are warranted or recommended as a 

result of the expected development traffic. 
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Traffic Study 12 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

East Main Street and Parkdale Drive 

CONDITION 
LANE 

GROUP 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LANE LOS (delay) LANE LOS (delay) 

Existing 2024 

Condition 

EBL A (7.6) A (8.4) 

SBL B (11.5) C (19.9) 

SBR A (9.5) B (11.3) 

Background 

2028 

Condition 

EBL A (7.7) A (8.5) 

SBL B (11.7) C (21.1) 

SBR A (9.6) B (11.5) 

Buildout 

2028 

Condition 

EBL A (7.7) A (8.6) 

SBL B (12.0) C (23.8) 

SBR A (9.8) B (11.8) 

Table 3: East Main Street & Parkdale Drive LOS Analysis 

Parkdale Drive and Forest Lawn Drive 

CONDITION 
LANE 

GROUP 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LANE LOS (delay) LANE LOS (delay) 

Existing 

2024 

Condition 

WBLR A (9.1) A (9.0) 

SBL A (7.3) A (7.3) 

Background 

2028 

Condition 

NBLTR A (9.1) A (9.0) 

EBL A (7.3) A (7.3) 

Buildout 

2028 

Condition 

NBLTR A (9.4) A (9.3) 

EBL A (7.3) A (7.4) 

Table 4: Parkdale Drive & Forest Lawn Drive LOS Analysis 
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Traffic Study 13 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

Kesler Mill Road and Forest Lawn Drive 

CONDITION 
LANE 

GROUP 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LANE LOS (delay) LANE LOS (delay) 

Existing 

2024 

Condition 

NBL A (7.5) A (7.5) 

EBLR B (10.1) A (9.8) 

Background 

2028 

Condition 

NBL A (7.5) A (7.6) 

EBLR B (10.2) A (9.9) 

Buildout 

2028 

Condition 

NBL A (7.5) A (7.6) 

EBLR B (10.1) A (9.8) 

Table 5: Kesler Mill Road & Forest Lawn Drive LOS Analysis 

Kesler Mill Road and Stoutamire Drive 

CONDITION 
LANE 

GROUP 

AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 

LANE LOS (delay) LANE LOS (delay) 

Existing 

2024 

Condition 

NBL A (7.6) A (7.5) 

EBLR B (11.0) B (10.2) 

Background 

2028 

Condition 

NBL A (7.7) A (7.5) 

EBLR B (11.2) B (10.3) 

Buildout 

2028 

Condition 

NBL A (7.7) A (7.6) 

EBLR B (11.7) B (10.7) 

Table 6: Kesler Mill Road & Stoutamire Drive LOS Analysis 
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Traffic Study 14 

Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
November 6, 2024 

7. Conclusions 

Based on the data collected, the assumptions made, and the projected site-generated 

traffic, the results of the analysis are outlined below. 

• The proposed development will generate additional traffic to the existing road network. 

• The proposed development results in minimal increases in delay at the study 

intersections and all approaches function at the same level of service in the Existing, 

Background, and Buildout scenarios. 

• No roadway improvements are warranted or recommended as a result of the proposed 

development. 
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Creekside Park – City of Salem, VA 
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TOTALS TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT - SUMMARY
Counted by: VCU

Intersection of: Parkdale Drive Date: August 28, 2024 Wednesday

and: East Main Street Weather: Sunny/Warm

Location: Salem, Virginia Entered by: SN Star Rating: 4

TOTAL

on: Parkdale Drive on: on: East Main Street on: East Main Street N + S

TIME +

RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL E + W

AM

7:00 - 7:15 17 0 1 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 0 26 0 0 26 0 34 5 0 39 83

7:15 - 7:30 25 0 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 2 24 0 0 26 0 40 9 0 49 100

7:30 - 7:45 16 0 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 4 21 0 0 25 0 35 11 0 46 87

7:45 - 8:00 16 0 2 0 18 0 0 0 0 0 4 30 0 0 34 0 47 13 0 60 112

8:00 - 8:15 21 0 1 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 3 21 0 0 24 0 33 10 0 43 89

8:15 - 8:30 16 0 1 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 1 38 0 0 39 0 39 8 0 47 103

8:30 - 8:45 13 0 4 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 3 62 0 0 65 0 28 9 0 37 119

8:45 - 9:00 10 0 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 3 56 0 0 59 0 33 5 0 38 107

2 Hr Totals 134 0 9 0 143 0 0 0 0 0 20 278 0 0 298 0 289 70 0 359 800

1 Hr Totals

7:00 - 8:00 74 0 3 0 77 0 0 0 0 0 10 101 0 0 111 0 156 38 0 194 382

7:15 - 8:15 78 0 3 0 81 0 0 0 0 0 13 96 0 0 109 0 155 43 0 198 388

7:30 - 8:30 69 0 4 0 73 0 0 0 0 0 12 110 0 0 122 0 154 42 0 196 391

7:45 - 8:45 66 0 8 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 11 151 0 0 162 0 147 40 0 187 423

8:00 - 9:00 60 0 6 0 66 0 0 0 0 0 10 177 0 0 187 0 133 32 0 165 418

PEAK HOUR

7:45 - 8:45 66 0 8 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 11 151 0 0 162 0 147 40 0 187 423

PM

4:00 - 4:15 5 0 5 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 3 93 0 0 96 0 105 17 0 122 228

4:15 - 4:30 6 0 6 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 4 82 0 0 86 0 92 7 0 99 197

4:30 - 4:45 8 0 1 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 4 94 0 0 98 0 90 13 1 104 211

4:45 - 5:00 7 0 4 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 3 78 0 0 81 0 84 10 0 94 186

5:00 - 5:15 14 0 7 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 9 102 0 0 111 0 123 9 0 132 264

5:15 - 5:30 6 0 3 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 9 79 0 0 88 0 99 9 0 108 205

5:30 - 5:45 10 0 5 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 4 98 0 0 102 0 88 10 0 98 215

5:45 - 6:00 8 0 2 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 8 86 0 0 94 0 74 14 0 88 192

2 Hr Totals 64 0 33 0 97 0 0 0 0 0 44 712 0 0 756 0 755 89 1 845 1698

1 Hr Totals

4:00 - 5:00 26 0 16 0 42 0 0 0 0 0 14 347 0 0 361 0 371 47 1 419 822

4:15 - 5:15 35 0 18 0 53 0 0 0 0 0 20 356 0 0 376 0 389 39 1 429 858

4:30 - 5:30 35 0 15 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 25 353 0 0 378 0 396 41 1 438 866

4:45 - 5:45 37 0 19 0 56 0 0 0 0 0 25 357 0 0 382 0 394 38 0 432 870

5:00 - 6:00 38 0 17 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 30 365 0 0 395 0 384 42 0 426 876

PEAK HOUR

5:00 - 6:00 38 0 17 0 55 0 0 0 0 0 30 365 0 0 395 0 384 42 0 426 876

TRAFFIC FROM NORTH TRAFFIC FROM SOUTH TRAFFIC FROM EAST TRAFFIC FROM WEST
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TOTALS TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT - SUMMARY
Counted by: VCU

Intersection of: Parkdale Drive Date: August 28, 2024 Wednesday

and: Forest Lawn Drive Weather: Sunny/Warm

Location: Salem, Virginia Entered by: SN Star Rating: 4

TOTAL

on: Parkdale Drive on: Parkdale Drive on: Forest Lawn Drive on: N + S

TIME +

RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL E + W

AM

7:00 - 7:15 0 11 0 0 11 2 4 0 0 6 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 21

7:15 - 7:30 0 16 1 0 17 6 3 0 0 9 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 27

7:30 - 7:45 0 11 1 0 12 9 9 0 0 18 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 34

7:45 - 8:00 0 13 0 0 13 5 3 0 0 8 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 22

8:00 - 8:15 0 12 0 0 12 3 4 0 0 7 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 24

8:15 - 8:30 0 5 0 0 5 3 4 0 0 7 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 16

8:30 - 8:45 0 9 0 0 9 1 6 0 0 7 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 18

8:45 - 9:00 0 8 0 0 8 0 4 0 0 4 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 13

2 Hr Totals 0 85 2 0 87 29 37 0 0 66 1 0 21 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 175

1 Hr Totals

7:00 - 8:00 0 51 2 0 53 22 19 0 0 41 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 104

7:15 - 8:15 0 52 2 0 54 23 19 0 0 42 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 107

7:30 - 8:30 0 41 1 0 42 20 20 0 0 40 0 0 14 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 96

7:45 - 8:45 0 39 0 0 39 12 17 0 0 29 0 0 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 80

8:00 - 9:00 0 34 0 0 34 7 18 0 0 25 1 0 11 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 71

PEAK HOUR

7:15 - 8:15 0 52 2 0 54 23 19 0 0 42 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 107

PM

4:00 - 4:15 0 4 1 0 5 4 11 0 0 15 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 21

4:15 - 4:30 0 4 0 0 4 1 9 0 0 10 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 17

4:30 - 4:45 0 4 1 0 5 2 10 0 0 12 1 0 2 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 20

4:45 - 5:00 0 6 0 0 6 4 8 0 0 12 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 19

5:00 - 5:15 0 10 0 0 10 4 7 0 0 11 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 26

5:15 - 5:30 0 2 0 0 2 3 10 0 0 13 0 0 4 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 19

5:30 - 5:45 0 10 0 0 10 1 13 0 0 14 2 0 2 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 28

5:45 - 6:00 0 4 1 0 5 2 14 0 0 16 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 23

2 Hr Totals 0 44 3 0 47 21 82 0 0 103 4 0 19 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 173

1 Hr Totals

4:00 - 5:00 0 18 2 0 20 11 38 0 0 49 2 0 6 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 77

4:15 - 5:15 0 24 1 0 25 11 34 0 0 45 1 0 11 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 82

4:30 - 5:30 0 22 1 0 23 13 35 0 0 48 1 0 12 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 84

4:45 - 5:45 0 28 0 0 28 12 38 0 0 50 2 0 12 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 92

5:00 - 6:00 0 26 1 0 27 10 44 0 0 54 2 0 13 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 96

PEAK HOUR

5:00 - 6:00 0 26 1 0 27 10 44 0 0 54 2 0 13 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 96

TRAFFIC FROM NORTH TRAFFIC FROM SOUTH TRAFFIC FROM EAST TRAFFIC FROM WEST
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TOTALS TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT - SUMMARY
Counted by: VCU

Intersection of: Kessler Mill Road Date: August 28, 2024 Wednesday

and: Forest Lawn Drive Weather: Sunny/Warm

Location: Salem, Virginia Entered by: SN Star Rating: 4

TOTAL

on: Kesler Mill Road on: Kesler Mill Road on: Private Access on: Forest Lawn Drive N + S

TIME +

RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL E + W

AM

7:00 - 7:15 3 29 0 0 32 0 28 1 0 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 62

7:15 - 7:30 1 26 1 0 28 0 32 1 0 33 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 7 0 8 70

7:30 - 7:45 3 20 0 0 23 0 26 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 10 59

7:45 - 8:00 4 34 0 0 38 0 35 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 79

8:00 - 8:15 4 25 0 0 29 0 21 1 0 22 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 6 0 7 58

8:15 - 8:30 1 32 2 1 36 3 8 0 0 11 1 1 1 0 3 1 0 5 0 6 56

8:30 - 8:45 1 27 2 0 30 1 15 1 0 17 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 2 50

8:45 - 9:00 0 18 0 0 18 1 17 1 0 19 2 0 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 3 42

2 Hr Totals 17 211 5 1 234 5 182 5 0 192 4 1 2 0 7 6 0 37 0 43 476

1 Hr Totals

7:00 - 8:00 11 109 1 0 121 0 121 2 0 123 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 22 0 25 270

7:15 - 8:15 12 105 1 0 118 0 114 2 0 116 1 0 0 0 1 4 0 27 0 31 266

7:30 - 8:30 12 111 2 1 126 3 90 1 0 94 1 1 1 0 3 4 0 25 0 29 252

7:45 - 8:45 10 118 4 1 133 4 79 2 0 85 1 1 2 0 4 2 0 19 0 21 243

8:00 - 9:00 6 102 4 1 113 5 61 3 0 69 3 1 2 0 6 3 0 15 0 18 206

PEAK HOUR

7:00 - 8:00 11 109 1 0 121 0 121 2 0 123 1 0 0 0 1 3 0 22 0 25 270

PM

4:00 - 4:15 1 30 0 0 31 0 38 4 1 43 1 0 1 0 2 4 0 2 0 6 82

4:15 - 4:30 1 15 0 0 16 0 26 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 44

4:30 - 4:45 3 50 2 0 55 1 33 1 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 2 92

4:45 - 5:00 0 29 0 0 29 1 40 0 0 41 1 0 1 0 2 1 0 3 0 4 76

5:00 - 5:15 3 31 0 0 34 0 35 1 0 36 1 0 1 0 2 2 0 2 0 4 76

5:15 - 5:30 2 23 0 0 25 0 30 2 0 32 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 0 0 2 60

5:30 - 5:45 3 14 0 0 17 1 33 1 1 36 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 54

5:45 - 6:00 0 21 0 0 21 0 28 2 0 30 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 2 0 3 55

2 Hr Totals 13 213 2 0 228 3 263 11 2 279 5 0 3 0 8 11 0 13 0 24 539

1 Hr Totals

4:00 - 5:00 5 124 2 0 131 2 137 5 1 145 2 0 2 0 4 6 0 8 0 14 294

4:15 - 5:15 7 125 2 0 134 2 134 2 0 138 2 0 2 0 4 4 0 8 0 12 288

4:30 - 5:30 8 133 2 0 143 2 138 4 0 144 3 0 2 0 5 6 0 6 0 12 304

4:45 - 5:45 8 97 0 0 105 2 138 4 1 145 3 0 2 0 5 5 0 6 0 11 266

5:00 - 6:00 8 89 0 0 97 1 126 6 1 134 3 0 1 0 4 5 0 5 0 10 245

PEAK HOUR

4:30 - 5:30 8 133 2 0 143 2 138 4 0 144 3 0 2 0 5 6 0 6 0 12 304

TRAFFIC FROM NORTH TRAFFIC FROM SOUTH TRAFFIC FROM EAST TRAFFIC FROM WEST
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TOTALS TURNING MOVEMENT COUNT - SUMMARY
Counted by: VCU

Intersection of: Stoutamire Drive Date: August 28, 2024 Wednesday

and: Kessler Mill Road Weather: Sunny/Warm

Location: Salem, Virginia Entered by: SN Star Rating: 4

TOTAL

on: Stoutmire Drive on: Stoutmire Drive on: on: Kesler Mill Road N + S

TIME +

RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL RIGHT THRU LEFT U-TN TOTAL E + W

AM

7:00 - 7:15 4 35 0 0 39 0 25 0 0 25 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 7 0 10 74

7:15 - 7:30 6 37 0 0 43 0 37 0 0 37 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 19 0 20 100

7:30 - 7:45 3 33 0 0 36 0 33 1 0 34 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 12 0 14 84

7:45 - 8:00 3 54 0 0 57 0 36 0 0 36 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 14 0 15 108

8:00 - 8:15 7 48 0 0 55 0 26 0 0 26 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 10 91

8:15 - 8:30 2 41 0 0 43 0 12 1 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 5 61

8:30 - 8:45 3 25 0 0 28 0 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 9 0 11 52

8:45 - 9:00 5 18 0 0 23 0 15 2 0 17 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 4 0 6 46

2 Hr Totals 33 291 0 0 324 0 197 4 0 201 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 77 0 91 616

1 Hr Totals

7:00 - 8:00 16 159 0 0 175 0 131 1 0 132 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 52 0 59 366

7:15 - 8:15 19 172 0 0 191 0 132 1 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 53 0 59 383

7:30 - 8:30 15 176 0 0 191 0 107 2 0 109 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 38 0 44 344

7:45 - 8:45 15 168 0 0 183 0 87 1 0 88 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 35 0 41 312

8:00 - 9:00 17 132 0 0 149 0 66 3 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 25 0 32 250

PEAK HOUR

7:15 - 8:15 19 172 0 0 191 0 132 1 0 133 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 53 0 59 383

PM

4:00 - 4:15 6 18 0 0 24 0 46 6 0 52 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 5 81

4:15 - 4:30 3 14 0 0 17 0 29 4 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 7 0 8 58

4:30 - 4:45 8 28 0 0 36 0 42 8 0 50 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 6 92

4:45 - 5:00 3 24 0 0 27 0 37 3 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 0 5 72

5:00 - 5:15 6 23 0 0 29 0 40 4 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 5 0 8 81

5:15 - 5:30 8 18 0 0 26 0 27 6 0 33 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 0 4 63

5:30 - 5:45 7 14 0 0 21 0 26 9 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 7 0 9 65

5:45 - 6:00 6 14 0 0 20 0 28 4 0 32 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 10 62

2 Hr Totals 47 153 0 0 200 0 275 44 0 319 0 0 0 0 0 18 0 37 0 55 574

1 Hr Totals

4:00 - 5:00 20 84 0 0 104 0 154 21 0 175 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 14 0 24 303

4:15 - 5:15 20 89 0 0 109 0 148 19 0 167 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 19 0 27 303

4:30 - 5:30 25 93 0 0 118 0 146 21 0 167 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 0 23 308

4:45 - 5:45 24 79 0 0 103 0 130 22 0 152 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 19 0 26 281

5:00 - 6:00 27 69 0 0 96 0 121 23 0 144 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 23 0 31 271

PEAK HOUR

4:30 - 5:30 25 93 0 0 118 0 146 21 0 167 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 15 0 23 308

TRAFFIC FROM NORTH TRAFFIC FROM SOUTH TRAFFIC FROM EAST TRAFFIC FROM WEST
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2024 Existing AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.4

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 40 147 151 11 8 66

Future Vol, veh/h 40 147 151 11 8 66

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 45 165 170 12 9 74

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 182 0 - 0 431 176

          Stage 1 - - - - 176 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 255 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1405 - - - 585 872

          Stage 1 - - - - 859 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 792 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1405 - - - 566 872

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 566 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 832 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 792 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 1.6 0 9.7

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1405 - - - 566 872

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.032 - - - 0.016 0.085

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 - - - 11.5 9.5

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0 0.3
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2024 Existing AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 11 0 19 23 2 52

Future Vol, veh/h 11 0 19 23 2 52

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 13 0 22 27 2 61

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 101 36 0 0 49 0

          Stage 1 36 - - - - -

          Stage 2 65 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 902 1042 - - 1571 -

          Stage 1 992 - - - - -

          Stage 2 963 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 901 1042 - - 1571 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 901 - - - - -

          Stage 1 992 - - - - -

          Stage 2 962 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.1 0 0.3

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 901 1571 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.014 0.001 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.1 7.3 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2024 Existing AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 22 3 2 121 109 11

Future Vol, veh/h 22 3 2 121 109 11

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 26 4 2 142 128 13

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 281 135 141 0 - 0

          Stage 1 135 - - - - -

          Stage 2 146 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 713 919 1455 - - -

          Stage 1 896 - - - - -

          Stage 2 886 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 712 919 1455 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 712 - - - - -

          Stage 1 895 - - - - -

          Stage 2 886 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0.1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1455 - 732 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.04 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 10.1 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2024 Existing AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 53 6 1 132 172 19

Future Vol, veh/h 53 6 1 132 172 19

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 60 7 1 148 193 21

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 354 204 214 0 - 0

          Stage 1 204 - - - - -

          Stage 2 150 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 648 842 1368 - - -

          Stage 1 835 - - - - -

          Stage 2 883 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 647 842 1368 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 647 - - - - -

          Stage 1 834 - - - - -

          Stage 2 883 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 11 0.1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1368 - 663 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.001 - 0.1 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 11 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.3 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2024 Existing PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 42 384 365 30 17 38

Future Vol, veh/h 42 384 365 30 17 38

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 49 452 429 35 20 45

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 464 0 - 0 997 447

          Stage 1 - - - - 447 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 550 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 273 616

          Stage 1 - - - - 649 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 582 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1108 - - - 261 616

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 261 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 620 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 582 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.8 0 14

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1108 - - - 261 616

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.045 - - - 0.077 0.073

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.4 - - - 19.9 11.3

HCM Lane LOS A - - - C B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.2 0.2
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2024 Existing PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 13 2 44 10 1 26

Future Vol, veh/h 13 2 44 10 1 26

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 86 86 86 86 86 86

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 15 2 51 12 1 30

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 89 57 0 0 63 0

          Stage 1 57 - - - - -

          Stage 2 32 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 917 1015 - - 1553 -

          Stage 1 971 - - - - -

          Stage 2 996 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 916 1015 - - 1553 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 916 - - - - -

          Stage 1 971 - - - - -

          Stage 2 995 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9 0 0.3

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 928 1553 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.019 0.001 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9 7.3 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2024 Existing PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 6 6 4 138 133 8

Future Vol, veh/h 6 6 4 138 133 8

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 7 7 5 162 156 9

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 333 161 165 0 - 0

          Stage 1 161 - - - - -

          Stage 2 172 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 666 889 1426 - - -

          Stage 1 873 - - - - -

          Stage 2 863 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 663 889 1426 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 663 - - - - -

          Stage 1 870 - - - - -

          Stage 2 863 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 0.2 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1426 - 760 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - 0.019 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 9.8 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2024 Existing PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2024 Existing PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 15 8 21 146 93 25

Future Vol, veh/h 15 8 21 146 93 25

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 18 9 25 172 109 29

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 346 124 138 0 - 0

          Stage 1 124 - - - - -

          Stage 2 222 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 655 932 1458 - - -

          Stage 1 907 - - - - -

          Stage 2 820 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 643 932 1458 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 643 - - - - -

          Stage 1 890 - - - - -

          Stage 2 820 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 0.9 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1458 - 721 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.017 - 0.038 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 10.2 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Background AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 42 153 158 12 9 69

Future Vol, veh/h 42 153 158 12 9 69

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 47 172 178 13 10 78

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 191 0 - 0 451 185

          Stage 1 - - - - 185 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 266 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1395 - - - 570 862

          Stage 1 - - - - 852 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 783 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1395 - - - 551 862

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 551 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 823 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 783 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 1.7 0 9.8

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1395 - - - 551 862

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.034 - - - 0.018 0.09

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 - - - 11.7 9.6

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.1 0.3
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Background AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 0 20 24 3 55

Future Vol, veh/h 12 0 20 24 3 55

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 14 0 24 28 4 65

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 111 38 0 0 52 0

          Stage 1 38 - - - - -

          Stage 2 73 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 891 1040 - - 1567 -

          Stage 1 990 - - - - -

          Stage 2 955 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 888 1040 - - 1567 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 888 - - - - -

          Stage 1 990 - - - - -

          Stage 2 952 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.1 0 0.4

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 888 1567 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.016 0.002 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.1 7.3 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Background AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 23 4 3 126 114 12

Future Vol, veh/h 23 4 3 126 114 12

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 27 5 4 148 134 14

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 297 141 148 0 - 0

          Stage 1 141 - - - - -

          Stage 2 156 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 698 912 1446 - - -

          Stage 1 891 - - - - -

          Stage 2 877 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 696 912 1446 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 696 - - - - -

          Stage 1 888 - - - - -

          Stage 2 877 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.2 0.2 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1446 - 721 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.044 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 10.2 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Background AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 56 7 2 138 179 20

Future Vol, veh/h 56 7 2 138 179 20

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 63 8 2 155 201 22

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 371 212 223 0 - 0

          Stage 1 212 - - - - -

          Stage 2 159 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 634 833 1358 - - -

          Stage 1 828 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 633 833 1358 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 633 - - - - -

          Stage 1 826 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 11.2 0.1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1358 - 650 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.109 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 11.2 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.4 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Background PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 44 400 380 32 18 40

Future Vol, veh/h 44 400 380 32 18 40

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 52 471 447 38 21 47

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 485 0 - 0 1041 466

          Stage 1 - - - - 466 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 575 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1088 - - - 257 601

          Stage 1 - - - - 636 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 567 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1088 - - - 245 601

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 245 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 605 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 567 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 0.8 0 14.5

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1088 - - - 245 601

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.048 - - - 0.086 0.078

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.5 - - - 21.1 11.5

HCM Lane LOS A - - - C B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.3 0.3
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Background PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 3 46 11 2 28

Future Vol, veh/h 14 3 46 11 2 28

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 86 86 86 86 86 86

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 16 3 53 13 2 33

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 97 60 0 0 66 0

          Stage 1 60 - - - - -

          Stage 2 37 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 907 1011 - - 1549 -

          Stage 1 968 - - - - -

          Stage 2 991 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 906 1011 - - 1549 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 906 - - - - -

          Stage 1 968 - - - - -

          Stage 2 990 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9 0 0.5

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 923 1549 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.021 0.002 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9 7.3 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Background PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 0.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 7 4 144 139 9

Future Vol, veh/h 7 7 4 144 139 9

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 8 8 5 169 164 11

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 349 170 175 0 - 0

          Stage 1 170 - - - - -

          Stage 2 179 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 652 879 1414 - - -

          Stage 1 865 - - - - -

          Stage 2 857 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 649 879 1414 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 649 - - - - -

          Stage 1 862 - - - - -

          Stage 2 857 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.9 0.2 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1414 - 747 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - 0.022 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 9.9 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Background PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Background PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 16 9 22 152 97 27

Future Vol, veh/h 16 9 22 152 97 27

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 19 11 26 179 114 32

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 361 130 146 0 - 0

          Stage 1 130 - - - - -

          Stage 2 231 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 642 925 1448 - - -

          Stage 1 901 - - - - -

          Stage 2 812 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 629 925 1448 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 629 - - - - -

          Stage 1 883 - - - - -

          Stage 2 812 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1448 - 711 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 - 0.041 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 10.3 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Builout AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 3.1

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 52 153 158 15 12 97

Future Vol, veh/h 52 153 158 15 12 97

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 58 172 178 17 13 109

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 195 0 - 0 475 187

          Stage 1 - - - - 187 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 288 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1390 - - - 552 860

          Stage 1 - - - - 850 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 766 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1390 - - - 529 860

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 529 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 814 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 766 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 2 0 10

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1390 - - - 529 860

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.042 - - - 0.025 0.127

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 - - - 12 9.8

HCM Lane LOS A - - - B A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - - - 0.1 0.4
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Builout AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 12 1 33 24 7 86

Future Vol, veh/h 12 1 33 24 7 86

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 14 1 39 28 8 101

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 170 53 0 0 67 0

          Stage 1 53 - - - - -

          Stage 2 117 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 825 1020 - - 1547 -

          Stage 1 975 - - - - -

          Stage 2 913 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 821 1020 - - 1547 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 821 - - - - -

          Stage 1 975 - - - - -

          Stage 2 908 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.4 0 0.6

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 834 1547 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.018 0.005 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.4 7.3 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Builout AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 23 8 4 126 114 12

Future Vol, veh/h 23 8 4 126 114 12

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 27 9 5 148 134 14

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 299 141 148 0 - 0

          Stage 1 141 - - - - -

          Stage 2 158 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 697 912 1446 - - -

          Stage 1 891 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 694 912 1446 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 694 - - - - -

          Stage 1 887 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0.2 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1446 - 740 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.003 - 0.049 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.5 0 10.1 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.2 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Builout AM  7:00 am 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout AM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 2.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 87 7 2 138 179 28

Future Vol, veh/h 87 7 2 138 179 28

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 89 89 89 89 89 89

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 98 8 2 155 201 31

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 376 217 232 0 - 0

          Stage 1 217 - - - - -

          Stage 2 159 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 629 828 1348 - - -

          Stage 1 824 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 628 828 1348 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 628 - - - - -

          Stage 1 822 - - - - -

          Stage 2 875 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 11.7 0.1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1348 - 640 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.002 - 0.165 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.7 0 11.7 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.6 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

3: E Main St & Parkdale Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Buildout PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 1

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement EBL EBT WBT WBR SBL SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 64 400 380 46 26 58

Future Vol, veh/h 64 400 380 46 26 58

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Free Free Free Free Stop Stop

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 130 - - - 0 200

Veh in Median Storage, # - 0 0 - 0 -

Grade, % - 0 0 - 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 75 471 447 54 31 68

 

Major/Minor Major1 Major2 Minor2

Conflicting Flow All 501 0 - 0 1095 474

          Stage 1 - - - - 474 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 621 -

Critical Hdwy 4.1 - - - 6.4 6.2

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 - - - - 5.4 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 - - - - 5.4 -

Follow-up Hdwy 2.2 - - - 3.5 3.3

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 1074 - - - 239 595

          Stage 1 - - - - 630 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 540 -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 1074 - - - 222 595

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver - - - - 222 -

          Stage 1 - - - - 586 -

          Stage 2 - - - - 540 -

 

Approach EB WB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 1.2 0 15.5

HCM LOS C

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt EBL EBT WBT WBR SBLn1 SBLn2

Capacity (veh/h) 1074 - - - 222 595

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.07 - - - 0.138 0.115

HCM Control Delay (s) 8.6 - - - 23.8 11.8

HCM Lane LOS A - - - C B

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.2 - - - 0.5 0.4
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HCM 2010 TWSC

4: Parkdale Dr & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Buildout PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 2

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.9

Movement WBL WBR NBT NBR SBL SBT

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 14 15 80 11 9 54

Future Vol, veh/h 14 15 80 11 9 54

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - 0 - - 0

Grade, % 0 - 0 - - 0

Peak Hour Factor 86 86 86 86 86 86

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 0 0

Mvmt Flow 16 17 93 13 10 63

 

Major/Minor Minor1 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 183 100 0 0 106 0

          Stage 1 100 - - - - -

          Stage 2 83 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 - - 4.1 -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 - - 2.2 -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 811 961 - - 1498 -

          Stage 1 929 - - - - -

          Stage 2 945 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 805 961 - - 1498 -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 805 - - - - -

          Stage 1 929 - - - - -

          Stage 2 938 - - - - -

 

Approach WB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.3 0 1.1

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBT NBRWBLn1 SBL SBT

Capacity (veh/h) - - 879 1498 -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.038 0.007 -

HCM Control Delay (s) - - 9.3 7.4 0

HCM Lane LOS - - A A A

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) - - 0.1 0 -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

5: Kessler Mill Rd & Forest Lawn Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Buildout PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 3

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 7 14 16 144 139 9

Future Vol, veh/h 7 14 16 144 139 9

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 0 1 0

Mvmt Flow 8 16 19 169 164 11

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 377 170 175 0 - 0

          Stage 1 170 - - - - -

          Stage 2 207 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 629 879 1414 - - -

          Stage 1 865 - - - - -

          Stage 2 832 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 620 879 1414 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 620 - - - - -

          Stage 1 852 - - - - -

          Stage 2 832 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 9.8 0.8 0

HCM LOS A

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1414 - 772 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.013 - 0.032 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 9.8 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A A - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.1 - -
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HCM 2010 TWSC

10: Kessler Mill Rd & Stoutamire Dr 11/06/2024

2028 Buildout PM  4:30 pm 08/28/2024 2028 Buildout PM Synchro 11 Report

CPB Page 4

Intersection

Int Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR

Lane Configurations

Traffic Vol, veh/h 26 9 22 152 97 42

Future Vol, veh/h 26 9 22 152 97 42

Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0

Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free

RT Channelized - None - None - None

Storage Length 0 - - - - -

Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -

Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -

Peak Hour Factor 85 85 85 85 85 85

Heavy Vehicles, % 0 0 0 1 0 0

Mvmt Flow 31 11 26 179 114 49

 

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2

Conflicting Flow All 370 139 163 0 - 0

          Stage 1 139 - - - - -

          Stage 2 231 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy 6.4 6.2 4.1 - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 1 5.4 - - - - -

Critical Hdwy Stg 2 5.4 - - - - -

Follow-up Hdwy 3.5 3.3 2.2 - - -

Pot Cap-1 Maneuver 634 915 1428 - - -

          Stage 1 893 - - - - -

          Stage 2 812 - - - - -

Platoon blocked, % - - -

Mov Cap-1 Maneuver 621 915 1428 - - -

Mov Cap-2 Maneuver 621 - - - - -

          Stage 1 875 - - - - -

          Stage 2 812 - - - - -

 

Approach EB NB SB

HCM Control Delay, s 10.7 1 0

HCM LOS B

 

Minor Lane/Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 SBT SBR

Capacity (veh/h) 1428 - 677 - -

HCM Lane V/C Ratio 0.018 - 0.061 - -

HCM Control Delay (s) 7.6 0 10.7 - -

HCM Lane LOS A A B - -

HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0.1 - 0.2 - -
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR REZONING 

CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA TAX PARCEL 58-1-1 

BEGINNING AT A POINT AT THE SOUTHERN TERMINUS OF NEWMAN DRIVE; 
THENCE N 86°32'24" W A DISTANCE OF 108.90' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 24°35'24" E A DISTANCE OF 267.60' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 45°35'24" E A DISTANCE OF 92.20' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 72°56'36" E A DISTANCE OF 158.20' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 62°02'36" E A DISTANCE OF 81.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 79°12'24" E A DISTANCE OF 24.50' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 40°17'24" E A DISTANCE OF 105.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 55°47'24" E A DISTANCE OF 115.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 11°22'36" W A DISTANCE OF 111.84' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 74°19'36" W A DISTANCE OF 221.63' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 68°30'36" W A DISTANCE OF 520.34' TO POINT; 
THENCE S 70°10'36" W A DISTANCE OF 200.70' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 89°30'09" W A DISTANCE OF 121.50' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 77°33'30" W A DISTANCE OF 509.24' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 38°06'44" W A DISTANCE OF 413.09' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 39°48'49" W A DISTANCE OF 350.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 39°48'49" W A DISTANCE OF 150.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 39°48'49" W A DISTANCE OF 79.96' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 68°11'11" E A DISTANCE OF 19.09' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 68°11'11" E A DISTANCE OF 99.50' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 68°21'11" E A DISTANCE OF 180.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 21°48'49" W A DISTANCE OF 100.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 68°11'11" E A DISTANCE OF 625.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 59°00'49" E A DISTANCE OF 125.54' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 68°11'11" E A DISTANCE OF 213.10' TO A POINT; 
THENCE N 69°16'03" E A DISTANCE OF 238.29' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 22°01'49" E A DISTANCE OF 123.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 19°20'49" E A DISTANCE OF 285.60' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 28°47'49" E A DISTANCE OF 216.00' TO A POINT; 
THENCE S 59°14'24" E A DISTANCE OF 94.86' TO A POINT WHICH IS THE POINT OF BEGINNING, 
 
HAVING AN AREA OF 1,693,254 +/- SQUARE FEET, 38.9 +/- ACRES SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA. 
THIS DESCRIPTION BEING COMPILED FROM RECORDS AND IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON COMPLETION OF A 

BOUNDARY SURVEY. 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Number 04240022.00 ~ 05-30-2025 
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LEGAL DESCRIPTION FOR REZONING 

CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA TAX PARCEL 58-1-2 

 

BEGINNING AT A POINT AT THE SOUTHERN TERMINUS OF NEWMAN DRIVE; 

THENCE S 01°31'47" E A DISTANCE OF 55.02' TO A POINT; 

THENCE S 56°36'21" E A DISTANCE OF 158.67' TO A POINT; 

THENCE S 50°53'51" E A DISTANCE OF 119.31' TO A POINT; 

THENCE S 62°06'11" W A DISTANCE OF 81.04' TO A POINT; 

THENCE S 72°56'36" W A DISTANCE OF 158.20' TO A POINT; 

THENCE N 45°35'24" W A DISTANCE OF 92.20' TO A POINT; 

THENCE N 24°35'24" W A DISTANCE OF 267.60' TO A POINT; 

THENCE S 86°32'24" E A DISTANCE OF 108.90' TO A POINT; 

THENCE N 89°26'49" E A DISTANCE OF 64.85' TO A POINT, WHICH IS THE POINT OF BEGINNING, 

HAVING AN AREA OF 60234.27 SQUARE FEET, 1.383 ACRES 

HAVING AN AREA OF 60,234 +/- SQUARE FEET, 1.38 +/- ACRES SITUATE IN THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA. 
THIS DESCRIPTION BEING COMPILED FROM RECORDS AND IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE UPON COMPLETION OF A 

BOUNDARY SURVEY. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Project Number 04240022.00 ~ 05-30-2025 
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From: Becky Vest Thomas
To: Randy Foley; Hunter Holliday; jsaunders@salem.gov; Renee F Turk; Anne Marie Green; Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] I am opposed to the rezoning of The Radio Station in our neighborhood on 1002 Newman Dr, Salem
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 8:57:52 PM
Attachments: Opposed rezoning.docx

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

There are two historic railroad tunnels a small one and a larger one on this property that were
built in 1873. I have the information on the larger one and do not want to see it destroyed. For
some reason on the North Mill Rd side it has been completely covered with dirt.  

Becky Vest Thomas
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Email Subject: Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive

Dear Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of the 39-acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171 residential units. As a resident of the neighborhood, I have several points I would like to address:

1. Density and Parcel Size: The proposal indicates that approximately 20 acres will be used for development. I am concerned about how the land will be allocated for each parcel, as the plan seems very congested. Could you provide more details on the minimum and maximum size of each proposed unit parcel? 

2. Parking Concerns: If 171 units are proposed and we estimate at minimum 3 cars per household (one for each adult, one per teenager), this could realistically result in 513 additional cars utilizing the existing roads evaluated in the traffic impact report. How does the project plan to accommodate for overflow parking for when guests visit families? 

3. Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern. These streets do not allow parking on both sides while still accommodating two-way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the development will be through Newman Drive, which could create a bottlenecked and congested area, posing significant risks during emergencies. This poses a substantial risk to safety, particularly for children who play on Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian walkers, runners, and cyclists.

4. Safety and Evacuation: It is concerning that Newman Drive could be the only entrance to the large complex. This could pose hazards to residents in the event of an evacuation or fire. 

5. Floodplain Concerns: The units proposed in the southeast corner, directly south of Newman Drive, occur within the floodplain. How would this set families up for success if their homes were to flood? This raises significant concerns about the long-term safety and viability of these homes for future residents.

6. Drainage Features: There is concern about the jurisdictional drainage features on site. Could you clarify what studies are required for projects in proximity to drainages on site?

7. Neighborhood Aesthetic: The proposed development may become an eye sore for residents on the southern part of Doyle Street, which consists of single-family homes. While I recognize the Salem Planning Department's interest in utilizing townhomes to address housing needs, this particular area may not be the best fit for such development. The existing neighborhood is characterized by single-family homes, and the introduction of densely packed townhomes could disrupt the community's established aesthetic and lifestyle. Maintaining the neighborhood's character and aesthetic is important to those of us who have lived here for years, and it would be preferable for it to remain a community of single-family homes. Additionally, the challenges related to traffic, safety, and environmental concerns further suggest that this area may not be suitable for townhome development.

Given these concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands. I urge the Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council. Instead, I ask that you consider a generous reduction in the number of units and ensure that all the issues listed above are thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Becky Vest Thomas
540-580-7989
1316 Forest Lawn Dr

Salem, VA  24153



Email Subject: Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive

Dear Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the 
proposed rezoning of the 39-acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171 
residential units. As a resident of the neighborhood, I have several points I would like to 
address:

1. Density and Parcel Size: The proposal indicates that approximately 20 acres will be 
used for development. I am concerned about how the land will be allocated for 
each parcel, as the plan seems very congested. Could you provide more details on 
the minimum and maximum size of each proposed unit parcel? 

2. Parking Concerns: If 171 units are proposed and we estimate at minimum 3 cars per 
household (one for each adult, one per teenager), this could realistically result in 
513 additional cars utilizing the existing roads evaluated in the traffic impact report. 
How does the project plan to accommodate for overflow parking for when guests 
visit families? 

3. Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern. 
These streets do not allow parking on both sides while still accommodating two-
way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the development will 
be through Newman Drive, which could create a bottlenecked and congested area, 
posing significant risks during emergencies. This poses a substantial risk to safety, 
particularly for children who play on Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian walkers, 
runners, and cyclists.

4. Safety and Evacuation: It is concerning that Newman Drive could be the only 
entrance to the large complex. This could pose hazards to residents in the event of 
an evacuation or fire. 

5. Floodplain Concerns: The units proposed in the southeast corner, directly south of 
Newman Drive, occur within the floodplain. How would this set families up for 
success if their homes were to flood? This raises significant concerns about the 
long-term safety and viability of these homes for future residents.

6. Drainage Features: There is concern about the jurisdictional drainage features on 
site. Could you clarify what studies are required for projects in proximity to 
drainages on site?

7. Neighborhood Aesthetic: The proposed development may become an eye sore for 
residents on the southern part of Doyle Street, which consists of single-family 
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homes. While I recognize the Salem Planning Department's interest in utilizing 
townhomes to address housing needs, this particular area may not be the best fit 
for such development. The existing neighborhood is characterized by single-family 
homes, and the introduction of densely packed townhomes could disrupt the 
community's established aesthetic and lifestyle. Maintaining the neighborhood's 
character and aesthetic is important to those of us who have lived here for years, 
and it would be preferable for it to remain a community of single-family homes. 
Additionally, the challenges related to traffic, safety, and environmental concerns 
further suggest that this area may not be suitable for townhome development.

Given these concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands. I 
urge the Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council. Instead, 
I ask that you consider a generous reduction in the number of units and ensure that all the 
issues listed above are thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Becky Vest Thomas
540-580-7989
1316 Forest Lawn Dr

Salem, VA  24153
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From: C Haworth
To: Mary Ellen H Wines; City Managers Office; Renee F Turk
Subject: [Ext.] Strong Opposition to Rezoning of the Old Radio Station Property
Date: Monday, June 30, 2025 10:47:43 AM

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Good Morning,

I am contacting you to express my strong and urgent opposition to the proposed rezoning of the property
formerly home to the old radio station, for the purpose of constructing townhouses. This development
poses serious, long-lasting consequences to our environment, our neighborhood stability, and the very
character of Salem. I urge you to reject this rezoning request and protect what remains of our town’s
natural integrity.

 

The Rezoning Will Harm Local Wildlife

The land in question supports a wide range of wildlife that depend on this undeveloped space for
shelter, food, and safety. If this area is bulldozed, these animals will be forcibly driven into
surrounding neighborhoods, where they will damage property and create safety hazards on our
roads.
This disruption is not theoretical—it is already occurring in other developed areas where
greenspace has been lost.

 

Construction Will Severely Disrupt the Community

Construction will bring months or years of noise, dust, and disruption. This is not just a
concern for adjacent homes—sound, dust, and traffic will carry for miles.
Increased vehicle traffic and construction equipment will also place undue stress on local
roads and safety systems and contribute to very loud noise pollution.

 

Public Health Risks

Construction releases fine particulate dust (PM2.5) which is proven to cause and worsen
asthma, lung disease, and heart problems, particularly in children, seniors, and pets. This
area is surrounded by houses filled with a lot of families with young children and pets.

Thank you for your time and I hope you will keep this wonderful area natural.

Sincerely,
Courtney Haworth
Salem, VA
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From: Denise King
To: PlanningCommission; Jackson Beamer
Cc: Mary Ellen H Wines; Maxwell S Dillon
Subject: FW: [Ext.] 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive
Date: Wednesday, July 9, 2025 11:27:02 AM

Please see below.

Dee

-----Original Message-----
From: Denise King
Sent: Wednesday, July 9, 2025 11:26 AM
To: Dee Neighbors <deeneighbors@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: [Ext.] 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive

Thank you, Dee, for your input on this project.  It was a pleasure to talk with you yesterday morning at the City
Library. I am forwarding your email to all members of the Planning Commission and to our Planning and Zoning
Administrator and City Planner.

Have a great day!
Dee

Denise (Dee) Phlegar King, Chair
City of Salem Planning Commission
540-598-8198 cell

-----Original Message-----
From: Dee Neighbors <deeneighbors@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 9, 2025 11:23 AM
To: Denise King <denise.king@salemva.gov>
Subject: [Ext.] 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive

CAUTION: This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and caution when
opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Greetings Dee,
It was nice to see you yesterday.   Please note I am in favor of rezoning 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive from Light
Manufacturing to some type of residential.  I do not want to see any type of manufacturing or commercial use of the
land.

Regards,
Dee Neighbors
1117 Newman Drive
Sent from my iPhone

Page 184 of 246

mailto:denise.king@salemva.gov
mailto:PlanningCommission@salemva.gov
mailto:jacksonb4vt@yahoo.com
mailto:mewines@salemva.gov
mailto:msdillon@salemva.gov


From: Elizabeth Roberts
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive Salem
Date: Tuesday, July 8, 2025 12:27:17 PM

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Dear Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. 

My name is Elizabeth Roberts, and I am a 25-year-old homeowner on Parkdale Drive in a small, close-
knit neighborhood on the outskirts of Salem. I am writing in regards to the proposed rezoning of the 39-
acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171 townhome-style condos. Before I share my
concerns about the proposed development, I’d like to offer a brief background on my experience and
perspective which I believe are relevant. 
 
Originally from other parts of Virginia, my (now) husband and I decided to stay in Salem after both
attending Roanoke College. We appreciated the community’s southern charm and access to the outdoors
and made the decision to put down roots by buying our first home here. We were drawn to our
neighborhood because of its quiet, walkable nature, mid-century brick homes, the sizable backyards,
surrounding wildlife, and its proximity to natural features like Carvin’s Cove. It is a special and rare place
—a balance of small-town warmth, natural beauty, and peaceful living that is becoming increasingly hard
to find. 
 
My husband and I have deeply invested in the town of Salem—not just financially, but personally and
socially. We are active members at our local church, we regularly cycle and run on the roads of Salem
and beyond, and we enjoy supporting the local businesses and restaurants. We are also involved in the
local running community and volunteer at the Salem YMCA, where we assist in teaching adults how to
swim. Salem is not simply where we reside—it is the community to which we are committed and where
we hope to raise a family.
 
I, along with many of my neighbors, have serious concerns about this proposed development, and I
respectfully ask that this request be significantly reconsidered for the following reasons:
 
1. Traffic and Road Concerns

The only proposed access point is through Newman Drive, a narrow, residential road in our

neighborhood, which already sees limited capacity due to parked cars and no sidewalks. Vehicles

must first pass through either Parkdale Drive or Stoutamire Drive,—both of which are extremely

narrow and do not allow for two-way traffic when residents are parked on the street, which is

common due to limited driveway space.

These roads were not designed to accommodate heavy traffic flow, and introducing 350+ more

vehicles taking daily trips from a large townhome complex would lead to frequent congestion and

potential accidents. 

Our streets currently serve as safe places for children playing, families walking, and outdoor

recreation. Increased traffic would pose a serious safety risk to this way of life.

2. Safety and Emergency Evacuation Concerns
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The proposed development would funnel all traffic through our small, pre-existing neighborhood

roads, with no secondary access point for emergency services. This would contribute to a

bottleneck effect in high traffic events such as an emergency response.

Possibility for delays in the need of fire trucks, ambulances, or police due to limited shoulder space

and on-street parking, there is often only room for one car to pass at a time.

We are especially concerned that the proposed southeast portion of the development lies within a

floodplain, and emergency evacuation during a flood could be severely compromised.

The lack of a clear, multi-access evacuation and emergency response plan for a development of

this size is a major public safety issue that cannot be ignored.

 
3. Environmental Concerns

The development site is bordered by two creeks, and part of the land falls within and around a

known floodplain.

The area is home to wildlife including deer, birds, and potentially rare salamander species that

depend on the creeks and undisturbed land for survival.

We worry about stormwater runoff, drainage issues, and downstream flooding due to increased

impervious surface and removal of natural buffer zones. We are concerned about the flooding that

could occur from runoff into the creek that runs from the proposed property down under Parkdale

Dr and is easily flooded.

 
4. Neighborhood Incompatibility

The proposed townhomes are drastically out of character with the rest of the neighborhood, which

consists of small single-family homes with a lot.

As the infrastructure currently stands, inserting such a dense development here would not align

with the existing neighborhood’s scale, appearance, or culture.

Such a project would likely lead to home value depreciation, as well as a permanent change in the

peaceful, residential nature of our community.

 
5. Alternative Solutions

We acknowledge the growing demand for housing in Salem and support smart development.

However, there are other areas within town limits better suited for higher-density housing—

locations with direct access to main roads, public transportation, and existing infrastructure to

support them.

Building a project of this magnitude in a sensitive, established, small-scale neighborhood does not

reflect responsible or sustainable urban planning.

If a development must occur, please consider single-family homes comparable to the ones that

make up our neighborhood. This would bring in less traffic and compliment the current makeup,

culture and infrastructure.

Given these concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands. I urge the
Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council. Please use your influence to
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protect the character, safety, and environment of this neighborhood and to prioritize townhome
developments in more appropriate, infrastructure-ready areas of Salem. Please do not allow this high-
density, high-impact project to move forward in a location that simply cannot support it.
 
Our community is deeply invested in preserving the unique qualities that make Salem a special place to
live.
 
Thank you for your time and for listening to the voices of the residents who care deeply about their
community.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Roberts
566 Parkdale Dr
Salem, VA 24153
eroberts99@outlook.com
804-994-7457
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From: Lauren Strong
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] Opposition to rezoning request for 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive
Date: Wednesday, July 2, 2025 1:56:56 PM
Attachments: Outlook-xqepmm2s.png

Traffic Impact Study_Rezoning Request_11.6.2024_LES Comments.pdf

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Dear Mary Ellen Wines, 

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my opposition and concerns
regarding the proposed rezoning of the ~39-acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive
and ~1.4 acre property located at 1108 Newman Drive into a total of 171 residential
units. 

Historically, this parcel was zoned for single family homes, before it was changed to light
manufacturing, all of the surrounding properties are zoned a single-family homes. As a
resident of the neighborhood, I have several points I would like to address:

1. Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern.
These streets do not allow parking on both sides while still accommodating two-
way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the development will
be through Newman Drive, which could create a bottlenecked and congested
area, posing significant risks during emergencies. This poses a substantial risk to
safety, particularly for children who play on Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian
walkers, runners, and cyclists.

I have attached the Traffic Impacts Report to this email, I have taken the time to highlight
all areas of concerns with comments throughout the entire report. I have a lot of concern
for some of the lack of details within this report and question it's authenticity. Therefore,
would like to see a traffic report conducted (incorporating more intersections, preferably
done by a different company).  I frequently walk on Doyle Street, Newman Drive, and
Parkdale Drive and each time, it feels a little unsafe as it is with some of the speeding
drivers on the roads. 

I have more concerns I plan on sending emails out for but am still putting those emails
together! 

Given traffic concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands.
I urge the Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council.
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Lauren Strong

Highlight

Am wondering why the city did not include other intersections likely to be impacted by such a large influx of people: 
Intersections not included in this report are: 
1.) Stoutamire and Kesslermill Road (for those who come off I-81) are more likely to cut through Dalewood and Garst Street. 
2.) Stoutamire and Parkdale Road
3) Stoutamire and Doyle Street
4.) Newman Road and Parkdale Road



Lauren Strong

Highlight

Newman Road is not wide enough to convey traffic both directions, while on paper it may be a two-lane road, it's too narrow for cars to be parked on both sides of the street.











Lauren Strong

Highlight

This study was done outside of schools being in session, in 2024 the Salem City School District opened to students on September 5. 

I am formally requesting a study be conducted when more traffic would be occurring due to school being in session.







Lauren Strong

Highlight

All of the Dark Orange highlight indicates the following: 

No traffic impact studies on these intersections? These are highly impacted intersections, all of which have high pedestrian activity, including children playing in the streets. While I recognize there are larger intersections that will be impacted, these areas should be considered.
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Lauren Strong

Highlight

Roads highlighted in yellow (Newman Drive, Stoutamire Drive, northern part of Parkdale Drive and Doyle Street are too narrow to support two-way traffic if cars are parked on both sides of the streets, which they are legally allowed to do. Therefore, another 250-350 vehicles of traffic passing through on a daily basis will make roads less safe for parked vehicles and pedestrians.
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Lauren Strong

Highlight

Light Blue Dot = Visibility coming up and down Doyle Street at this intersection has become difficult with vehicles parked on the street, most times not seeing opposing traffic until halfway turning into Stoutamire.











Lauren Strong

Highlight

This intersection was not covered under the study, yet has projected turning movements listed in the figure?



Lauren Strong

Highlight

How come there are turning movements in Figure 3 at this intersection but not in Figure 2? With the proposed project there will be turning movements that would occur here.



Lauren Strong

Highlight

Two way stop intersection with difficult visibility for those coming uphill on Stoutamire. Increase in traffic will certainly increase potential for incidents with vehicles and pedestrians.



Lauren Strong

Highlight

With an estimated completion of 2028, heavy construction traffic for a large scale project will increase flow of large scale equipment for deliveries. Is the culvert here suitable to withstand the weight of this traffic, waters studies will be required as that culvert is a regulated jurisdictional feature.











Lauren Strong

Highlight

This feels unsafe, if there was an emergency, that many units would have a hard time leaving all at once because there is only one entrance proposed.











Lauren Strong

Highlight

If the City of Salem, in their comprehensive plan draft are hoping to make streets more pedestrian friendly and safe, the fact there is no calling for updates to the roads is greatly concerning as it goes against what the City Plans in it's comprehensive plan.
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Highlight

These terms are not defined in the report, therefore, do not feel like everyone can ready and understand the data provided here.
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Lauren Strong

Highlight

Minimal increase in delay does not sound correct, with the number of units proposed for development. 

Roadway improvements are warranted as they will be less safe since there are no sidewalks and most are narrow.















































Lauren Strong

Highlight

These terms are not defined in this report and would be needed for a layman to read and understand what is being said in the report.
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Highlight

Unsure why Future volumes are just projected to be the same as what they are now?? This is a global comment for all reports in this appendix.























































Instead, I ask that you consider a zoning to single family home use or utilized as Open
Space for all surrounding neighborhoods and ensure that all the issues listed above are
thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Lauren Strong
540-598-8777
613 Doyle Street, Salem, VA 24153

Lauren Strong | she, her, hers

Project Lead - Avian
 
SWCA Environmental Consultants
3838 Camino Del Rio N Ste 220
San Diego, CA 92108
Lauren.Strong@swca.com
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Lauren Strong
Highlight
Am wondering why the city did not include other intersections likely to be impacted by such a large influx of people: 
Intersections not included in this report are: 
1.) Stoutamire and Kesslermill Road (for those who come off I-81) are more likely to cut through Dalewood and Garst Street. 
2.) Stoutamire and Parkdale Road
3) Stoutamire and Doyle Street
4.) Newman Road and Parkdale Road
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Highlight
Newman Road is not wide enough to convey traffic both directions, while on paper it may be a two-lane road, it's too narrow for cars to be parked on both sides of the street.
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Highlight
This study was done outside of schools being in session, in 2024 the Salem City School District opened to students on September 5. 

I am formally requesting a study be conducted when more traffic would be occurring due to school being in session.
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All of the Dark Orange highlight indicates the following: 

No traffic impact studies on these intersections? These are highly impacted intersections, all of which have high pedestrian activity, including children playing in the streets. While I recognize there are larger intersections that will be impacted, these areas should be considered.
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Highlight
Roads highlighted in yellow (Newman Drive, Stoutamire Drive, northern part of Parkdale Drive and Doyle Street are too narrow to support two-way traffic if cars are parked on both sides of the streets, which they are legally allowed to do. Therefore, another 250-350 vehicles of traffic passing through on a daily basis will make roads less safe for parked vehicles and pedestrians.
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Light Blue Dot = Visibility coming up and down Doyle Street at this intersection has become difficult with vehicles parked on the street, most times not seeing opposing traffic until halfway turning into Stoutamire.
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This intersection was not covered under the study, yet has projected turning movements listed in the figure?

Lauren Strong_14
Highlight
How come there are turning movements in Figure 3 at this intersection but not in Figure 2? With the proposed project there will be turning movements that would occur here.

Lauren Strong_15
Highlight
Two way stop intersection with difficult visibility for those coming uphill on Stoutamire. Increase in traffic will certainly increase potential for incidents with vehicles and pedestrians.

Lauren Strong_16
Highlight
With an estimated completion of 2028, heavy construction traffic for a large scale project will increase flow of large scale equipment for deliveries. Is the culvert here suitable to withstand the weight of this traffic, waters studies will be required as that culvert is a regulated jurisdictional feature.
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Highlight
This feels unsafe, if there was an emergency, that many units would have a hard time leaving all at once because there is only one entrance proposed.
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Highlight
If the City of Salem, in their comprehensive plan draft are hoping to make streets more pedestrian friendly and safe, the fact there is no calling for updates to the roads is greatly concerning as it goes against what the City Plans in it's comprehensive plan.
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These terms are not defined in the report, therefore, do not feel like everyone can ready and understand the data provided here.
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Highlight
Minimal increase in delay does not sound correct, with the number of units proposed for development. 

Roadway improvements are warranted as they will be less safe since there are no sidewalks and most are narrow.
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These terms are not defined in this report and would be needed for a layman to read and understand what is being said in the report.

Lauren Strong_29
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Unsure why Future volumes are just projected to be the same as what they are now?? This is a global comment for all reports in this appendix.
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From: Leslie Bauguss
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive
Date: Sunday, July 6, 2025 7:21:35 PM

CAUTION: This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and caution when
opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Good evening Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed rezoning of the 39-
acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171 residential units. We are residents of the neighborhood and
have several points to address:

Density and Parcel Size: The proposal indicates that approximately 20 acres will be used for development. How will
the land be allocated for each parcel, as the plan is very congested. Could you provide more details on the minimum
and maximum size of each proposed unit parcel?

Parking Concerns: If 171 units are proposed and we estimate at minimum 2 cars per household (one for each adult),
this could realistically result in 342 additional cars utilizing the existing roads evaluated in the traffic impact report.
How does the project plan to accommodate for overflow parking for when guests visit families?

Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern. These streets do not allow parking
on both sides while still accommodating two-way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the
development will be through Newman Drive, which will create a bottlenecked and congested area, posing
significant risks during an emergency. This poses a substantial risk to safety, particularly for children who play on
Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian walkers, runners, and cyclists.

We are aware that Balzer completed a “study” saying that this development as is will not impact the traffic on
Newman/Parkdale/Kessler Mill. Respectfully, we disagree with this assumption. Balzer is the same firm that
completed studies for Simms Farm and Hopetree. We can all agree that adding a potential 2 cars/home will
significantly impact traffic in the neighborhood. Especially when there is an incident on I-81 and traffic is forced
onto Main Street.

Safety and Evacuation: It is concerning that Newman Drive could be the only entrance to this large complex. This
could pose hazards to residents in the event of an evacuation or fire.

Floodplain Concerns: The units proposed in the southeast corner, directly south of Newman Drive, occur within the
floodplain. How would this set families up for success if their homes were to flood? This raises significant concerns
about the long-term safety and viability of these homes for future residents.
Additionally, there are homes on the lower end of both Newman Drive and Doyle Street that could be impacted by
flooding.

Drainage Features: There is concern about the jurisdictional drainage features on site. Could you clarify what studies
are required for projects in proximity to drainages on site?

Neighborhood Aesthetic: The proposed development will be an eye sore for residents on the southern part of Doyle
Street, which consists of single-family homes. This particular area may not be the best fit for such a development.
The existing neighborhood is characterized by single-family homes, and the introduction of densely packed
townhomes could disrupt the community's established aesthetic and lifestyle. Maintaining the neighborhood's
character and aesthetic is important to those of us who have lived here for years, and it would be preferable for it to
remain a community of single-family homes. Additionally, the challenges related to traffic, safety, and
environmental concerns further suggest that this area may not be suitable for townhome development.
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School Overcrowding: I recognize that school lines for the elementary schools can be redrawn for a new
development. But at the moment, Salem has approved and/or started development of 3 other neighborhoods: Simms
Farm, Dorsey Farm and Hopetree. With just these 3, all Salem schools will certainly be strained by enrollment.
Adding another with Creekside Park will further exacerbate this situation.

Given these concerns, we respectfully oppose the rezoning request as it currently stands. We urge the Planning
Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council. Instead, we ask that you consider a tremendous
reduction in the number of units and ensure that all the issues listed above are thoroughly addressed before any
approval is granted.

 Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
David and Leslie Bauguss
1113 Forest Lawn Drive
Salem VA 24153
5403149167
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Email Subject: Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive

Dear Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the 
proposed rezoning of the 39-acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171 
residential units. As a resident of the neighborhood, I have several points I would like to 
address:

1. Density and Parcel Size: The proposal indicates that approximately 20 acres will be 
used for development. I am concerned about how the land will be allocated for 
each parcel, as the plan seems very congested. Could you provide more details on 
the minimum and maximum size of each proposed unit parcel? 

2. Parking Concerns: If 171 units are proposed and we estimate at minimum 3 cars per 
household (one for each adult, one per teenager), this could realistically result in 
513 additional cars utilizing the existing roads evaluated in the traffic impact report. 
How does the project plan to accommodate for overflow parking for when guests 
visit families? 

3. Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern. 
These streets do not allow parking on both sides while still accommodating two-
way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the development will 
be through Newman Drive, which could create a bottlenecked and congested area, 
posing significant risks during emergencies. This poses a substantial risk to safety, 
particularly for children who play on Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian walkers, 
runners, and cyclists.

4. Safety and Evacuation: It is concerning that Newman Drive could be the only 
entrance to the large complex. This could pose hazards to residents in the event of 
an evacuation or fire. 

5. Floodplain Concerns: The units proposed in the southeast corner, directly south of 
Newman Drive, occur within the floodplain. How would this set families up for 
success if their homes were to flood? This raises significant concerns about the 
long-term safety and viability of these homes for future residents.

6. Drainage Features: There is concern about the jurisdictional drainage features on 
site. Could you clarify what studies are required for projects in proximity to 
drainages on site?

7. Neighborhood Aesthetic: The proposed development may become an eye sore for 
residents on the southern part of Doyle Street, which consists of single-family 
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homes. While I recognize the Salem Planning Department's interest in utilizing 
townhomes to address housing needs, this particular area may not be the best fit 
for such development. The existing neighborhood is characterized by single-family 
homes, and the introduction of densely packed townhomes could disrupt the 
community's established aesthetic and lifestyle. Maintaining the neighborhood's 
character and aesthetic is important to those of us who have lived here for years, 
and it would be preferable for it to remain a community of single-family homes. 
Additionally, the challenges related to traffic, safety, and environmental concerns 
further suggest that this area may not be suitable for townhome development.

Given these concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands. I 
urge the Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council. Instead, 
I ask that you consider a generous reduction in the number of units and ensure that all the 
issues listed above are thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Marie Vest
mvest06@gmail.com
626 Parkdale Drive
Salem, VA  24153

To whom it may concern I am opposed to the cluster of 171 units. In my opinion patio 
homes would be suitable to our neighborhood.
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From: Samantha Luz
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] oppose rezoning at Newman
Date: Thursday, July 3, 2025 10:43:24 AM

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Dear Mrs. Wines,

      I live on Stoutamire Dr and I am writing this in regards to the potential rezoning at 1002
Newman Drive.  I oppose this rezoning as it will have many cons by adding this to our
neighborhood.

1. By adding all the new builds all over Salem, Hope Tree Red Lane, Simms Farm,
Valleydale, and Mill Lane, and Newman Dr. How is adding thousands of people keeping the
small-town charm? It doesn't.  I used to love living here because most everyone knew
everyone and was super friendly.  Now it is becoming overpopulated, with less friendliness,
and less charm. Born and raised here and ready to get out of Salem quickly with all these
changes over the years. Salem now is definitely not how Salem used to be, and that is not in a
good way. 
 
2.  If these 171 units are built where are these people supposed to eat and shop? This side of
town is more or less a dump. We have a McDonald's, Hardee's, Burger King, and Pizza Hut
(wow so delicious).  Are you going to build more restaurants and grocery stores to provide for
us, or are you just going to keep giving us storage units and car washes?  We have to tear our
vehicles up to drive across the bumpy, pothole main street to get to a congested west main
street. Lately it has been better to drive to Roanoke City or County to eat and shop.  

3.  What does Salem have against a blade of grass?  More concrete equals more potential for
flooding. This is next to a creek, how will this affect the neighbors along the creek and the
roanoke river?  More concrete also equals less charm.  It does not matter if it is going to have
a park that does not make it better or a nice looking entrance doesn't count. 

4.  Our neighborhood can NOT handle more traffic due to speeding, running stop signs, and
on street parking. It is already dangerous on Parkdale Dr in a couple locations with the traffic
we already have, and one of those is in the curve at 410/419 Parkdale Dr. Cars are parked on
the street as you are leaving the neighborhood and sight is blocked due to trees. This makes it
very dangerous situation even for pedestrians not having somewhere safe to walk. 
              -More than one traffic study needs to be done, and not one done during the summer
months when kids are not in school.
              -More traffic is going to affect Kessler Mill, Garst St, and Dalewood Ave for
everyone trying to cut across to I-81.  Garst/Dalewood is already heavily traveled and the
maintenance of that road is in poor condition.  Please tell me how this will addressed. 
              
5.   Our neighborhood is quiet besides the traffic.  We have a lot of people that have lived here
for decades. We even have kids that play in the street and it is becoming dangerous for them to
play for the traffic.

6.   Adding more families how is the school system going to handle more students? Can the
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teachers handle more students? Is there enough staffing for more? 

7.   Adding more families means more medical emergencies.  Is there enough emergency
personnel to handle more emergencies? Can our hospitals handle more?  Are you going to
build another fire station? Will you be able to hire enough staff to work that station?  Will we
get another urgent care because it is hard to get in with PCP. 

Thank you for your time.  As I mentioned before I oppose this rezoning request and would
love for you to consider the same. 

A very concerned neighbor,

Samantha Luz
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From: Angela M. Webb
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] Concerns Regarding Proposed Rezoning for 1002 Newman Drive
Date: Thursday, July 3, 2025 9:32:19 AM

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Dear Ms. Wines,

I hope this message finds you well. I am writing to express my concerns regarding the
proposed rezoning of the 39-acre property located at 1002 Newman Drive into 171
residential units. As a resident of the neighborhood, I have several points I would like to
address:

1. Density and Parcel Size: The proposal indicates that approximately 20 acres will
be used for development. I am concerned about how the land will be allocated for
each parcel, as the plan seems very congested. Could you provide more details on
the minimum and maximum size of each proposed unit parcel?

2. Parking Concerns: If 171 units are proposed and we estimate at minimum 3 cars
per household (one for each adult, one per teenager), this could realistically result
in 513 additional cars utilizing the existing roads evaluated in the traffic impact
report. How does the project plan to accommodate for overflow parking for when
guests visit families?

3. Traffic Concerns: The increase in traffic on our narrow streets is a major concern.
These streets do not allow parking on both sides while still accommodating two-
way traffic. Additionally, it appears that the only entrance to the development will
be through Newman Drive, which could create a bottlenecked and congested
area, posing significant risks during emergencies. This poses a substantial risk to
safety, particularly for children who play on Newman Drive, as well as pedestrian
walkers, runners, and cyclists.

4. Safety and Evacuation: It is concerning that Newman Drive could be the only
entrance to the large complex. This could pose hazards to residents in the event of
an evacuation or fire.

5. Floodplain Concerns: The units proposed in the southeast corner, directly south
of Newman Drive, occur within the floodplain. How would this set families up for
success if their homes were to flood? This raises significant concerns about the
long-term safety and viability of these homes for future residents.

6. Drainage Features: There is concern about the jurisdictional drainage features on
site. Could you clarify what studies are required for projects in proximity to
drainages on site?

7. Neighborhood Aesthetic: The proposed development may become an eye sore
for residents on the southern part of Doyle Street, which consists of single-family
homes. While I recognize the Salem Planning Department's interest in utilizing
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townhomes to address housing needs, this particular area may not be the best fit
for such development. The existing neighborhood is characterized by single-family
homes, and the introduction of densely packed townhomes could disrupt the
community's established aesthetic and lifestyle. Maintaining the neighborhood's
character and aesthetic is important to those of us who have lived here for years,
and it would be preferable for it to remain a community of single-family homes.
Additionally, the challenges related to traffic, safety, and environmental concerns
further suggest that this area may not be suitable for townhome development.

Given these concerns, I respectfully oppose this rezoning request as it currently stands.
I urge the Planning Commission to not recommend this request to the City Council.
Instead, I ask that you consider a generous reduction in the number of units and ensure
that all the issues listed above are thoroughly addressed before any approval is granted.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Angela Webb
420 Parkdale Drive
Salem
 
Angela
 
 
Angela M. Webb
Administrative & Office Specialist
Liberal Arts & Social Sciences Division
3082 Colonial Ave S.W.
Roanoke, VA 24015
540.857.6249-Office/540.857.6096-/Fax
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From: wanda lynch
To: Mary Ellen H Wines
Subject: [Ext.] Rezoning Request for 1002 and 1108 Newman Drive
Date: Friday, July 11, 2025 10:56:29 AM

CAUTION:  This message has originated from an external source. Please use proper judgment and
caution when opening attachments, clicking links or responding to this email.

Dear Ms. Wines:

My husband and I have important concerns regarding this request for RMF attached multiple family residences. 

We have lived in our Tarpley Lane home for 41 years and have experienced minimal alterations to the overall character of our
neighborhood.  

During the neighborhood meeting on July 8 2025,  there was significant opposition to the rezoning request as it stands.  Items of
contention were:

Increased traffic problems within the neighborhood and access points
Storm water concerns of additional housing based on history of flooding in our neighborhood
Devaluation of home values due to added congestion
Safety of neighborhood with additional vehicles including constant delivery vehicles
Environmental impact on wildlife

These are only highlights of the major concerns.  

Mr. Boone stated that there is a housing shortage in Salem.  This is being addressed already with the development of the Dorsey Farm,
Sims Farm, HopeTree, and 
other housing constructions throughout the city.

The more significant shortage is in affordable one story homes such as patio homes.  
If this property must be developed, we would respectfully request this type of single homes to be considered for the development, perhaps
modeled after the Altamira community in Roanoke County.

This would be less of a negative impact and preserve the conservative and friendly character of our neighborhood.  

Thank you for your attention to this request.

Regards, 

Wanda M. and Robert E. Lynch
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING PURSUANT TO S15.2-2204 
CODE OF VIRGINIA 

PLANNING COMMISSION ITEM#3D 
JULY 16, 2025 

This is to certify that I mailed letters in reference to the request of ABoone Real Estate Inc., 
contract purchaser, to rezone the property located at 1002 Newman Drive and 1108 Newman 
Drive (Tax Map #s 58-1-1 and 58-1-2) from LM Light Manufacturing District with proffered 
conditions to RMF Residential Multi-Family District to the following property owners and adjacent 
property owners on June 27, 2025, in the 2:00 p.m. mail: 

ACOSTA LUIS A CANO ADAMCZYK MICHAEL J ADDINGTON JOHN M 
CANO AMANDA ADAMCZYK SHARON C ADDINGTON LINDA E 

217 RUTLEDGE CIR 712 DOYLE ST 716 DOYLE ST 
SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 

ALBERT WILLIAM ANTHONY KENNETH T BARLOW CRYSTABEL-LIFE EST ATE 
SAUNDERS LINDSAY WINFREY ANTHONY BARBARA A PO BOX 91123 

1216 NEWMAN DR 607 DOYLE ST WASHINGTON DC 20090 
SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 

BAUGUS$ DAVID A BAUSERMAN LESTER ALLEN II BEAMER FAMILY OR BY-PASS 
BAUGUS$ LESLIE H 1062 NORTH MILL RD TRUST 

1113 FOREST LAWN DR SALEM VA 24153 19 HILLMOUNT DR 
SALEM VA24153 SALEM VA24153 

BELL GEORGE MICHAEL II BLAIR THOMAS S JR BOWER STEVEN CHARLES 
1121 STOUTAMIRE DR PERDUE Kl MERL Y L BOWER REGINA B 

SALEM VA 24153 1217 FOREST LAWN DR 710 DOYLE ST 

SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 

BRAXTON LAURA MICHELLE BROOKS ANTOIWON AUSTIN BROWN JEFFERY W 
1121 NEWMAN DR RANDLE AARONJATHOO BROWN DEENA W 
SALEM VA 24153 601 DOYLE ST 1235 FOREST LAWN DR 

SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 

BUSH ANGELA BUTLER GEORGE DAVID BUTLER PATRICK 
BUSH BRANDON BUTLER GENIE GIBSON BUTLER SUSAN 

479 PARKDALE DR 721 DOYLE ST 1133 FOREST LAWN DR 
SALEM VA24153 SALEM VA24153 SALEM VA 24153 

CANTRELL PHILLIP A II CARKIN MICHAEL E CARPENTER ERIC B 
CANTRELL JESSICA L CARKlN VICTORIA C CARPENTER BONNIE H 

58 NEW LONDON DR 485 PARKDALE DR 1135 NEWMAN DR 
LYNCHBURG VA 24502-6668 SALEM VA 24153 SALEM VA 24153 

CARPENTER JEREMIAH DANIEL CHANDLER BETTY S CHASE DAVID 0 
CARPENTER JANIS JUSTIN A 624 NORTH MILL RD CHASE LINDA M 

707 DOYLE ST SALEM VA 24153 11 COVE LOOP RD 
SALEM VA24153 HENDERSONVILLE NC 28739 

CHRISFIELD BENJAMIN JAMES CM HOMES OF VIRGINIA LLC COCHRAN BRYAN 
CHRISFIELD KATHRYN LEIGH STEWART 171 FOREST DR COCHRAN NICOLE 
948 NORTH MILL RD SALEM VA 24153 709 DOYLE ST 
SALEM VA 24153 

SALEM VA 24153 

COMPTON ATESHA MONTEEN CONNER JUNIOR COULTER NATHAN CLARK 
718 DOYLE ST CONNER NANCY W 722 DOYLE ST 

SALEM VA 24153 524 DOYLE ST SALEM VA 24153 

SALEM VA 24153 
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RESOLUTION OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE 
CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA:

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING A WRITTEN POLICY FOR 
PARTICIPATION IN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETINGS 

THROUGH ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION

WHEREAS, a member of the City of Salem Planning Commission may 
participate in the conduct of a Planning Commission meeting through electronic means 
from a remote location as provided in Chapter 37, Title 2.2, Section 3708.3 of the Code 
of Virginia; and

WHEREAS, this code section was amended effective July 1, 2024, to require 
the public body annually adopt a policy addressing participation in public meetings; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Salem that the attached policy is 
established for Commission members' remote electronic participation in Planning 
Commission meetings for the City fiscal year 2025- 2026:

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

Nathan Routt  - 
Mark Henrickson  - 
Jackson Beamer  - 
Reid Garst  - 
Denise King  - 

ATTEST:

Christopher J. Dorsey
Executive Secretary
Planning Commission
City of Salem, Virginia
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REMOTE PARTICIPATION POLICY FOR MEETINGS 

PLANNING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF SALEM, VIRGINIA

A member of the Commission may participate in the conduct of a Commission 

meeting through electronic means from a remote location as provided in Section 2.2-

3708.2 of the Code of Virginia, subject to the following requirements:

1. On or before the date of the meeting, a Commissioner wishing to 

participate from a remote location in a meeting of the Planning Commission shall 

notify the Chairperson that the Commissioner is unable to attend due to (a) a 

personal matter and identifies with specificity the nature of the personal matter, or 

(b) a temporary or permanent disability or other medical condition that prevents the 

Commissioner's physical attendance.

2. Participation by a Commissioner by electronic means due to a personal 

matter is limited each calendar year to two meetings. The Commission shall record in 

its minutes the specific nature of the personal matter of the remote Commissioner.

The Commission shall also record in its minutes the fact that a 

Commissioner participated due to temporary or permanent disability or other medical 

condition that prevented the Commissioner's physical attendance.

3. The Commission shall record in its minutes the remote location from 

which the Commissioner participated.

4. The participation at the Planning Commission meeting of such remote 

Commissioner is subject to approval by a quorum of the Commission assembled at 

one central meeting location. If the absent Commissioner's remote participation is 

disapproved because such participation would violate this policy, such disapproval 

shall be recorded in the minutes.

5. The Commission shall make arrangements for the voice of the remote 

Commissioner to be heard by all persons at the central Planning Commission meeting 

location.

6. A quorum of the Commission must be physically assembled at the central 

meeting location to allow such remote participation. The remote location need not be 

open to the public.
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