
 

 

 

City of Petersburg  
Planning Commission Meeting Agenda 

Thursday, March 5, 2026 

6:00 PM  

Petersburg Public Library 

 
1. Call to Order  

  

2. Roll Call  

  

3. Adoption of the Agenda  

 

4. Consent Agenda 

 

a. February 3, 2026 Special Joint Meeting Minutes (pages 3-7) 

b. February 5, 2026 Regular Meeting Minutes (pages 8-12) 

 

5. Public Comment  

 

Comments and Correspondence from citizens, visitors, and delegations in the audience on 

items not on the agenda. Individuals wishing to speak should sign up prior to the start of the 

meeting. Please limit comments to no more than three minutes. Total Public Comment period 

shall not exceed 15 minutes.  

 

6. Public Hearings 

 

a. 2026-SUP-02: Consideration of a resolution recommending approval of a request by Harry 

Bawa, Pinetree Apartments LLC, on behalf of Chanmeet Singh LLC, for a special use permit 

for multiple-family dwellings as authorized and controlled by the R-5 Multiple Dwelling 

District Standards at 3060 and 3090 Pinetree Drive, Parcel IDs 059010806 and 059010807 in 

the B-2 General Commercial District (pages 13-42) 

 

1 



 

 

b. 2025-REZ-05: Consideration of a resolution recommending approval of a request by Hank 

Winton, on behalf of Elizabeth Hale, James Powell, Robert Powell, John Powell, and Jenine 

Crowe, to rezone with proffers property at 1681 and 1683 South Crater Road, 1910 

Westchester Drive, and 1055 King Avenue, Parcel IDs 042110802, 042110002, 042110011, 

and 042090014, from the R-4 Multiple-Dwelling and R-1 Single-Family Residence Districts to 

the RTH,  Residential Town House District (pages 43-153)  

 

7. Old Business 

 

8. New Business 

 

a. Discussion and Recommendation on City-initiated rezonings (pages 154-175) 

 

b. Discussion on Planning Commission Attendance Policy (pages 176-183) 

 

9. Secretary/City Staff Reports 

 

10. Announcements/Commissioner Reports  

 

11.  Adjournment 
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 City of Petersburg 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

February 5, 2026  

 
Members Present:  

Marshall Ford, Chair 
Alvin Cannon, Vice-Chair 
Fenton Bland 
Dianne Harley 
Kirsten Katzenbach 
James Norman 
Aku Reinhardt      

 
Members Absent:        

Thomas Hairston 
Tony McDaniel 
 

Others Present:  Jared Crews, City Planning Staff  

1. Call to Order: 

The City of Petersburg Planning Commission meeting held on Thursday, January 8, 2026, 

was called to order by Chair Ford at 6:01 p.m.  

2. Roll Call: 

A quorum was established by Mr. Crews.     

3. Adoption of the Agenda: 

Chair Ford called for any changes to the agenda.  

Mr. Crews stated City Council had asked the Planning Commission to make a 

recommendation for possible proactive rezonings along the corridors in the vicinity of 

the casino property. Mr. Crews requested a discussion item be added to the agenda 

under New Business to give an overview of Council’s request.  

Commissioner Bland moved to adopt the agenda with the addition of the discussion item. 

Commissioner Norman seconded the motion, which passed unanimously. 
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4. Consent Agenda: 

Commissioner Norman motioned to approve the consent agenda, which included the 

minutes of the January 8, 2026 regular meeting and the January 15, 2026 special 

meeting, as presented. Commissioner Harley seconded the motion which passed 

unanimously. 

5. Public Comment: 

Chair Ford opened the floor for public comments. 

Wendy Austin, 544 High Street, stated she was a new resident of the city, but had 

worked in the city for a number of years as Executive Director of Friends of the Lower 

Appomattox (FOLAR). Ms. Austin stated she wanted to make sure the City took 

advantage of the Zoning Ordinance rewrite to make sure regulations on data centers are 

appropriate. Ms. Austin stated she had shared some information and questions with Mr. 

Crews to be shared with Berkley Group for consideration. Ms. Austin stated her biggest 

concern was adequate buffers between data center equipment and residential 

development.  

With no further comments, the public comment period was closed. 

6. Public Hearings: 

 

a. 2026-SUP-01: Consideration of a resolution recommending approval of a request by 

Ibrahim Al Tamimy, on behalf of 601 E Wyth St LLC, for a special use permit to operate a 

stand-alone vehicle repair shop at 601 East Wythe Street, Parcel ID 012270012, in the B-

2, General Commercial Zoning District 

 

Mr. Crews gave an overview of the request, explaining the applicant was seeking to 

operate a stand-alone vehicle repair shop in the existing approximately 1,500 square-

foot building at 601 East Wythe Street. Mr. Crews stated the application was 

accompanied by plans showing proposed improvements to the property, including 

repaving and restriping the parking lot, planting shrubs along the Wythe Street frontage 

and providing lighting, benches, and trash receptacles on the site. Mr. Crews stated the 

plans also included use and operation limitations stating no vehicles would be stored on 

the site and only vehicle servicing would take place, not vehicle repair. 

 

Mr. Crews stated the property was designated as a Community Mixed-Use Area of the 

Future Land Use map of the Comprehensive Plan and located near a defined gateway 

and along a major corridor. Mr. Crews stated vehicle servicing and repair is not listed as 

a principle use for Community Mixed-Use areas and improving and revitalizing the major 

corridors in the city is identified as a major planning goal in the plans. Mr. Crews also 
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noted that while the plans stated only vehicle servicing would occur on the site, the 

applicant had repeatedly mentioned to staff that he wanted to use the site as an 

extension of his existing vehicle sales and service lot. Mr. Crews presented nine 

conditions of approval drafted for the Commission’s consideration. Mr. Crews stated 

staff recommended denial of the request based on the guidance of the Comprehensive 

Plan and concerns over the potential impact on the Wythe Street corridor. 

 

The applicant, Ibrahim Al Tamimy, stated he was committed to improving the Wythe 

Street corridor, noting he owned the business on the other side of the block at 610 East 

Washington Street. Mr. Tamimy stated he has worked with the Richmond Civic 

Association in the past and understood the need for a good project. Mr. Tamimy stated 

his original goal was to extend his existing business across the block to include the Royal 

Inn Hotel and the subject property. Mr. Tamimy stated he had met with Planning and 

Zoning staff, the Deputy City Manager, and a member of City Council to review the 

proposed project. Mr. Tamimy said he was told the use of the property for a service 

center would be appropriate. Mr. Tamimy said the vacant building does not contribute 

to the neighborhood, but his proposed shop would improve the corridor, making it safer 

and bringing tax revenue into the city.  

 

Chair Ford opened the public hearing. 

 

Michelle Murrills, 131 South Market Street, stated she supported the request. Ms. 

Murrills stated she spends lots of time in the area of the subject property and it is a very 

rough area that is not likely to have nice shops. Ms. Murrills stated the subject property 

can be cleaned up and the area will improve over time. Ms. Murrills stated the property 

could be kept vacant or the Planning Commission could allow someone the opportunity 

to use it. 

 

With no further public comments, Chair Ford closed the public hearing. 

 

The Commission discussed the proposal and raised concerns that it did not align with 

the goals for the area outlined in the Comprehensive Plan. Commissioner Katzenbach 

stated there are many similar uses on the corridor already and noted the gateways to 

the city need intentional zoning. Commissioner Norman stated it was unlikely the 

property could be used as a service center without storing vehicles on the property. 

Commissioner Norman stated the vehicle service shop would be more appropriately 

located elsewhere in the city and Chair Ford stated he agreed. 

 

Commissioners Katzenbach, Norman, Bland and Chair Ford all noted the application and 

plans were well-put together, but vehicle service use did not match the long-term plans 

for improving the Wythe Street Corridor.  
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Commissioner Bland motioned to recommend denial of the request based on the 

guidance of the Comprehensive Plan and due to the concerns over the impact of the use 

on the corridor. Vice-Chair Cannon seconded the motion, which passed 6-0 with 

Commissioner Aku abstaining. 

 

Mr. Crews informed the applicant the request would likely go to City Council for public 

hearing at the regular March meeting. 

 

7. Old Business: 

 

There was no old business for discussion. 

 

8. New Business: 

 

a. Discussion on Potential Proactive Rezonings:  

 

Mr. Crews explained the City Council had asked the Planning Commission to review 

properties near the Live! Casino and on the surrounding corridors to determine if it 

would be appropriate for the City to initiate the rezoning of any properties. Mr. Crews 

stated the Planning Commission would need to determine whether any rezonings were 

appropriate and, if so, which zoning districts would be appropriate. Mr. Crews stated 

the Future Land Use Map and existing conditions would both be important for 

consideration.  

 

Mr. Crews gave an overview of several properties staff had identified for consideration, 

including properties along Medical Park Boulevard, Cavalier Drive, Seyler Drive, and 

South Crater Road. Mr. Crews stated several properties had existing uses or approved 

plans for development, but noted City Council had asked for recommendations based 

on redevelopment opportunity to identify the proper zoning designation for the highest 

and best use of the properties. 

 

Mr. Crews stated some of the parcels, particularly along Medical Park Boulevard and 

Cavalier Drive were undeveloped and it appeared rezoning would be appropriate, but 

other parcels may have limited development potential based on environmental 

conditions or other challenges such as access. Mr. Crews stated there are also several 

properties along South Crater Road and Medical Park Boulevard where there are 

existing nonconforming uses that don’t match the zoning designation. Mr. Crews stated 

the owners of several of the properties identified had already reached out to the city 

about possibly rezoning. 
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 Mr. Crews stated City Council had asked for a report with recommendations from the 

Planning Commission by the March 24 Council meeting. Mr. Crews stated he would plan 

to bring additional information and recommendations from staff to the March Planning 

Commission meeting for review. Commissioner Katzenbach asked whether the Planning 

Commission could arrange for a bus to do site visits to the properties identified by staff. 

Mr. Crews stated this was a good idea and he would find out and let the Commissioners 

know. 

 

9. Secretary/City Staff Reports: 

Mr. Crews stated staff did not have any additional reports. 
 

10. Announcements/Commissioner Reports: 

Commissioner Katzenbach stated she was concerned the applicant for 2026-SUP-01 
had said he met with city staff and a member of City Council and was told his 
application would be supported. Commissioner Katzenbach said staff should have 
identified this in the staff report. Mr. Crews stated he had met with the applicant and 
noted this in the report, but did not feel comfortable speaking on conversations the 
applicant had with members of City Council or City Administration because he did not 
know what was said.  
 
Commissioner Katzenbach stated she felt frustrated by the February 3 joint work 
session with City Council and that it was a waste of time because the City Attorney said 
he had not reviewed the full draft ordinance prior to the meeting. The Commissioners 
discussed holding a meeting with City Council to voice their concerns. Mr. Crews noted 
this may best be handled by coordinating with the Clerk of Council. 
 
Commissioner Katzenbach asked whether a discussion item could be put on the 
agenda for the March meeting to review the Planning Commission attendance policy 
and potentially address issues with absences. Chair Ford asked staff to add this to the 
agenda and Mr. Crews stated he would bring attendance records and the bylaws for 
review.  
 

11. Adjournment: 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:20  p.m. 
 

 

                                                                                                         _ 

Planning Commission Chair      Date 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council and Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on 

February 3, 2026  – 1 – 

The special joint meeting of the Petersburg City Council and the Planning Commission was held on February 3, 
2026 at Petersburg Public Library. Samuel Parham called the meeting to order at 4:20 p.m. The meeting video 
link is https://petersburgva.new.swagit.com/videos/373930 

1. ROLL CALL: 

Present City Council: 

Samuel Parham, Mayor -- Ward 3 
Darrin Hill, Vice Mayor -- Ward 2 
Charles Cuthbert, Jr., Councilor -- Ward 4 
W. Howard Myers, Councilor -- Ward 5 
Annette Smith-Lee, Councilor -- Ward 6 
Arnold Westbrook, Jr., Councilor -- Ward 7 

 

Absent: 

 Marlow Jones, Councilor -- Ward 1 (Late) 
 

 
Present Planning Commissioners: 
 
 Marshall Ford 
 Dr. Diane Harley 
 Kristen Katzenbach 
 Dr. James Norman 
 Fenton Bland 
 
Absent: 
 
 Tony McDaniel 
 Dr. Alvin Cannon (Late) 
 Aku Reinhardt 
 Thomas Hairston 

Present from City Administration: 

City Manager John "March" Altman, Jr. 
City Attorney Anthony C. Williams 
Clerk Tangi R. Hill 
Interim Planning Director Jared Crews 

 
 

2. DETERMINATION OF THE PRESENCE OF A QUORUM: 

A quorum was present. 

3. PRESENTATION 

a. Presentation on Proposed Zoning and Subdivision Ordinance - Berkley Group 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council and Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on 

February 3, 2026  – 2 – 

Ms. Tori Haynes of the Berkley Group provided a presentation on the Proposed Zoning and Subdivision 
Ordinance to City Council. She reviewed the progress to date, the draft Ordinance, and the next steps 
for this project. She summarized that their general direction on the project was to create a form-based 
framework with clear, consistent standards and definitions, user-friendly text, expand housing options, 
particularly missing middle housing, and clarify standards to match specific sites to their surrounding 
context. Individual articles were presented to staff and the Planning Commission from April to September 
2025. Any comments received from staff, Planning Commissioners, or the City Attorney were 
incorporated into a revised full draft presented to the public at the open house held in November. The 
version presented today had been updated since the open house with additional comments incorporated 
from staff and the City Attorney. 

Ms. Haynes explained that in terms of revisions, a document was included in the packet that highlighted 
each article and the major revisions they had made. Footnotes throughout the Ordinance explained 
where changes had been made and why. Over the course of the project, they had done a general 
reorganization of the currently existing articles, organizing them into an 11-article structure, all 
categorized by administrative provisions, district standards, and use standards. This was intended to be 
easy to follow and user-friendly. They had also ensured State Code compliance, updated references if 
they were outdated, and referenced the new numbering system instead of the former state code 
numbering system. They had also incorporated new State Code requirements that had gone into effect 
in July and clarified permitting processes, compiling them into one place for citizens and applicants to 
easily access. 

Ms. Haynes said that finally, they had aimed to create a form-based code, although it was more of a 
hybrid approach. They had incorporated form-based code elements, particularly in urban cores, to better 
support the City's urban character and facilitate compatible design for new development. She then 
provided an overview of the articles in the Ordinance and the changes made. She encouraged Council 
and the Commission to read through the draft Ordinance and provide comments and questions, which 
would be incorporated before the final version was presented at a public hearing. 

Anthony Williams, City Attorney, clarified that this was the first time he had seen this draft Ordinance, so 
he had not reviewed it or commented on it. 

Ms. Haynes apologized for the misunderstanding; she believed they had received comments from the 
City Attorney that were incorporated into the draft Ordinance. 

March Altman, City Manager, stated that some comments had been received from Council Members and 
he was setting up a meeting for the Berkley Group and Planning staff to address those. He asked Council 
and the Commission to submit any additional comments or questions to himself or Mr. Crews, and they 
would work through those prior to the public hearing. He commended staff and the Berkley Group for all 
of their hard work, especially considering this was the first comprehensive update since the Zoning 
Ordinance was adopted in the 1970s. 

Mayor Parham asked the City Manager about the noise regulations. He asked if the updates would 
adequately address issues with late-night noise downtown. 

City Manager Altman replied that it addressed noise, but if they were to make any changes, they should 
be made within the City Code as well, not just the Zoning Ordinance. He noted that however, his 
recollection was that the noise downtown had been determined to be consistently within the limits defined 
in the City Code. 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council and Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on 

February 3, 2026  – 3 – 

Jared Crews, Interim Director of Planning and Community Development, explained that the specific 
section being referenced was unique to the Casino Entertainment and Resort District. This was due to 
the district's character, which required specific noise levels. As a result, that regulation was adopted at 
the beginning of last year. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked the City Manager if there were any specific items he would like the 
Planning Commission to pursue. 

City Manager Altman asked Mr. Crews if the Crater Road Overlay was part of this draft document. 

Mr. Crews replied yes, the Highway Corridor Overlay District designation would cover the route coming 
from Wagner, heading south on Crater, and ultimately returning to the Wythe Street intersection in 
downtown. 

City Manager Altman stated that one of the things he added to their discussion was the overlay to help 
guide development in relation to the casino and the area around Wagner and Crater. He said that he 
would recommend to Council that the Planning Commission should examine the area immediately 
around the casino and consider what rezoning may be necessary to prepare for potential redevelopment. 
He noted that they had properties in that area currently zoned residential that may not be suitable for 
residential use in the long term. He said that he believed it would be beneficial to have the Planning 
Commission bring a recommendation back to Council regarding potential rezoning of these properties 

City Manager Altman stated that in his opinion, it would be advantageous to proactively rezone the 
residential properties. While they may need to make some single-family houses non-conforming, he 
envisioned redevelopment of the entire area occurring over time. He said that taking a proactive approach 
would set them up for successful redevelopment, in addition to the zoning overlay district, which could 
potentially be re-designated as a district once it was incorporated into the Ordinance. By being proactive, 
they could prepare for the inevitable redevelopment of the area, which was likely to happen given the 
interest from business owners in the area. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if the City Council needed to direct the Planning Commission to take up 
that project. 

City Manager Altman confirmed that was correct. He explained that there were three ways to initiate a 
rezoning process: the Planning Commission, the Council, or the individual property owner. He said that 
in this case, he was not in a position to do so. However, he believed it was a good idea for Council to 
consider asking the Planning Commission to review that area and provide recommendations, which 
would be beneficial for the long-term. 

Council Member Cuthbert made a motion to direct the Planning Commission to research and provide 
recommendations to Council regarding potential rezoning opportunities in the area around the casino, 
with the goal of facilitating commercial development in the area. Vice Mayor Hill seconded the motion. 

There was no discussion on the motion. The motion was approved on a roll call vote. 

On a roll call vote, voting yes: Hill, Parham, Cuthbert, Smith-Lee, and Westbrook; no: N/A; abstain: N/A; 
absent: Myers, Jones. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked the City Manager if there was anything else he would like the Planning 
Commission to explore, such as the extension of Wagner Road to the west. 

10 



Minutes from the Petersburg City Council and Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on 

February 3, 2026  – 4 – 

City Manager Altman stated that he had been studying a map lately, particularly in the area of the casino. 
One of his thoughts had been considering the possibility of extending Wagner Road over to Flank Road. 
He said that this would achieve two main goals. Firstly, it would provide a more direct connection between 
people staying at the casino hotels and facilities in the surrounding area, as well as opening up an 80-
acre area that could be utilized. He explained that to the north of where he envisioned the road, a church 
was planning to build a new development. He said that he believed that if they examined this possibility 
and presented it to the Planning Commission, they could amend their Transportation Master Plan and 
Comprehensive Plans to include this extension. If future development occurred, they would be in a better 
position to acquire right-of-way dedication as part of the development, which would help them further 
their goals. This extension would also open up development property in that area for them. 

Vice Mayor Hill emphasized that they must be sensitive to what was allowed to be developed on Medical 
Park Boulevard, keeping in mind the commercial development in the area. 

Council Member Cuthbert made a motion to direct the Planning Commission to research and provide 
recommendations to Council regarding the potential expansion of Wagner Road west towards Flank 
Road. Vice Mayor Hill seconded the motion. 

There was no discussion on the motion. The motion was approved on a roll call vote. 

On a roll call vote, voting yes: Jones, Hill, Parham, Cuthbert, Myers, Smith-Lee, and Westbrook.; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

Mayor Parham thanked the Planning Commission for all their work. He expressed his gratitude for having 
the Commission at the table to help guide the way of the City. 

Dr. Diane Harley, Planning Commissioner, asked when Council expected the Commission to provide 
their recommendations. 

City Manager Altman stated that Council was the authority on that timeline. 

Mr. Crews stated that a group of graduate students from Virginia Commonwealth University (VCU) was 
currently analyzing that corridor. They were due to return with the results of the analysis in May, but they 
could begin formulating recommendations in the meantime. 

Dr. Harley said that she supported the proactive approach Council was taking with this matter. 

Dr. James Norman, Planning Commissioner, stated that he was excited about the productivity and 
proactiveness, but as a citizen of Petersburg, he knew where Petersburg had been. He said that he did 
not see them looking outside of Petersburg for assistance in this process. He acknowledged that the 
Planning Commission was composed of professionals who could certainly do their own research, but 
there were also many experienced individuals who could help them. He suggested that Council set aside 
funds to assist the Commission in this process, allowing them to bring in consultants with experience in 
the area. 

Vice Mayor Hill suggested that the Planning Department and Economic Development Department 
leadership work together to find an appropriate avenue. He agreed with Dr. Norman and asked that staff 
please let Council know if additional funding was necessary to get things done. 

Council Member Cuthbert stated that in regards to Dr. Harley's question about when Council would like 
to hear back from the Commission, he personally would like to receive a report from the Commission in 
time for Council to consider at the Council's March business meeting. 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council and Planning Commission Special Joint Meeting held on 

February 3, 2026  – 5 – 

Mayor Parham asked the Planning Commission if they felt they had sufficient time to provide feedback 
to Council in March. 

Marshall Ford, Chair of the Planning Commission stated that it was a tight timeframe, but they would do 
their best to provide their recommendation by the second Council meeting in March. 

Mr. Crews asked for clarification. He asked if Council was not seeking a public hearing for a rezoning 
and rather was asking for a recommendation on potential rezoning they should be considering moving 
forward. If it was the latter, he did not think it would be an issue to provide recommendations as soon as 
March, but in the case of the former, they would need more time in order to schedule a public hearing. 

Council Member Cuthbert made a motion to direct the Planning Commission to provide a 
recommendation regarding rezoning to facilitate commercial development in the casino area in time for 
Council to consider the recommendation at the March City Council business meeting. Vice Mayor Hill 
seconded the motion. 

There was no discussion on the motion. The motion was approved on a roll call vote. 

On a roll call vote, voting yes: Jones, Hill, Parham, Cuthbert, Smith-Lee, and Westbrook.; no: Myers; 
abstain: N/A. 

Council Member Jones expressed doubt that outside consulting was necessary for this project. He said 
that he felt Petersburg had enough in-house expertise to make solid recommendations. He asserted his 
complete faith and confidence in their elected and appointed officials, as well as the rest of the citizens 
of Petersburg. 

4. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

There were no items under this portion of the agenda. 

5. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Samuel Parham made a motion to adjourn. All members of the Council and Planning Commission 
present voted in the affirmative. Meeting adjourned. 

The City Council adjourned at 5:00 p.m. 
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    City of Petersburg 
 
 
 

MEMORANDUM  
 
DATE:  March 5, 2026  
 
TO:    Planning Commission & City Council   
 
FROM:  Planning and Community Development  
 
RE: 2026-SUP-02: Consideration of a resolution recommending approval of a 

request by Harry Bawa, Pinetree Apartments LLC, on behalf of Chanmeet Singh 
LLC, for a special use permit for multiple-family dwellings as authorized and 
controlled by the R-5 Multiple Dwelling District Standards at 3060 and 3090 
Pinetree Drive, Parcel IDs 059010806 and 059010807 in the B-2 General 
Commercial District. 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The applicant is seeking to construct an approximately 60,000-square-foot, multi-family 
dwelling comprising 57 units at 3060, and 3090 Pinetree Drive in the B-2, General Commercial 
Zoning District. A special use permit is required for multi-family housing in the B-2 District. The 
proposed use, if permitted, will be subject to the regulations of the R-5, Multiple Dwelling 
District as well as any conditions recommended by Planning Commission and accepted by City 
Council. The property is designated Community-Mixed Use on the Future Land Use Map of the 
PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive Plan and staff is recommending approval of the request with 
conditions.  
 
CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 
 

1. September 25, 2025 – Applicant attended pre-application meeting with City’s 
Development Review Team 

2. February 2, 2026 – Application for special use permit received 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
The subject property totals two acres, comprising two parcels on the western side of Pinetree 
Drive in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District. The property is directly across from 
Liberty Pointe apartments and north of Pinetree apartments. The land is currently 
undeveloped, and the applicant is seeking to construct a three-story apartment building with 
57 units offered for market-rate rental. The apartment will consist of 51 two-bedroom units 
and 6 one-bedroom units. 
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The application was accompanied by a concept plan showing the proposed layout of the site, 
which would include the apartment building, 108 and off-street parking are with 108 spaces, 
and various amenities such as a pavilion and playground area and a pedestrian sidewalk 
along the street frontage. The plan also shows greenspace and plantings throughout the site 
including parking lot plantings and a landscape buffer along the street frontage consisting of 
trees, shrubs, and an ornamental fence. The species for the plantings were selected from the 
approved species list provided by the City Arborist.  
 
The applicant was also accompanied by exterior elevations illustrating the proposed design of 
the building. The renderings show masonry finish on the first floor and balconies on each 
unit. The proposed apartment would be similar in size and scale to the Liberty Pointe 
Apartments directly across Pinetree Drive. 
 
A special use permit is required for multiple-family dwellings in the B-2 District and, if 
approved, those dwellings are subject to the district standards of the R-5, Multiple Dwelling 
District including maximum height and minimum area requirements. Per Article 23 of the 
Zoning Ordinance, Council may grant approval of special use permits when the public health, 
safety, moral and general welfare will not be adversely affected, and provided that necessary 
safeguards will be provided to protect surrounding property, persons, and neighborhood 
values.  
 
ADJACENT ZONING/USES 
 
All lands surrounding the subject property are also zoned B-2, General Commercial, except 
for the property directly to the south, which is zoned R-4, Multiple Dwelling.  Adjoining and 
neighboring land uses are largely existing multi-family dwellings to the east and south with 
undeveloped land to the west. 
 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS 
 
The subject parcels are identified as Community Mixed-Use on the Future Land Use Map of 
the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensive Plan defines these areas as commerce centers 
for both residents and visitors which are walkable, dense, and interconnected. Appropriate 
future development in Community Mixed-Use areas includes adaptive re-use, multi-family 
dwellings, offices, personal service establishments, and small-scale commercial uses. The 
Comprehensive Plan goes on to emphasize the importance of compact development 
patterns, open space and park facilities, and pedestrian amenities as development principles 
in these areas. 
 
One major objective of the Comprehensive Plan is to facilitate a diverse and attainable 
housing stock in the City. The plan encourages identification of key opportunity areas for infill 
development that’s compatible with its surroundings.  
 
Multi-family housing at this location appears to be supported by the Comprehensive Plan. 
Multi-family dwellings would be in keeping with the primary land uses in a Community 
Mixed-Use area and the project would provide additional housing units. The project would be 
an example of appropriate infill development with additional units being provided in an area 
with existing multi-family development and resources such as a bus stop.  
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PUBLIC INPUT 
 
As of the writing of this report, staff have received no telephone calls, emails, or letters in 
support of or in opposition to the request.  
 
RECOMMENDATION 

 
Staff recommends approval of the Special Use Permit subject to the following conditions: 
 

1) The subject property shall be consolidated into a single parcel prior to approval of the 
site plan for the development. 

2) The property shall be developed in substantial accordance with the “Pinetree 
Apartments Schematic Layout” prepared by The Site Design Company and dated August 
22, 2025, including the following: 

a. Provision of streetscape improvements, including sidewalk, landscape buffer, 
and ornamental fence. 

b. Provision of on-site amenities, including playground and pavilion. 
c. Provision of landscaping throughout the site, including plantings from the 

Approved Tree Species list within the parking area and along the street 
frontage.  

3) The building shall be constructed in substantial accordance with the “Pine Tree 
Apartments Building Exterior” Plans dated February 26, 2026; a list of building materials 
shall be provided to the Planning Department for review during prior to a building 
permit being issued for construction of the building. 

4) The developer shall provide at least one (1), multi-loop bicycle parking rack for the 
building. 

5) The development shall include on-call management and maintenance staff as well as 
on-site security surveillance. 

6) Off-street parking spaces shall be allocated to residents with two (2) parking spaces 
assigned to each two-bedroom unit and one (1) parking space to each one-bedroom 
unit. 

7) A plan identifying specifications for the on-site amenities shall be provided to the 
Planning Department for review and approval prior to approval of a site plan for the 
development. 

8) The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; the property 
owner shall be responsible for regular trash collection to the extent necessary to 
avoid accumulation of household waste on the property. 

9) This permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its designated 
agent for failure by the applicant to comply with any of the listed conditions or any 
provision of Federal, State, or local regulations.  
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Request by Harry Bawa, Pinetree 
Apartments LLC, on behalf of 
Chanmeet Singh LLC, for a special 
use permit for multiple-family 
dwellings as authorized and 
controlled by the R-5 Multiple 
Dwelling District Standards at 3060 
and 3090 Pinetree Drive, Parcel IDs 
059010806 and 059010807 in the B-
2 General Commercial District.

PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
MEETING

MARCH 5, 2026
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Subject Property
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Request and Background
• Applicant seeking to construct three-story apartment 

comprising 57 market rate units

• Special Use Permit is required for multi-family dwellings 
in B-2 District; subject to R-5 District regulations and any 
conditions of approval 

• Property currently undeveloped; neighboring Liberty 
Pointe Phase I and Pinetree Apartments

• Concept plan and elevations provided with application
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Existing 
Conditions
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Concept Plan

21 



Elevations
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Adjoining Zoning
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Comprehensive Plan 
Considerations
•Community Mixed-Use on Future Land Use Map; 
principal land uses include adaptive reuse, multi-
family dwellings, offices, personal services and 
small-scale office and retail uses
•Compact development pattern and resident 
amenities encouraged
•Goal of creating diverse and attainable housing 
stock, City should identify areas for compatible infill 
development
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Proposed Conditions
1) The subject property shall be consolidated into a single parcel prior to 

approval of the site plan for the development.

2) The property shall be developed in substantial accordance with the “Pinetree 
Apartments Schematic Layout” prepared by The Site Design Company and 
dated August 22, 2025, including the following:
a) Provision of streetscape improvements, including sidewalk, landscape 

buffer, and ornamental fence.
b) Provision of on-site amenities, including playground and pavilion.
c) Provision of landscaping throughout the site, including plantings from 

the Approved Tree Species list within the parking area and along the 
street frontage. 

3) The building shall be constructed in substantial accordance with the “Pine 
Tree Apartments Building Exterior” Plans dated February 26, 2026; a list of 
building materials shall be provided to the Planning Department for review 
during prior to a building permit being issued for construction of the building

25 



Proposed Conditions
4) The developer shall provide at least one (1), multi-loop bicycle parking 

rack for the building.
5) The development shall include on-call management and maintenance 

staff as well as on-site security surveillance.
6) Off-street parking spaces shall be allocated to residents with two (2) 

parking spaces assigned to each two-bedroom unit and one (1) parking 
space to each one-bedroom unit.

7) A plan identifying specifications for the on-site amenities shall be 
provided to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to 
approval of a site plan for the development.

8) The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; 
the property owner shall be responsible for regular trash collection to 
the extent necessary to avoid accumulation of household waste on the 
property.

9) This permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its 
designated agent for failure by the applicant to comply with any of the 
listed conditions or any provision of Federal, State, or local regulations. 
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Planning Commission Options
•Recommend Approval of special use permit with 
conditions as drafted
•Recommend Approval of special use permit with 
amended conditions
•Recommend Denial of special use permit

Staff Recommendation: Approval of special use 
permit with conditions as drafted
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A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF A PETITION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT FOR 
MULTIPLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS AS AUTHORIZED AND CONTROLLED BY THE R-5 MULTIPLE DWELLING 

DISTRICT STANDARDS 3060 AND 3090 PINETREE DRIVE PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBERS 059010806 
AND 059010807 IN THE B-2, GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRCT. 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Petersburg Zoning Ordinance establishes zoning districts and permitted uses 
within each district; and 

WHEREAS, the City received a petition from Harry Bawa, on behalf of Chanmeet Singh, LLC, owner of 
property at 3060 and 3090 Pinetree Drive for a special use permit pursuant to Article 23 of the Zoning 
Ordinance to construct a 57-unit multiple-family dwelling subject to the regulations of the R-5 Multiple 
Dwelling District; and 

WHEREAS, the PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive Plan designates the property as Community Mixed-Use 
on the Future Land Use Map and Community Mixed-Use which is supportive of multi-family dwelling 
development and the proposed project would match the existing neighborhood development pattern 
and increase the city’s housing stock; and 

WHEREAS, Planning Staff have made recommendations for several conditions to ensure that the 
proposed development of the property would be in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan; 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission recommends approval with conditions as listed below to mitigate 
potential adverse impacts to surrounding properties and to promote general welfare; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Titles 15.2-2204 and 15.2-2285 of the Code of Virginia, as 
amended, a public hearing was advertised and held, in accordance with applicable laws. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Planning Commission does hereby recommend approval of a 
petition for a Special Use Permit for multiple-family dwellings as authorized and controlled by the R-5 
Multiple Dwelling District standards at 3060 and 3090 Pinetree Drive subject to the following conditions: 

1. The subject property shall be consolidated into a single parcel prior to approval of the site plan 
for the development. 

2. The property shall be developed in substantial accordance with the “Pinetree Apartments 
Schematic Layout” prepared by The Site Design Company and dated August 22, 2025, including 
the following: 

a. Provision of streetscape improvements, including sidewalk, landscape buffer, and 
ornamental fence. 

b. Provision of on-site amenities, including playground and pavilion. 
c. Provision of landscaping throughout the site, including plantings from the Approved 

Tree Species list within the parking area and along the street frontage.  
3. The building shall be constructed in substantial accordance with the “Pine Tree Apartments 

Building Exterior” Plans dated February 26, 2026; a list of building materials shall be provided to 
the Planning Department for review during prior to a building permit being issued for 
construction of the building. 

4. The developer shall provide at least one (1), multi-loop bicycle parking rack for the building. 
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5. The development shall include on-call management and maintenance staff as well as on-site 
security surveillance. 

6. Off-street parking spaces shall be allocated to residents with two (2) parking spaces assigned to 
each two-bedroom unit and one (1) parking space to each one-bedroom unit. 

7. A plan identifying specifications for the on-site amenities shall be provided to the Planning 
Department for review and approval prior to approval of a site plan for the development. 

8. The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; the property owner shall 
be responsible for regular trash collection to the extent necessary to avoid accumulation of 
household waste on the property. 

9. This permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its designated agent for 
failure by the applicant to comply with any of the listed conditions or any provision of Federal, 
State, or local regulations; and 
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Petersbug, Virginia

Legend
City Boundary
Parcels

 
 

Title: Location Map Date: 2/23/2026  
DISCLAIMER:This drawing is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as such.  The
information displayed is a compilation of records,information, and data obtained from various sources, and City of
Petersburg is not responsible for its accuracy or how current it may be.
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A-100A

VIEW FROM WEST SIDE
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Petersbug, Virginia

Legend
City Boundary
Parcels

 Zoning
 

A
B-1
B-2
B-2 (C)
B-3
B-3 (C)
ERC
M-1
M-1 (C)
M-2
MXD1
MXD2
MXD3
PUD
R-1
R-1 (C)
R-1A
R-1A (C)
R-2
R-3
R-4
R-5
R-5 (C)
R-6
RB
RMH
RTH
RTH (C)

 
 

Title: Zoning Map Date: 2/23/2026  
DISCLAIMER:This drawing is neither a legally recorded map nor a survey and is not intended to be used as such.  The
information displayed is a compilation of records,information, and data obtained from various sources, and City of
Petersburg is not responsible for its accuracy or how current it may be.
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and continue the architectural character of the 
surrounding area. Renovations, infill, and new 
construction within designated Local Historic 
Districts should confrom to the Historic District 
Design Guidelines and decisions of the ARB. 
Where development and redevelopment occur 
within a quarter of a mile of a designated 
historic district, but are not regulated under 
historic district overlays, adherence to the 
City's Historic District Design Guidelines 
should be considered.

Primary Land Uses
• Adaptive reuse
• Infill development 
• Community hubs 
• Hospitality-oriented uses (e.g., hotels, 

boutiques, galleries, restaurants) 
• Live-work units 
• Medical clinics (e.g., dentists, doctors, 

therapists) 
• Multi-family residential dwellings 
• O�ices 
• Parks and recreational spaces 
• Personal services (e.g., hair salons, 

laundromats, pharmacies)
• Places of worship
• Small commercial (e.g., banks, specialty 

food stores) 
• Small-scale manufacturing (e.g., makers’ 

spaces, studios, microbreweries)
• Uses compatible with Fort Gregg-

Adams

Downtown Lynchburg | Lynchburg, VA

Planning + Development Principles
• Compact development patterns, 

including cluster and traditional 
neighborhood development, are 
encouraged.

• Connect existing and established 
new trails, bicycle routes, and other 
recreational amenities. 

• Incorporate use of public art, amenities 
(i.e., benches, trash cans, street trees), 
and wayfinding signage to orient 
visitors and create a sense of place.

• Implement tra�ic calming measures. 
• Incorporate high-quality materials for all 

buildings. 
• Open space should be integrated 

and provide for community spaces 
well-defined by streets and adjacent 
buildings.

• Preservation, renovation, reuse, and 
adaptive use of existing structures is 
encouraged.

• Preserve the existing tree canopy 
wherever possible and include native 
plantings when new landscaping is 
necessary.

Community mixed-use areas are centers 
of commerce and amenities for Petersburg 
residents and visitors alike. These areas 
are walkable, dense, and interconnected 
environments of entertainment, shopping, 
personal services, restaurants, hotels, o�ices, 
the arts, and residential uses. While the 
footprint of community mixed-use areas should 
not expand in a manner that overwhelms or 
endangers historic core neighborhoods or 
conservation areas, their use and intensity 
may expand in ways that are compatible 
with Petersburg’s historic and architectural 
character and urban form. Community 
mixed-use areas are appropriate areas for 
commercial uses that are pedestrian-oriented, 
enhance a vibrant street life, and contribute 
to Petersburg’s overall economy. These areas 
should also integrate pocket parks, street trees, 
and urban gardens to promote an aesthetically 
pleasing streetscape and promote air quality 
and temperature reductions within identified 
heat islands.

In some community-mixed use areas, such as 
Old Towne, there may be few opportunities 
for new development. Therefore, adaptive 
reuse and infill are most likely to occur and 
be most appropriate given the historic context 
of the area. Any investment, however, should 
ensure the preservation of historic structures 

COMMUNITY MIXED-USE
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Address Owner Mailing Address City State ZIP
2918 County Dr Produce Center Rentals LLC     2938A County Dr Petersburg VA        23803
3100 Pinetree Dr MP Pinetree LLC 111 Pine Street STE 1850 San Francisco CA 94111
3061 Pinetree Dr Liberty Pointe Lp  C/O Woda Cooper Co Inc  Attn: Connor Swartz 500 Front St 10Th Fl Columbus OH 43215
3060 Pinetree Dr, 3090 Pinetree Dr Chanmeet Singh LLC     12741 Ellington Woods Pl Glen Allen VA 23059
3030 Pinetree Dr, 3000 Pinetree Dr 3030 Pinetree LLC     10608 Sherwin Rd Glen Allen VA        23059
3001 Pinetree Dr , 3091 Pinetree Dr Vital Housing LLC 41912 Clover Valley Ct Ashburn VA        20148
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City of Petersburg 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
135 N Union St, Room 304 
Petersburg, VA 23803 
(804) 733-2308 

 

MEMORANDUM 
DATE:   March 5, 2026 

TO:    Planning Commission  

FROM:  Planning and Community Development 

RE:   2025-REZ-05: Consideration of a resolution recommending approval of a request 

by Hank Winton, on behalf of Elizabeth Hale, James Powell, Robert Powell, John 

Powell, and Jenine Crowe, to rezone with proffers property at 1681 and 1683 

South Crater Road, 1910 Westchester Drive, and 1055 King Avenue, Parcel IDs 

042110802, 042110002, 042110011, and 042090014, from the R-4 Multiple-

Dwelling and R-1 Single-Family Residence Districts to the RTH,  Residential Town 

House District.  

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

The City has received a request to rezone four undeveloped parcels located at 1681 South 

Crater Road, 1683 South Crater Road, 1910 Westchester Drive, and 1055 King Avenue to the 

RTH, Residential Townhouse District. Three of the parcels are currently in the R-1, Single-Family 

Residence District and one of the parcels is within the R-4, Multiple Dwelling District. The 

property is designated primarily as Community Mixed-Use on the Future Land Use Map of the 

PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive Plan. Sixteen proffers were included with the application for 

the City’s consideration. Staff is recommending denial of the request as presented. 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS: 

1. June 2025 – Present – Staff have coordinated with the applicant, including in-person 

meetings to provide feedback on the proposed rezoning 

2. September 10, 2025 – Staff received an application to rezone the property 

3. September 23, 2025 – Applicant requested deferral to address staff questions and 

receive additional feedback from City Development Review Team 
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4. November 13, 2025 – Applicant hosted community meeting to present plans and 

receive questions. 

5. November, 2025 – February, 2026 – Applicant completed Traffic Impact Analysis for 

proposed development 

6. February 26, 2026 – The applicant held a second community meeting.  

BACKGROUND:  

The subject property extends east from South Crater Road, abutting the First Colony 

Townhouses and the Myrick Acres subdivision to the north, the Pine Hill subdivision to the east,  

and the Westchester subdivision to the south. The four parcels total approximately 26 acres in 

area. A large portion of the site is located within the Chesapeake Bay Protection Area (CBPA) 

and the site contains wetlands throughout. The applicant is requesting to rezone the property 

to the RTH, Residential Town House District for the purpose of constructing a subdivision with 

up to 101 market-rate townhouse units for sale.  

Article 12 of the Zoning Ordinance specifies the regulations for townhouse developments in the 

RTH District, including requirements for height, area, and bulk as well as for architectural 

treatment and parking. Developments are allowed at a density of up to 12 units per acre.   

REQUEST: 

The application was accompanied by a concept plan showing the proposed layout of the 

development. The plan depicts 101 townhouse units in clusters of between three and six units 

spread across the site. Interior streets are shown as privately maintained. The plans indicate 

that 1683 South Crater Road would be reserved for a single-family detached dwelling despite 

the Residential Town House zoning designation. 

The plan shows a 50-foot vegetative buffer around the perimeter of the site as well as two 

stormwater management areas. Amenities shown on the plan include walking trails, a 

playground, a pavilion, and a dog park. The amenities and common areas proposed comprise 

6.41 acres in total. 

The application also included illustrative renderings of proposed units. Units are shown with 

three bedrooms and two stories. The proposed proffers include additional details on the 

proposed elevations and materials. Renderings were also provided showing  examples of the 

on-site amenities and the proposed entrance sign for the development.  

SITE ACCESS: 

There are two proposed entrances to the site. The existing driveway onto 1683 South Crater 

Road would be improved to an access drive for the site with a right-in/right-out entrance. 

Additionally, an entrance to the site from Allen Avenue in the Myrick Acres subdivision would 

be provided off of Myrick Avenue. The entrance would be accessible for right and left turns 
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from Allen Avenue but restricted to right turns only at the exit due to sight distance concerns. 

It’s estimated that Allen Avenue carries approximately 50 trips per day currently. 

The applicant has provided a Traffic Impact Analysis studying the proposed entrances. The 

analysis found that the proposed development would create approximately 664 additional daily 

trips on the local streets with 47 trips during peak morning traffic ours and 52. It would be 

expected that 30 percent of the daily trips would enter and exit the development from the 

South Crater Road entrance and 70 percent would enter and exit on Allen Avenue. 

The analysis indicates that no major improvements are warranted to the existing streets based 

on the proposed development, but notes that the pavement condition on Allen Avenue is poor 

and on-street parking by existing residents would limit sight distance where the entrance is 

proposed. The study states that if the project is approved, the applicant would mill and overlay 

the streets within 200 feet either direction of the proposed entrance and would pursue 

restriction of on-street parking on Allen Avenue. Please note the parking restriction would be 

subject to approval by City Council. The applicant has also stated a taper will be provided along 

South Crater Road approaching the entrance though the study shows it is not warranted. 

As noted, a significant portion of the site is located in the Chesapeake Bay Preservation area 

and the interior drives will require crossing of the Resource Protection Area (RPA), stream, and 

wetlands on the site. This will require a water quality impact assessment and potential 

mitigation. 

PROFFERS: 

The applicant has provided 16 proffers for the City’s consideration. The full proffer statement is 

included as an attachment to this report, but the proposed proffers are summarized below: 

1. The development will be limited to no more than units which will be for sale at market 

rate. The minimum square footage of each unit will be at least 1,220 square feet. 

2. The development will be in substantial conformance with the concept plan unless 

modifications are approved during the site plan review process. 

3. The units will be built in Craftsman Style as shown by the renderings; various exterior 

materials will be used, and the visible portions of foundations will be brick stone or 

forms resembling brick. Front stoops will be constructed of brick, stone, and wood or 

concrete forms that resemble brick. Twenty percent of the façade of each block of units 

will have stone or brick accents.  

4. The units shall be designed with similar elements to the renderings; no two adjacent 

buildings will have identical elevations on the façade. 

5. A buffer at least 50 feet in width will be installed along the perimeter of the property 

per the concept plan. 

6. Six-foot-tall vinyl fences will be installed in the rear yards of units when requested by 

buyers for privacy. A decorative black aluminum fence with brick columns will be 
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installed along South Crater Road and black aluminum fencing will be installed along the 

walking trails and around the stormwater management areas. 

7. Interior roads will be privately maintained and constructed to City and VDOT standards. 

8. Utilities will be installed underground where possible. 

9. Mechanical equipment will be screened from public view at the ground level. 

10. Residential light posts will be provided not exceeding 15’ in height. 

11. Signage will resemble the rendering provided with landscaping and masonry elements. 

12. There will be a homeowner’s association and restrictive covenants stipulating 

maintenance of lots, units, streets, and common areas. 

13. Trash pickup and street cleaning will not occur between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and 

dumpsters will be provided throughout the site. 

14. If any proffer is unenforceable or revised, the other proffers will remain unaffected. 

15. The hours of construction will be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. except in 

emergency. Sunday hours will be between 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. 

16. Areas within the floodplain or resource protection area (RPA) may only be used for 

stormwater management, recreational amenities, access drives, and utility easements 

and will only be developed in accordance with state and local law. 

STAFF CONCERNS/QUESTIONS: 

Upon review of the application and accompanying information, staff have identified several 

questions and concerns which are covered below: 

• Community Feedback: The proposed development has received significant pushback 

from residents of the surrounding communities. The applicant hosted a community 

meeting on November 13, 2025 which was attended by approximately 20 individuals 

with concerns and questions about the development, including drainage issues, 

incompatibility with the existing character of the area, and site access and traffic. Staff 

have also received several written communications voicing the same concerns. 

• Site Access: The Traffic Impact Analysis indicated that Allen Avenue can support 

additional traffic with the modest improvements proposed, but most of the traffic for 

the development would enter and exit from this proposed entrance. There would be an 

increase of several hundred trips on the local roads in Myrick Acres, which are currently 

lightly traveled with parking on both sides. There appears to be existing right-of-way to 

the south of the proposed development, but private driveways have been installed 

where the possible street extension would occur. 

• CBPA and Wetlands: The City’s Stormwater Program Administrator has indicated there 

will be significant review involved with the crossings of the wetlands and Resource 

Protection Area on the site. This could include wetland delineation, a water quality 

impact assessment, and mitigation measures. This will also include review by the United 

States Army Corps of Engineers. 
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• Exterior Elevations and Materials: Proffers 3 and 4 reference the elevations provided 

but note those elevations are for illustrative purposes. While the proffers have specific 

requirements for façades and materials, these are not reflected in the elevations.  Staff 

believe emphasis should be placed on the quality of the materials and appearance of 

the new units and it is recommended to have elevations and renderings that clearly 

reflect what is proposed. 

• Clarity in proffers: Several of the proffers include confusing or contradictory language: 

o The plans reference 101 units but Proffer 1 limits the development to 100 units. 

The plans also have a label for 114 units.  

o Proffer 5 mentions that the buffers will be provided “except to the extent 

necessary for grading, drainage, and utilities.” This language is ambiguous and 

does guarantee a certain width for the buffer. 

• Additional detail on concept plan: It would be helpful to show the proposed lighting 

structures and dumpsters referenced within the proffers to determine location and 

compliance with City Code and the Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, the plans should 

demonstrate compliance with the City’s parking lot landscaping requirements. 

• Home ownership: City Council has emphasized the importance of home ownership. 

While townhouse units offer potential for homeownership, there is concern that a single 

party could buy numerous units and offer them for rent rather than sale. 

 

ADJACENT ZONING/USES: 

Properties along South Crater Road including a portion of the subject property are within the R-

4, Multiple Dwellings Zoning District. Uses within this area consist of single-family dwellings to 

the south and multi-family housing to the north, including First Colony Townhouses and Crater 

Square Apartments. 

The largest portion of the subject property is located in the R-1, Single-Family Residence 

District. This portion of the site is bordered on the north, south and east by properties also 

within the R-1 District, all of which are developed with single-family subdivisions, including 

Myrick Acres to the north, Pine Hill to the east, and Westchester to the south. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: 

The subject property is designated as Community Mixed-Use on the Future Land Use Map of 

the PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive Plan. Community Mixed-Used areas are described as 

centers of commerce and amenities which contribute to Petersburg’s overall economy. Primary 

land uses in Community Mixed-Use areas include infill development, hospitality-oriented uses, 

multi-family dwellings, offices, personal services, and small commercial uses.  

Development principles for Community Mixed-Use areas include use of compact development 

patterns, provision of trails, bike routes, and recreational amenities, and preservation of open 
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space and the existing tree canopy. The principles also include a recommendation for the use of 

high-quality materials for all buildings. 

Single-family attached dwellings (i.e. townhouses) are not listed as a primary use in Community 

Mixed-Use areas, but it should be noted that the existing uses in the area surrounding the 

subject property are a mix of residential.  

The project as proposed does retain a significant portion of the existing tree canopy and the 

concept plan shows amenities and facilities throughout the site for residents, including 

sidewalk, walking trails, a dog park, a playground, and a pavilion area. Staff would note the 

desire to see higher-quality building materials used for proposed dwelling units and the 

encouragement to match and continue the character of surrounding areas. 

The Comprehensive Plan also speaks to the importance of homeownership, and one of the 

plan’s major objectives is to expand pathways to homeownership through partnerships, 

education, and eliminating regulatory barriers. The plan states “the priority for future housing 

investments should focus on affordable homeownership” and says the City should promote 

“missing middle” housing, including townhouses, which are a “great option for first-time 

homebuyers.” The proposed townhouse units would increase the city’s housing stock and 

provide potential avenues to homeownership, but in some instances, individual parties will buy 

a number of units to be offered for rental only.  

PUBLIC Input: 

Staff has received four written public comments opposing the request, which are included as 

attachments to this report. Additionally, the applicant hosted a community meeting on 

November 13, 2025 to present an overview of the proposed development and receive 

questions from neighboring residents. Approximately 20 residents attended the meeting. 

Concerns raised by residents include the impacts to local traffic conditions, worsening of 

existing drainage and flooding issues on the property and surrounding properties, 

environmental impacts from the removal of trees on the site, and incompatibility of 

townhomes with the majority of the existing development surrounding the property. 

The applicant has indicated a second community meeting will be held February 26, which will 

occur after the publishing of this report 

RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff recommends denial of the application as proposed. 

There is significant concern over the proposed entrance to the development from Allen 

Avenue. While South Crater Road carries high volumes of daily traffic, 70 percent of the traffic 

for the proposed development would come through the Myrick Acres subdivision where there 

is a low trip count, particularly on Allen Avenue and vehicl. Per VDOT street standards, Allen 

Avenue could support more traffic with the paving and sight distance improvements proposed, 
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but the additional traffic would have a noticeable impact on the existing community. There are 

currently vehicles parked on both sides of the street throughout the community due to the low 

trip counts and restriction of on-street parking would require action from City Council. 

It appears connection to the subject property was intended from the Westchester subdivision 

to the south, but there is no indication that an expansion of the street system for Myrick Acres 

was planned. The proposed drive would also require a second crossing of the Resource 

Protection Area and wetlands on the site, increasing the environmental impact of the project 

and warranting additional review and possible mitigation. 

Staff are also uncomfortable with some of the questions raised by the proffers, including the 

inconsistency between the building elevations provided, the total intended number of units, 

and the written description and the language regarding buffers on the perimeter of the site. 

While the Comprehensive Plan is supportive of increasing the city’s housing stock and providing 

a diverse range of housing, staff feel the challenges with access to the site and the concerns 

over impacts to surrounding communities make the proposed development and the Residential 

Town House zoning designation inappropriate for the subject property. 

ATTACHMENTS 

Presentation 

Resolution 

Application 

Proffer Statement 

Survey Plat with Legal Description 

Location and Wetland Maps 

Concept Plan  

Elevations and Floor Plans 

Proposed Landscaping for Fence 

Sample Homeowners Association Covenants 

Sign Rendering 

Amenity Examples 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

Zoning Map and Future Land Use Map 

RTH, Residential Townhouse District Regulations 
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Comprehensive Plan Excerpt on Community Mixed-Use Areas 

Adjoining Property Owners List 

Public Comments Received  
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Consideration of a resolution recommending 
approval of a request by Hank Winton, on behalf 
of Elizabeth Hale, James Powell, Robert Powell, 
John Powell, and Jenine Crowe, to rezone with 
proffers property at 1681 and 1683 South Crater 
Road, 1910 Westchester Drive, and 1055 King 
Avenue, Parcel IDs 042110802, 042110002, 
042110011, and 042090014, from the R-4 
Multiple-Dwelling and R-1 Single-Family 
Residence Districts to the RTH,  Residential Town 
House District

PLANNING 
COMMISSION 
MEETING

MARCH 5, 2026
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Subject Properties
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Background
• Four parcels totaling approximately 26 acres; 1683

South Crater Road in R-4, Multiple Dwelling District,
1681 South Crater Road, 1910 Westchester Drive,
and 1055 King Avenue in R-1, Single-Family
Residence District
• Applicant requesting to rezone to RTH, Residential

Town House District
• 16 proffers provided for consideration
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Existing 
Conditions
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Existing Conditions
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Request
•Rezone to RTH District for purpose of constructing up to 101 townhouse 
units for sale at market rate

•1683 South Crater Road to remain a single-family dwelling lot

•Concept plan shows clusters of between 3 and 6 units spread 
throughout site; 50-foot buffer shown around site perimeter, amenities 
include dog park, playground, pavilion, and walking trails

•Site access provided from South Crater Road and Allen Avenue; interior 
streets to be privately maintained

•Illustrative renderings and floorplans provided for 3-bedroom units; 
proffers include language on materials
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Traffic Impact
•Traffic analysis was included along with application; 
approximately 664 additional daily trips generated
•70% of trips entering and exiting from Allen Avenue and 
30% from South Crater Road
•South Crater Road entrance restricted to right-in/right-out 
and right turn taper is proposed 
•Exits from Allen Avenue entrance restricted to right-only
•Milling and paving and restriction of on-street parking 
proposed at Allen Avenue entrance
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Proffers
1. The townhouse units will be market-rate and offered for sale; the minimum square 

footage of any unit will be no less than 1,220 square feet.

2. The development will be in substantial conformance with the concept plan unless 
modifications are approved during the site plan review process.

3. The units will be built in Craftsman Style as shown by the renderings; various exterior 
materials will be used, and the visible portions of foundations will be brick stone or 
forms resembling brick. Front stoops will be constructed of brick, stone, and wood or 
concrete forms that resemble brick. Twenty percent of the façade of each block of 
units will have stone or brick accents. 

4. The units shall be designed with similar elements to the renderings; no two adjacent 
buildings will have identical elevations on the façade.

5. A buffer will be installed along the perimeter of the property per the concept plan.

6. Six-foot-tall vinyl fences will be installed in the rear yards of units when requested by 
buyers for privacy. A decorative black aluminum fence with brick columns will be 
installed along South Crater Road and black aluminum fencing will be installed along 
the walking trails and around the stormwater management areas.
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Proffers cont.
7. Interior roads will be privately maintained and constructed to City 

and VDOT standards.
8. Utilities will be installed underground.
9. Mechanical equipment will be screened from public view at the 

ground level.
10. Residential light posts will be provided not exceeding 15’ in height.
11. Signage will resemble the rendering provided.
12. There will be a homeowner’s association and restrictive covenants 

stipulating maintenance of lots, units, streets, and common areas.
13. Trash pickup will not occur between 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. and 

dumpsters will be provided throughout the site.
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Proffers cont.
14. If any proffer is unenforceable or revised, the other proffers will 

remain unaffected.

15. The hours of construction will be limited to between 7:00 a.m. and 
7:00 p.m. except in emergency. Sunday hours will be between 9:00 
a.m. and 5:00 p.m.

16. Areas within the floodplain or resource protection area (RPA) may 
only be used for stormwater management, recreational amenities, 
access drives, and utility easements and will only be developed in 
accordance with state and local law.
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Adjoining Zoning/Uses
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Public Input
•Four written comments received opposing the request

•Community meetings held November 13, 2025 with 
approximately 20 in attendance

•Additional community meeting scheduled for February 26, 2026

•Concerns raised include impacts on local traffic conditions, 
worsening of existing drainage and flooding issues, environmental 
impacts from removal of existing tree canopy, and incompatibility 
with adjoining low-density development
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Staff Concerns
•Site access: Allen Avenue currently sees less than 50 trips per day; proposed 
entrance brings majority of traffic through Myrick Acres; sight distance and street 
condition are concerns
•Environmental conditions: Much of the site is located within the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Area and there are wetlands throughout the property; both proposed 
entrances would require wetland crossing with intensive review and possible 
mitigation
•Exterior elevations and materials: Elevations provided are “illustrative,” but do not 
confirm quality materials and product 
•Clarity in proffers: Confusing or conflicting language pertaining to unit counts and 
buffer maintenance
•Additional details on concept plan: Features like dumpsters, site lighting, and parking 
lot landscaping should be shown
•Ownership vs. rental: City Council has emphasized desire for home ownership, 
townhouses offer potential for ownership, but in some cases numerous units 
purchased for rent by one party
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Comprehensive Plan 
Considerations
•Community Mixed-Use on Future Land Use Map:
• Centers of commerce and amenities which contribute to Petersburg’s 

overall economy
• Primary land uses in include infill development, hospitality-oriented 

uses, multi-family dwellings, offices, personal services, and small 
commercial uses

•Strengths: Portion of existing tree canopy retained, townhouses are 
“great option for first-time homebuyers,” and contribute to housing 
stock goals; amenities spread throughout site

•Weaknesses: Townhouses not listed as primary use in Community 
Mixed-Use area, higher-quality building materials encouraged, existing 
development becomes lower density further from South Crater Road
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Planning Commission Options
•Recommend approval of rezoning with proffered conditions

•Recommend approval of rezoning without one or more proffered 
conditions

•Recommend denial of the rezoning

Staff recommendation: Denial of rezoning based on access issues, 
environmental concerns, lack of clarity in proffers and plan
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 A RESOLUTION RECOMMENDING APPROVAL OF AN ORDINANCE REZONING PROPERTY LOCATED AT 
1681 AND 1683 SOUTH CRATER ROAD, 1910 WESTCHESTER DRIVE, AND 1055 KING AVENUE, PARCEL 

IDS 042110802, 042110002, 042110011, AND 042090014 FROM THE R-4, MULTIPLE DWELLING 
DISTRICT AND R-1, SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENCE DISTRICT TO THE RTH, RESIDENTIAL TOWNHOUSE 

DISTRICT WITH PROFFERS 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Petersburg received a petition from Hank Winton, on behalf of Elizabeth Hale, 
James Powell, Robert Powell, John Powell, and Jenine Crowe, owners, to rezone the property located at 
1681 and 1683 South Crater Road, 1910 Westchester Drive, and 1055 King Avenue from the R-4, 
Multiple Dwelling and R-1, Single-Family Residence District to the RTH, Residential Townhouse District 
for the purpose of constructing up to 120 townhouse units for individual sale; and  

WHEREAS, a concept plan was provided showing the proposed layout of the property and illustrative 
renderings were provided to show examples of the units and amenities within the development; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant proffered fourteen conditions for the City’s consideration including minimum 
square footage for units, conformance with the concept plan, architectural style and design, perimeter 
buffers, fencing for individual units and along the public street frontage, private maintenance of interior 
roads, underground utilities, screening of mechanical equipment, lighting throughout the development, 
entrance signage, the creation of a homeowner’s association, enforceability of proffers, construction 
hours, and conserved areas; and  

WHEREAS, the subject property is within a Community Mixed-Use area on the PetersburgNEXT 
Comprehensive Plan which does not include townhouses as a primary use, but the development 
includes several amenities supported by the plan and the proposed units would increase the housing 
stock in the city; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Titles 15.2-2204 and 15.2-2285 of the Code of Virginia, as 
amended, a public hearing was advertised and held, in accordance with applicable laws. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Planning Commission does hereby recommend approval of an 
ordinance rezoning the property located at 1681 and 1683 South Crater Road, 1910 Westchester Drive, 
and 1055 King Avenue from the R-4, Multiple Dwelling and R-1, Single-Family Residence District to the 
RTH, Residential Townhouse District with the proffers as presented in Exhibit A. 
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Prepared by: 

 

 

 

 

Richmond, VA 

Fairfax, VA 

Norfolk, VA 

Washington, DC 

Bethesda, MD 

 

   

www.goroveslade.com 

 

 

This document, together with the concepts and designs presented herein, as an instrument of services, is intended for the specific 
purpose and client for which it was prepared. Reuse of and improper reliance on this document without written authorization by 
Gorove/Slade Associates, Inc., shall be without liability to Gorove/Slade Associates, Inc. 
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Executive Summary 
Wilton Acquisition, LLC is proposing to build a neighborhood in the northeast quadrant of the South Crater Road at East South 
Boulevard intersection in Petersburg, Virginia.  The development plan includes 101 townhomes with one right-in / right-out 
driveway on South Crater Road and cross-access to Allen Avenue.  If approved, the neighborhood is expected to be fully built 
and occupied by 2029.  

Study Area 
Based on the scope meeting with the City on November 26, the following scenarios were analyzed: 

§ Existing (2025) traffic conditions 
§ No-Build (2029) traffic conditions 
§ Build (2029) traffic conditions 

The weekday AM and PM peak hours were studied for the following intersections: 

1. South Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane  
2. South Crater Road at East South Boulevard 
3. South Crater Road at Proposed Right-In / Right-Out Driveway  

 

Recommendations 
Based on the results of the traffic capacity analysis, the following roadway improvements are recommended to mitigate the build 
2029 traffic conditions: 

S. Crater Road at Proposed Right-in / Right-out Driveway: 
§ Construct the right-in / right-out driveway with one ingress lane and one egress lane 

 
Cross-Access Connection to Allen Avenue: 

§ Construct the access road with one ingress lane and one egress lane 
§ Channelize the access road with a raised island to make the northbound egress lane right-turn only 
§ Install signage to prohibit on-street parking along the south side of Allen Avenue west of the access road as necessary 

to maintain adequate sight distance for drivers making the northbound right-turn movement 
§ Mill and overlay Allen Avenue for 200 feet in both directions from the centerline of the proposed driveway 
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Introduction 
Wilton Acquisition, LLC is proposing to build a neighborhood in the northeast quadrant of the South Crater Road at East South 
Boulevard intersection in Petersburg, Virginia.  The development plan includes 101 townhomes with one right-in / right-out 
driveway on South Crater Road and cross-access to Allen Avenue.  If approved, the neighborhood is expected to be fully built 
and occupied by 2029.  

Study Area 
Based on the scope meeting with the City on November 26, the following scenarios were analyzed: 

§ Existing (2025) traffic conditions 
§ No-Build (2029) traffic conditions 
§ Build (2029) traffic conditions 

The weekday AM and PM peak hours were studied for the following intersections: 

1. South Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane  
2. South Crater Road at East South Boulevard 
3. South Crater Road at Proposed Right-In / Right-Out Driveway  

 
Figure 1 shows the site location and study intersections, and Figure 2 shows the preliminary site plan. 
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Figure 1: Site Location and Study Intersections 
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Figure 2: Preliminary Site Plan  
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Existing Conditions  
Existing Roadway Network 
Existing lane configurations and turn lane storage lengths were collected in the field by Gorove Slade.  A description of the major 
roadways within the study area is presented below in Table 1.  The existing lane configurations at the study intersections are 
illustrated on Figure 3. 

Table 1: Existing Roadway Network 

 
 
 

Existing Traffic Volumes 
The AM peak hour (7:00 to 9:00 AM) and PM peak hour (4:00 to 6:00 PM) turning movement counts were conducted at the 
following intersection by Burns Services, Inc.:  

§ South Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane  (counted December 2, 2025) 
§ South Crater Road at East South Boulevard  (counted October 21, 2025) 

The existing 2025 peak hour traffic volumes for the study intersections are shown in Figure 4, and the turning movement count 
data is included in the Appendix. 

 

Roadway RTE # VDOT 
Classification

Posted Speed Limit 
(mph)

2024 VDOT 
AADT (vpd)

S Crater Road 301 Principal Arterial 35 20,000
E South Boulevard (West of S Crater Rd) N/A Minor Arterial 25 3,500
E South Boulevard (East of S Crater Rd) N/A Minor Collector 25 2,900
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Figure 3: Existing Lane Configuration 
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Figure 4: Existing (2025) AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes  
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No-Build Conditions 
In order to determine the traffic impact of the proposed neighborhood, a comparison of the future conditions of the study 
intersections must be made.  This is achieved by analyzing the horizon year (2029) with and without the traffic generated by the 
proposed neighborhood.  The future year condition without the neighborhood is called the no-build condition, and it is determined 
by projected the existing traffic to the build-out year using an annualized growth rate and adding it the traffic from approved (but 
not yet built) developments in the study area. 

Planned Future Transportation Improvements 
Based on discussion with the City, there are no planned geometric improvements at the study intersections.  

Approved Development Traffic 
Based on discussion with the City, there are no approved developments included in this analysis. 

Background Traffic Growth 
Based on the TIA scope meeting, an annual traffic growth rate of 1.0% was applied to the existing traffic volumes.  The existing 
2025 counts were increased by the annual growth rate for four years to estimate the no-build 2029 traffic volumes, which are 
shown in Figure 5.  
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Figure 5: No-Build (2029) AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Build Conditions 
Site Trip Generation 
The Institute of Transportation Engineer’s (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 12th Edition was used to estimate the trip potential of 
the neighborhood during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  Table 2 shows the trip generation potential of the proposed 
neighborhood.  

Table 2: ITE Trip Generation – Typical Weekday – 12th Edition  

 

 

Site Trip Distribution 
The site trip distribution was determined based on a review of existing traffic patterns, surrounding land uses, and engineering 
judgement: 

§ 70% to / from the north on S. Crater Road 
§ 20% to / from the south on S. Crater Road 
§ 10% to / from the west on E. South Boulevard 

 
The site trip distribution is shown in Figure 6, and the site trip assignment is shown in Figure 7. 

 

Build 2029 Traffic Volumes 
The Build 2029 traffic volumes were estimated by adding the No-Build 2029 traffic volumes (Figure 5) and the site trip assignment 
(Figure 7) and are shown in Figure 8.  

  

Enter Exit Enter Exit Enter Exit

215 101 lots 332 332 12 35 29 23Single Family Attached

Land Use ITE 
Code Size Units

PM Peak Hour
(vph)

Average 
Weekday Daily 
Traffic (vpd)

AM Peak Hour
(vph)
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Figure 6: Site Trip Distribution 
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Figure 7: Site Trip Assignment 
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Figure 8: Build (2029) AM and PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 
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Turn Lane Warrant Analysis 
Turn lane warrants were evaluated for the proposed right-in / right-out driveway based on VDOT’s Access Management 
Standards Appendix F.  The turn lane warrant results are summarized in Table 3, and the turn lane warrant graphs are included 
in the Appendix. 

Table 3: Turn Lane Warrant Results  

 
 
  

Analysis
Scenario

Turning 
Movement Treatment

2029 NBR Not Warranted (AM & PM)

S Crater Road at RIRO Site Driveway
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Traffic Capacity Analysis 
Capacity Analysis Procedure 
Capacity analyses were performed at the study intersections during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.  Synchro Version 11 
was used to analyze the study intersections based on the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodology and include level of 
service, delay, and queue length comparisons for the turning movements analyzed.  For the purpose of this analysis, a peak 
hour factor of 0.92 was used for the study intersections only if existing PHF was less than 0.92.  Otherwise, existing PHF was 
used.  The Synchro and SimTraffic outputs are included in the Appendix. 

Capacity Analysis Results 
For unsignalized intersections, the average delays for the minor street left-turn movements are described as short delays (less 
than 25 seconds), moderate delays (between 25 and 50 seconds), and long delays (greater than 50 seconds).  It is common for 
side street movements and left turns to experience long delays during the peak hours at intersections with major thoroughfares. 
Capacity analysis results are summarized in Table 4 through Table 6.  
 
Table 4 shows the LOS, average delay, and queue lengths for the signalized intersection of S. Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / 
Toll Gate Lane. The results shown are based on HCM 6th methodology. 
 
Table 4: Capacity Analysis Results – S. Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane (Intersection 1) 

 
 
Based on the capacity analysis, the intersection currently operates at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. Under no-build 
conditions, the intersection is expected to continue to operate at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours.  

Under build conditions, the intersection is expected to continue to operate at LOS A during the AM and PM peak hours. 

The proposed townhomes are expected to increase the total approach volume at this intersection by less than 4% in the AM 
peak hour, and less than 3% in the PM peak hour  (Figure 7 divided by Figure 5). 

No improvements are warranted or recommended at build-out of the neighborhood.  

  

SimTraffic SimTraffic
EBL/T/R - B 11.2 1 24 B 12.1 8 28
WBL/T/R - B 12.2 16 63 B 12.3 16 35
NBL/T/R -/- A 3.9 84 114 A 4.4 100 147
SBL/T/R -/- A 3.6 54 89 A 4.5 111 139
EBL/T/R - B 11.2 1 19 B 12.5 8 33
WBL/T/R - B 12.2 17 60 B 12.7 16 42
NBL/T/R -/- A 4 88 123 A 4.4 105 144
SBL/T/R -/- A 3.6 56 104 A 4.6 116 151
EBL/T/R - B 10.5 2 22 B 12.6 8 28
WBL/T/R - B 12.2 21 85 B 12.9 23 62
NBL/T/R -/- A 4.9 94 127 A 4.9 106 150
SBL/T/R -/- A 4.5 60 112 A 5.2 123 147

SynchroSynchro
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Overall
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A�
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Table 5 shows the LOS, average delay, and queue lengths for the signalized intersection of S. Crater Road at E. South 
Boulevard.  The results shown are based on HCM 6th methodology. 

Table 5: Capacity Analysis Results – S. Crater Road at E. South Boulevard (Intersection 2) 

 
 
Based on the capacity analysis, the intersection currently operates at LOS B during the AM peak hour and LOS C during the 
PM peak hour.  Under no-build conditions, the intersection is expected to operate at LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours.  

Under build conditions, the intersection is expected to continue to operate at LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours.  

The proposed townhomes are expected to increase the total approach volume at this intersection by just 1% in the AM and PM 
peak hours  (Figure 7 divided by Figure 5). 

No improvements are warranted or recommended at build-out of the neighborhood.  

 
  

SimTraffic SimTraffic
EBL 200 C 31.8 130 167 C 28.1 116 142
EBT/R - B 18.4 42 92 C 20.2 57 92
WBL 125 C 32.8 24 39 C 30.8 45 63
WBT/R - C 26.7 64 125 C 25.3 75 128
NBL 175 D 41.2 12 47 C 30.6 48 81
NBT/R -/- B 17.2 130 150 B 18.2 178 181
SBU/L 125 C 30.4 40 56 C 30.2 53 100
SBT/R -/- B 14.5 115 121 B 18.8 216 194
EBL 200 C 31.9 139 180 C 29.1 122 146
EBT/R - B 18.4 44 129 C 20.8 60 87
WBL 125 C 32.8 25 53 C 31.2 47 71
WBT/R - C 27.2 66 136 C 25.9 79 138
NBL 175 D 41.4 12 40 C 31.1 50 78
NBT/R -/- B 17.5 136 150 B 18.3 188 161
SBU/L 125 C 30.5 42 48 C 30.6 56 94
SBT/R -/- B 14.7 120 108 B 18.9 228 192
EBL 200 C 31.9 140 175 C 29.4 127 158
EBT/R - B 18.4 44 123 C 21 62 114
WBL 125 C 32.8 25 53 C 31.4 47 74
WBT/R - C 27.2 66 149 C 26.1 80 145
NBL 175 D 41.5 12 37 C 31.2 51 90
NBT/R -/- B 17.6 136 142 B 18.3 191 196
SBU/L 125 C 30.5 42 58 C 30.7 57 100
SBT/R -/- B 14.8 124 132 B 18.9 231 215

Analysis Scenario

C�
20.7 (s)

Avg. Max 
Queue (ft.) 
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Build 2029 Traffic 
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Synchro

Delay 
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Table 6 shows the LOS, average delay, and queue lengths for the unsignalized intersection of S. Crater Road at Proposed 
Right-in / Right-out Driveway.  The results shown are based on HCM 6th methodology. 

Table 6: Capacity Analysis Results – S. Crater Road at Proposed Right-in / Right-out Driveway (Intersection 3) 

 
 
Based on the capacity analysis, under build conditions, the minor street right-turn movement is expected to operate with short 
delays, with the following improvements: 

§ Construct the right-in / right-out driveway with one ingress lane and one egress lane 
 
 

  

SimTraffic SimTraffic
WBR - B 10.8 2.5 42 B 11.2 2.5 31
NBT/R -/- - - - - - - - -
SBT -/- - - - - - - - -

Delay 
(sec/veh)

Synchro

N/A

Lane 
Group

Delay 
(sec/veh)

Avg. Max 
Queue (ft.) 
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Build 2029 Traffic 
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LOS
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Analysis Scenario Avg. Max 
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Synchro
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Impact to Allen Avenue 
The proposed development plan includes one cross-access connection to Allen Avenue because the City requires at least two 
access points for 101 residential units.  Allen Avenue connects Elliott Avenue and King Avenue, and there are only four lots with 
driveways on Allen Avenue, so the roadway likely carries less than 50 vehicles per day.  The pavement is approximately 28 feet 
wide, and there are parked vehicles on both sides of Allen Avenue on a regular basis. 

Due to sight distance restrictions on King Avenue, the proposed cross-access to Allen Avenue will be partial access – right-in / 
right-out / left-in.  If 70% of the inbound trips travel on Elliott Avenue, and 50% of the outbound trips travel on King Avenue, then 
that will add 232 vehicles per day to Allen Avenue (70% of 332 inbound trips).  According to VDOT’s Appendix B – Subdivision 
Street Design Guide, two-lane neighborhood roadways have a capacity of approximately 4,000 vehicles per day.  Therefore, the 
total daily volume on Allen Avenue will be less than 300 vehicles per day, which is less than 10% of the roadway capacity. 

VDOT requires at least 225 feet of sight distance in both directions for drivers turning onto a two-lane roadway with a design 
speed of 20 mph.  The proposed cross-access road has been located to meet this standard for northbound drivers looking to 
the west, and their sight line is shown on the site plan.  To achieve the minimum sight distance to the west, on-street parking 
needs to be prohibited along a portion of the south side of Allen Avenue. 

Based on a recent site visit, the pavement condition of Allen Avenue is poor in some areas near the proposed cross-access 
connection.  The applicant is proposing to mill and overlay Allen Avenue for 200 feet in both directions from the centerline of the 
proposed cross-access road to repair the existing pavement. 
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Collision Data Analysis 
At the request of the City, a collision data analysis was conducted for the following intersections: 

1. South Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane  
2. South Crater Road at East South Boulevard 

Historical collision data was obtained from VDOT’s Crash Analysis Tool within a 250-foot radius at each study intersection 
extending back 5 years from the most recent collision.  A collision data summary for the study intersections is shown in Table 7.  

 

Table 7: Historical Collision Data Summary 

 
 
The intersection collision rate was computed using the following formula and was calculated as collisions per one million entering 
vehicles (MEV). 

���������������� = 1,000,000 ∗ # �� ����ℎ��# �� ����� ∗ 365 ������� � ∗ �����������  

 

It should be noted that according to the ITE Transportation Impact Analysis for Site Development, a collision rate of 1.0 MEV or 
greater is an indication that further study may be required.  A rate of over 1.0 MEV does not necessarily suggest there is a 
significant problem at an intersection, but rather it is a threshold used to identify which intersections may have an elevated 
collision rate due to operational, geometric, or other deficiencies.  Based on the collision rates, the intersections of S Crater 
Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane and S Crater Road at E South Boulevard are not considered to be high hazard locations. 

  

Approximate ADT PDO IC Fatality Total Crash Rate (Per MEV)
1 S Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane 20,000 11 6 0 17 0.47
2 S Crater Road at E South Boulevard 20,000 7 6 0 13 0.36

Intersection
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Intersection Collision Data 
The following tables provide detailed reported collision data for the existing study intersections: 

Table 8: VDOT Collision Data for S Crater Road at Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane 

 

According to VDOT’s on-line collision database, there have been 17 collisions within 250 feet of the Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate 
Lane intersection between May 2020 and April 2025.  Six collisions resulted in an injury, and 11 collisions were property damage 
only.  There were six rear-end collisions and four angle collisions, which are typical at signalized intersections.  However, the 
intersection currently has a collision rate of just 0.47 collisions per MEV, which does not warrant further study. 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total Relative Frequency

Crash Severity

Fatal Collision (Type K) 0.00%
Injury Collis ion (Type A, B, and C) 1 1 1 3 6 35.29%
      Type A 1 1

      Type B 1 3 4

      Type C 1 1

Property Damage Only (Type PDO) 3 2 1 4 1 11 64.71%
TOTAL* 1 3 3 2 7 1 17 100.00%

Crash Type

Fixed Object/ Single-Vehicle Crash 1 1 2 11.76%
Head-On 1 1 5.88%

Sideswipe / Same Direction 2 2 11.76%

Sideswipe / Opposite Direction 1 1 5.88%

Rear-End Collis ion 2 1 1 2 6 35.29%

Angle Collis ion 1 1 1 1 4 23.53%
Backed Into 0.00%
Pedestrian Collision 0.00%
Deer/Animal 0.00%
Other 1 1 5.88%
TOTAL* 1 3 3 2 7 1 17 100.00%
Other Factors
Distracted Driver 0.00%
Alcohol** 1 1 2 11.76%
Work-Zone 0.00%
Inclement Weather (Non-Dry) 1 1 2 11.76%
Speeding 1 1 1 3 17.65%
Pedestrian Injury*** N/A
Occupant Unrestrained 1 1 2 11.76%
Drowsy / Fatigued Driver 0.00%
Drug Related 0.00%
Hit-and-Run 1 1 2 11.76%
Young Driver Involved 1 1 5.88%
Old Driver Involved 0.00%
Roadway Departure Crash 0.00%
Large Truck 1 1 2 11.76%
Motorcycle 0.00%
Time of Day
       AM Peak Period (6 - 10 AM) 4 4 23.53%
      Off Peak - Daytime (10 AM - 3 PM) 2 1 1 4 23.53%
      PM Peak Period (3 - 7 PM) 2 1 2 1 6 35.29%
      Off Peak - Nighttime (7 PM - 6 AM) 1 1 1 3 17.65%
CALCULATED CRASH RATE**** 0.47 Crashes per MEV

****Crash rate based on an approximated 20000 ADT.

Intersection Crash Analysis

*** Pedestrian injuries are based on the number of  pedestrians injured and may not be directly be related to the number of  crash incidences (i.e., if one crash occurred injuring tw o pedestrians, 
the table w ould show  a "2" instead of a "1").

** Instances w here the event w as classified as "Unknow n", "Not Know n Whether Impaired", "Ability Not Impaired" w ere classif ied as alcohol related to provide a more conservative analysis.

* It should be noted that an intersection radius of  250 feet w as used in this analysis. Crashes also thought to be caused by the intersection may have been added based on the description of the 
crash and engineering judgement.

Crash Data for the Intersection of S Crater Road and Myrick Avenue / Toll Gate Lane (May 2020 - April 2025)
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Table 9: VDOT Collision Data for S Crater Road at E South Boulevard 

 

According to VDOT’s on-line collision database, there have been 13 collisions within 250 feet of the E. South Boulevard 
intersection between June 2020 and May 2025.  Six collisions resulted in an injury, and 7 collisions were property damage only.  
There were four rear-end collisions and five angle collisions, which are typical at signalized intersections.  However, the 
intersection currently has a collision rate of just 0.36 collisions per MEV, which does not warrant further study. 

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total Relative Frequency

Crash Severity

Fatal Collision (Type K) 0.00%
Injury Collision (Type A, B, and C) 1 2 2 1 6 46.15%
      Type A

      Type B 2 2 1 5

      Type C 1 1

Property Damage Only (Type PDO) 2 2 2 1 7 53.85%
TOTAL* 1 4 2 4 2 13 100.00%

Crash Type

Fixed Object/ Single-Vehicle Crash 1 1 7.69%
Head-On 0.00%

Sideswipe / Same Direction 1 1 7.69%

Sideswipe / Opposite Direction 0.00%

Rear-End Collision 1 1 2 4 30.77%

Angle Collision 1 2 2 5 38.46%
Backed Into 1 1 7.69%
Pedestrian Collision 0.00%
Deer/Animal 0.00%
Other 1 1 7.69%
TOTAL* 1 4 2 4 2 13 100.00%
Other Factors
Distracted Driver 0.00%
Alcohol** 1 1 2 15.38%
Work-Zone 0.00%
Inclement Weather (Non-Dry) 1 1 2 15.38%
Speeding 1 1 7.69%
Pedestrian Injury*** N/A
Occupant Unrestrained 1 1 2 15.38%
Drowsy / Fatigued Driver 0.00%
Drug Related 1 1 7.69%
Hit-and-Run 1 1 2 15.38%
Young Driver Involved 0.00%
Old Driver Involved 1 1 2 15.38%
Roadway Departure Crash 0.00%
Large Truck 0.00%
Motorcycle 0.00%
Time of Day
       AM Peak Period (6 - 10 AM) 2 2 15.38%
      Off Peak - Daytime (10 AM - 3 PM) 1 1 1 1 4 30.77%
      PM Peak Period (3 - 7 PM) 1 1 2 15.38%
      Off Peak - Nighttime (7 PM - 6 AM) 2 2 1 5 38.46%
CALCULATED CRASH RATE**** 0.36 Crashes per MEV

****Crash rate based on an approximated 20000 ADT.

Intersection Crash Analysis

*** Pedestrian injuries are based on the number of pedestrians injured and may not be directly be related to the number of crash incidences (i.e., if  one crash occurred injuring tw o pedestrians, 
the table w ould show  a "2" instead of a "1").

** Instances w here the event w as classified as "Unknow n", "Not Know n Whether Impaired", "Ability Not Impaired" w ere classified as alcohol related to provide a more conservative analysis.

* It should be noted that an intersection radius of  250 feet w as used in this analysis. Crashes also thought to be caused by the intersection may have been added based on the description of the 
crash and engineering judgement.

Crash Data for the Intersection of S Crater Road and E South Boulevard (June 2020 - May 2025)
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Recommendations 
Based on the results of the traffic capacity analysis, the following roadway improvements are recommended to mitigate the build 
2029 traffic conditions: 

S. Crater Road at Proposed Right-in / Right-out Driveway: 
§ Construct the right-in / right-out driveway with one ingress lane and one egress lane 

 
Cross-Access Connection to Allen Avenue: 

§ Construct the access road with one ingress lane and one egress lane 
§ Channelize the access road with a raised island to make the northbound egress lane right-turn only 
§ Install signage to prohibit on-street parking along the south side of Allen Avenue west of the access road as necessary 

to maintain adequate sight distance for drivers making the northbound right-turn movement 
§ Mill and overlay Allen Avenue for 200 feet in both directions from the centerline of the proposed driveway 

 

Figure 9 shows the recommended lane configuration.  
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Figure 9: Recommended Lane Configuration 
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PART II - CODE 
APPENDIX B - ZONING 

ARTICLE 12. "RTH" RESIDENTIAL TOWN HOUSE DISTRICT REGULATIONS 
 
 

 
Petersburg, Virginia, Code of Ordinances    Created: 2025-08-29 10:08:47 [EST] 
(Supp. No. 20, Update 2) 

 
Page 1 of 2 

ARTICLE 12. "RTH" RESIDENTIAL TOWN HOUSE DISTRICT REGULATIONS 

Section 1. [Purpose.] 

The regulations set forth in this article, or set forth elsewhere in this ordinance when referred to in this 
article, are the regulations in the "RTH" Residential Town House District.  

Section 2. Use regulations. 

A building or premises shall be used only for the following purposes:  

(1) Any use permitted in the "R-l A" Single-Family Residence District;  

(2) Town houses for sale;  

(3) Swimming pools, recreational and athletic facilities, community buildings and other similar related 
improvements for the common use of occupants of the development, and their guests.  

Section 3. Height, area and bulk regulations. 

The height, area and bulk requirements shall be as set forth in the chart of article 22 of this ordinance, 
especially the following:  

(1) Area and density. The area and density of development of town houses for sale shall not exceed 
twenty (12) units per acre;  

(2) Frontage. 

 (a) A minimum lot frontage, measured at the setback line, of fifteen (15) feet shall be provided;  

(b) All town house units, except end units and those on corner lots, shall occupy the full width of the 
lot on which they are constructed;  

(c) Town house lots may front on a dedicated street or public access easements containing 
roadways, walkways or both;  

(3) Front yards. The front yard setback for town houses shall be a minimum of fifteen (15) feet from 
project drives and walkways, twenty-five (25) feet minimum from secondary residential streets, and 
thirty-five (35) feet from all other streets;  

(4) Side yards. Town houses on ends of groups shall have a minimum side yard of fifteen (15) feet, and for 
town houses at corners, the side yard shall be a minimum of twenty (20) feet;  

(5) Rear yards. Town houses shall have a minimum rear yard of thirty (30) feet;  

(6) Building height. Town houses shall have a maximum building height of thirty-five (35) feet.  

Section 4. Off-street parking regulations. 

There shall be a minimum of two (2) off-street parking spaces provided for each dwelling unit in the town 
house development. Required parking shall be provided on individual lots, or within common parking areas, or 
along common drives, or on internal dedicated streets. If parking is provided in front or rear yards, each space shall 
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    Created: 2025-08-29 10:08:47 [EST] 
(Supp. No. 20, Update 2) 

 
Page 2 of 2 

be at least twenty (20) feet in depth, and located in such manner that no part of any parked vehicles will extend 
over the property line.  

Section 5. Architectural treatment. 

There shall be at least three (3), but no more than twelve (12) town house dwelling units continuously 
connected. If streets, drives or walkways do not intervene, there shall be an open space of at least thirty (30) feet 
between [one series of town houses and] the next series of town house units.  

Not more than four (4) abutting town houses shall have the same, or essentially the same, architectural 
facades and treatment of facing materials, and not more than three (3) abutting town houses shall have the same 
front and rear setbacks. Such variations may be achieved by variations in colors, material textures or sculptural 
effect. Minimum setback offset shall be one foot.  

Section 6. Party wall. 

A party wall shall separate each town house unit, and have a minimum nominal thickness of eight (8) inches, 
and be constructed of noncombustible material, and said wall shall be carried tightly to the underside of the roof 
construction.  

Section 7. Accessory buildings. 

Accessory buildings may be located in rear yards only, and shall not occupy over twenty-five (25) percent 
thereof, and shall be located not less than eight (8) feet from a rear lot line, nor closer than three (3) feet to a side 
lot line.  

Section 8. Common areas. 

In the event common areas are provided, which are not contained in lots or streets conveyed to individual 
owners, said common areas shall be maintained by and be the sole responsibility of the developer-owner of the 
town house development, until such time as the developer-owner conveys such areas to a nonprofit corporate 
owner, whose members shall be all of the individual owners of town houses in the town house development. Said 
land shall be conveyed to, and be held by, said nonprofit corporate owner of the individual town house lots in the 
town house development. In the event of such conveyance by the developer-owner to a nonprofit corporate 
owner, deed restrictions and covenants, in form and substance satisfactory to the city attorney of the City of 
Petersburg, Virginia, shall provide, among other things, that any assessments, charges and costs of the 
maintenance of such common areas shall constitute a pro rata lien upon the individual town house lots, inferior in 
lien and dignity only to taxes and bona fide duly recorded first deeds of trust on each town house lot.  
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and continue the architectural character of the 
surrounding area. Renovations, infill, and new 
construction within designated Local Historic 
Districts should confrom to the Historic District 
Design Guidelines and decisions of the ARB. 
Where development and redevelopment occur 
within a quarter of a mile of a designated 
historic district, but are not regulated under 
historic district overlays, adherence to the 
City's Historic District Design Guidelines 
should be considered.

Primary Land Uses
• Adaptive reuse
• Infill development 
• Community hubs 
• Hospitality-oriented uses (e.g., hotels, 

boutiques, galleries, restaurants) 
• Live-work units 
• Medical clinics (e.g., dentists, doctors, 

therapists) 
• Multi-family residential dwellings 
• O�ices 
• Parks and recreational spaces 
• Personal services (e.g., hair salons, 

laundromats, pharmacies)
• Places of worship
• Small commercial (e.g., banks, specialty 

food stores) 
• Small-scale manufacturing (e.g., makers’ 

spaces, studios, microbreweries)
• Uses compatible with Fort Gregg-

Adams

Downtown Lynchburg | Lynchburg, VA

Planning + Development Principles
• Compact development patterns, 

including cluster and traditional 
neighborhood development, are 
encouraged.

• Connect existing and established 
new trails, bicycle routes, and other 
recreational amenities. 

• Incorporate use of public art, amenities 
(i.e., benches, trash cans, street trees), 
and wayfinding signage to orient 
visitors and create a sense of place.

• Implement tra�ic calming measures. 
• Incorporate high-quality materials for all 

buildings. 
• Open space should be integrated 

and provide for community spaces 
well-defined by streets and adjacent 
buildings.

• Preservation, renovation, reuse, and 
adaptive use of existing structures is 
encouraged.

• Preserve the existing tree canopy 
wherever possible and include native 
plantings when new landscaping is 
necessary.

Community mixed-use areas are centers 
of commerce and amenities for Petersburg 
residents and visitors alike. These areas 
are walkable, dense, and interconnected 
environments of entertainment, shopping, 
personal services, restaurants, hotels, o�ices, 
the arts, and residential uses. While the 
footprint of community mixed-use areas should 
not expand in a manner that overwhelms or 
endangers historic core neighborhoods or 
conservation areas, their use and intensity 
may expand in ways that are compatible 
with Petersburg’s historic and architectural 
character and urban form. Community 
mixed-use areas are appropriate areas for 
commercial uses that are pedestrian-oriented, 
enhance a vibrant street life, and contribute 
to Petersburg’s overall economy. These areas 
should also integrate pocket parks, street trees, 
and urban gardens to promote an aesthetically 
pleasing streetscape and promote air quality 
and temperature reductions within identified 
heat islands.

In some community-mixed use areas, such as 
Old Towne, there may be few opportunities 
for new development. Therefore, adaptive 
reuse and infill are most likely to occur and 
be most appropriate given the historic context 
of the area. Any investment, however, should 
ensure the preservation of historic structures 

COMMUNITY MIXED-USE
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Address Owner Mailing Address City, State, Zip
1822 Buckner St Audrey Jones 1822 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1034 King Ave Charles and Tammy Cantenese 1034 King Ave Petersburg, VA 23805
1940 N Westchester Dr Claristine J Moore 1940 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1655 S Crater Rd CRS Petersburg HSG Corp 8301 Richmond Hwy Alexandria, VA 22309
1687 S Crater Rd David and Pauline Elliott 1687 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23805
1752 Buckner St Donald Schroeder 1752 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1683 S Crater Rd, 1055 King Ave, 1681 S Crater Rd Elizabeth Hale 7271 Spotswood Trail Standardsville, VA 22973
1689 S Crater Rd, 1801 S Crater Rd Jack and Naoki Hisey 1689 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23805
1916 N Westchester Dr Jakeela Wilson 1916 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
435 Claremont St James Mayfield 435 Claremont St Petersburg, VA 23805
775, 778 Allen Ave Jeroyd Greene 775 Allen Ave Petersburg, VA 23805
1685 S Crater Rd John and Stephanie Willinger 1685 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23805
1910 N Westchester Dr John Powell et al 109 Tutters Neck Rd Williamsburg, VA 23185
1746 Buckner St Lawrence and Betty Oliver 1746 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1835 N Westchester Dr Michael B Clay, Jesse D Clay 1502 Lothbury Ln Henrico, VA 23238
1934 N Westchester Dr Michele Richardson Revocable Living Trust1934 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1019 King Ave Newton Clements, Joyce Clements 1468 Hickory Hill Rd Petersburg, VA 23803
1810 Buckner St Pamela and Donald Parham 1810 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1047 King Ave Patrice and Rodney Williams 1047 King Ave Petersburg, VA 23805
1841 N Westchester Dr Paul Joyner 1841 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1048 Elliott Ave Regina Tyler 1048 Elliott Ave Petersburg, VA 23805
1680 S Crater Rd Reshea Thompson 1680 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23805
1922 N Westchester Dr Robert and Lillian Graves 1922 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1664 S Crater Rd Robert McKeever 1664 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23805
1740 Buckner St Robert Small et al 1740 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1841 S Westchester Dr Robin Cohen et al 1841 S Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1804 Buckner St Roosevelt Washington 1804 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1946 N Westchester Dr Steven and Alfreda Payne 1946 N Westchester Dr Petersburg, VA 23805
1816 Buckner St Taffare and Kimberly Morgan 1816 Buckner St Petersburg, VA 23805
1958 N Westchester Dr Tyler Givens 109 Peter Francisco Dr Hopewell, VA 23860
1672 S Crater Rd Yolona Hampton 1672 S Crater Rd Petersburg, VA 23803
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Response to the Rezoning Request 2025-REZ-05 

This document is submitted in opposition to the rezoning request 2025-REZ-05. Our 
property at 1687 S. Crater Rd. adjoins the property whose owners are requesting rezoning. 
Rationales for opposition are listed below: 

1. The Petersburg Next Comprehensive Plan, approved in 2024, is the blueprint for 
planning and development moving forward as we strive to achieve the stated vision 
for the revitalization of the city of Petersburg. This proposal for rezoning does not 
align with multiple stated objectives in this comprehensive plan. Areas of concern 
are as follows (cross mapped to the comprehensive plan’s objectives and 
statements): 

a) Obj 8.5.1 combatting heat island e�ects – this land parcel and much of the 
single dwelling sites surrounding it are heavily canopied with mature trees 
and other forms of foliage. To develop it into up to 120 multi-housing units 
removes the overwhelming majority of forestation on this 26-acre parcel. This 
is one of the largest forested areas within the city limits. Currently the city is 
actively pursuing “re-treeing” vulnerable areas. If there is a need and desire 
to pursue this type of multi-housing development, there are many already 
cleared and non-pervious ground surfaces areas that could be selected 
without negatively impacting a tremendous existing natural resource.  

b) Obj 9.1 - roadways /impact on public safety – the rezoning proposal has its 
entry and exit on S. Crater Rd. This roadway is a principal arterial, already 
heavily traveled daily (in the top 3), in poor surface condition and without a 
meaningful medium. This section of S. Crater Rd. is listed in the 
comprehensive plan as one of the leading sites of serious vehicle accidents. 
There are higher priority projects planned for the limited infrastructure 
improvement budget prior to addressing this roadway’s needs. Adding more 
high-density housing units will exacerbate the wear and tear, as well as more 
importantly, the potential property and physical harm to those traveling this 
route. To handle this influx of users safely would require redesign of this 
currently critical roadway, likely including turn lanes, all of which is cost 
prohibitive at this time.  

c) Obj. 4.2.1 Promoting “missing middle” housing – the proposal is asking to 
rezone an area that already has a contiguous apartment complex with an 
adjoining town home complex that o�ers 188 units of multi- housing types. 
Unfortunately, in very close proximity, are multiple motels housing 
individuals and families long term. In researching “missing middle” housing, 
it speaks to careful site selection and promotes using repurposed sites and 
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infilling tear downs that do not have historic significance or those historically 
or architecturally appropriate for rehab. Important to note – per multiple 
recent online resources, this housing concept is significantly purchased, not 
by “prospective homeowners”, but by investors (both individuals and 
businesses) and subsequently become just another rental property. Thus, 
they do not significantly mitigate the a�ordability or availability issues 
deterring home ownership. Instead, they become attractive targets for 
investors. On pg. 60 of the comprehensive plan in figure 4.1 the graphic 
indicates that Petersburg, as compared to other Virginia cities, currently has 
over 20% more multi-unit housing and almost 20% less single-family 
dwellings. If there is a need for more housing that encourages living in 
Petersburg, it would appear we need single family housing units. Those 
would attract growing families as our home prices and cost of living remain 
below other areas of metro RVA. We have a Future Land Use Framework and 
Map included in the comprehensive plan that is to guide best practices in 
consideration of such rezoning proposals.  

d) Obj.6.3 This gateway corridor’s infrastructure is already taxed to support 
residential and business development. The city is actively seeking funding 
and implementing improvements in the priority areas that will support 
business development. Because of aging infrastructure and deferred costly 
maintenance and upgrades, this has become a daunting challenge. 
Stormwater runo� will increase if we lose this large, forested acreage and the 
loss of natural habitat that absorbs, and filters surface water excesses will be 
negatively impacted. So, instead of improving an existing city crisis, we will 
increase it. The BMP drainage areas on the conceptual site plans are not 
su�icient to negate the impact of land clearing and addition of impermeable 
surfaces for parking and tra�ic.  

e) Section 8 of the comprehensive plan addresses environmental stewardship 
in greater detail and supports the concerns outlined here. In early 
community feedback for the comprehensive plan, it was noted that flooding 
in low lying areas, critical high heat indices and lack of tree canopy were all 
listed as key concerns. As noted, Poor Creek runs through these existing 
private home sites and the proposed development. It is already vulnerable 
and during heavy local rainfall events, downriver flooding subsequent to 
western high-water events, and coastal flooding events, this area cannot 
drain fast enough to prevent flooding and stream bank erosion. We have in 
Petersburg both tidal and no-tidal wetlands and loss of vegetation and water 
quality in these wetlands negatively impacts our ecosystem and biodiversity. 
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As part of our compliance with the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, 
development along this area of Poor Creek deserves scrutiny. The 3 proposed 
BMP drainage sites would be challenged to be other than mosquito breeding 
grounds. The review and approval by the city of the disturbance of the RPA 
was not included in the document request provided by our Zoning and 
Development department (strategy 7.4.3), so perhaps they have not yet been 
completed. Another concern is the RAFT score of 46 that Petersburg received 
by independent study groups indicates low resilience to environmental 
threats. We recommend risk mitigation be enacted prior to any high-density 
development that further strains resilience. Our own comprehensive plan on 
pg. 187 stresses “landscape plans and standards to protect and expand 
urban green spaces while mitigating the water quality, air quality and heat 
impacts of development”.  

2. The perceived negative impact on our city has been outlined above. There is 
additionally, negative impact to the citizens on the land surrounding the proposed 
development. The developer and family submitting this rezoning proposal are not 
citizens here. Their potential economic gain through maximizing their return by 
requesting high density housing is at the expense of landowners who are actively 
living here and investing their time and treasure to the rebirth of the city. The 
negative impact of this development to current and future land value of current 
residents is currently being quantified but is predicted to be quite substantial Our 
quality of life is also impacted negatively by the proposed construction activity and 
all it entails, loss of surrounding natural habitat, increased noise and light pollution, 
and increased tra�ic on our strained roadways. To these concerned citizens this 
proposal appears to be a lose/lose. It is critical that Petersburg support win/win 
strategies to regain it’s economic footing and become the desirable place to live, 
grow and play it envisions.  
As a strong proponent of the e�orts of the Partnership for Petersburg initiative 
occurring in collaboration with our state leaders, this rezoning proposal seems ill 
timed for the city as we address the areas of opportunity to improve community 
infrastructure, address environmental concerns, improve quality of life indicators, 
and grow career opportunities. We ask that the rezoning request for multi-unit 
housing be denied.  
 
Respectfully submitted by David and Pauline Elliott, residents of 1687 S. Crater Rd., 
Petersburg on 9/25/2025. 
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September 26, 2025 
 
 
Department of Planning and Community Development 
City of Petersburg 
135 N. Union St 
Petersburg, Virginia 23803 
 
ATTN:  Mr. Tyler Jackson – Planner 
   
RE:  2025-REZ-05 
        10/2/25 Pubic Hearing 
 
To Whom it May Concern: 
  
My name is Barry Cohen.  I own the property at 1841 S Westchester Drive along with my 
siblings, Carol Robin Cohen, Dr. Michael Cohen, and Jeri Cohen.  I am wri�ng in Reference to 
2025-REZ-05 and the rezoning of proper�es adjacent to ours.  As a licensed Professional 
Engineer (Architectural/Structural) I am familiar with the general procedures that are under 
review for this project, as well as the benefits and repercussions. 
 
As a Homeowner, I want to make sure that my home remains as it is, and its overall value is not 
compromised by changes in the surroundings.  As an Engineer who constantly deals with 
Developers and Municipali�es in these situa�ons, I realize that progress is inevitable, and I 
cannot expect things to remain status quo.  But I also realize that it is up to the municipality, via 
zoning and other ordinances, as well as the building codes, to regulate construc�on and 
development to ensure that these said developments and all construc�on reflects the needs of 
all par�es involved, as well as the City of Petersburg itself. 
 
I write this le�er to address our concerns, and I feel the concerns of our neighbors, regarding 
this proposal.  While we do not object, in theory, to the development of the property, we have 
many ques�ons and concerns.  We do not feel that our proper�es are being fully considered, 
and ques�on if the impact on the community has been fully an�cipated. Our concerns include, 
but are not limited to: 
 

· Spot Zoning:  The poten�al rezoning of the two large lots is considered spot zoning, 
where a lot is individually rezoned without considera�on for the municipality’s overall 
municipal plan. Spot zoning is generally not considered to be a “best prac�ce” of city 
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planning. If lots are rezoned, there should be a significant hardship that would 
necessitate such a change. In this case, I do not see a hardship that would necessitate 
such a change.  

 
· Rezoning two R1 proper�es to R4: The two proper�es that would require rezoning are 

not isolated proper�es. The two proper�es are clearly surrounded by a large quan�ty of 
R1 proper�es. 
 
The exis�ng R1 is completely surrounded on three sides by R1 zoning district and on the 
west side by an R4 district.  The R4 por�on of the property is bounded by R1 districts on 
the east and west sides, R4 on the north and B1 on the south.  While changing the 
Zoning designa�on from R4 to RTH is not a large leap in use, it is a huge leap from a 
single family R1 district.  
 
This creates a Spot Zoning condi�on for area, where a single, less restric�ve zone is 
created surrounded by more restric�ve districts.  This will produce an RTH island, in the 
middle of and essen�ally surrounded by an R1 zone.  This appears contradic�ve to the 
overall zoning plan of Petersburg. 

 
· Lot Consolida�on / Lot Line Adjustment:  Lot line adjustments will be required, with 

mul�ple lots changing zoning districts.  Has this been reviewed and approved by the 
city? 

 
· Unit Density:  The lots under considera�on are zoned R1, single family and the proposed 

rezoning is for RTH which is significantly denser. The proposal an�cipates a project with a 
very high density of 114 units.   Within the proposed site, the highest density of units is 
located in the present R1 zoning district (adjacent to my property on South and North 
Westchester Dr), with 90% of the units located in this area – an area currently zoned for 
single family dwellings.  Along Crater Road, only 10% of the units are located in the 
exis�ng R4 district, an area designated for single family dwellings as well as mul�ple 
dwellings (apartments).   
 

· Parking:  The proposed plan also provides 262 parking spaces for the 114 units.  The 
zoning requirement for townhouses requires 2 parking spaces per unit – or in this case, a 
total of 228 parking spaces.  This plan provides for an addi�onal 38 spaces.  This seems 
excessive, and a poten�al for excessive traffic within the development, as well as into 
the development from Crater Road.  Has a traffic study been performed for this project?  
How will this affect Crater Road? 
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It appears that the internal roads on the proposed plan will create significant traffic 
within the site. Should the project proceed, considera�on for an addi�onal cross road 
might be considered from the end of the long road up to the road which occurs in the 
center of the lot.  Traffic calming measures (traffic humps) may also be necessary. 

 
The concept plan also shows a gated emergency access road connec�ng the 
development to North Westchester Drive, and Briar Road.  What assurances do we have 
that this road will remain for emergencies only, and not ul�mately be used to access the 
units at the far end (south corner) of the development? Will the access road be deeded 
to maintain it as an emergency road in perpetuity?  If this is not maintained as such it 
will severely increase the traffic through the neighborhood.   

 
· Buffer:  While a buffer is shown around the built-up por�on of the development, this 

buffer is narrowest on the southside adjacent to Westchester Dr. where larger single-
family proper�es exist.  At this point, the buffer is provided by a tree line extending 50’ 
from the property line.  Item 5 of the proffer notes “There shall be a buffer along the 
property as it abuts single family … subject to the removal of fallen, diseased or dead 
plant growth, except to the extent necessary for grading, drainage & u�li�es.”  Who will 
determine which plant growth remains and which is removed?  Will an arborist or city 
forester make the determina�on regarding the trees to remain? Will evergreen trees 
and/or landscape berms be provided in the southside buffer zone? 

 
· Site Grading and Landscaping:  The two large lots (R1) consist of mature trees of varying 

sizes, underbrush sca�ered around uneven terrain.  This terrain consists of mounds and 
valleys; many the remnants of the entrenchments made during the Civil War.  The 
grading that will be necessary for this project will require extensive work to these 
features, undoubtably affec�ng the exis�ng plant growth.  The proposed site plan does 
not reflect the maintenance of any mature or significant trees and vegeta�on.  In fact, it 
appears that the density (clusters) of townhouses and significant parking will necessitate 
the removal of the majority of the trees and vegeta�on. Has a study been performed by 
the City Arborist to tag trees to remain, trees to be removed, and dead plant growth to 
be cleared?  How can we be assured that trees and landscaping will be provided that 
conforms to the proposed plan?  Has a landscaping plan been created, and reviewed by 
the planning commission or the Zoning Board? 

 
· Storm Water Management:  Has a storm water management study been performed?  As 

noted above, much of the buffer area consists of uneven terrain which will require 
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extensive clearing, grubbing and grading.  This will severely impact the stormwater 
management of the property.  Over the years, the exis�ng trenches have become 
channels for water flow, and during heavy rains these areas have a tendency to flood.  
How will the revisions and grading affect the neighboring proper�es?   Have studies 
been performed to determine if the three proposed stormwater basins are adequate for 
the projected condi�ons? 
 

· Exis�ng creek:  In addi�on, a creek runs thru the property, coming from the proper�es 
on Westchester and passing thru the project proper�es.  As noted above with the buffer 
areas, this creek severely overflows and floods during heavy rainstorms.  How will the 
grading affect the creek and the adjacent proper�es?  Will the creek be preserved 
through the property.  The proposed plan does not indicate the creek. Again, has a storm 
water management study been performed?  Has there been a wetlands study, or a study 
by the DEP? 

  
 
To summarize, while I am not opposed to the development of the site, I do not feel that that the 
impact of the proposed development on the neighboring proper�es has been adequately 
considered.  The following ques�ons remain: 
 

1. Spot zoning appears to be contrary to the original intent of the zoning ordinance and 
distribu�on of the various occupancies.  There is no hardship to the property owners 
that precludes development of this land.  Single-family dwellings can be constructed 
without the necessity to rezone.  

2. Is it necessary to have 114 units?  It seems that keeping the zoning as R1, and 
developing the area as single family dwellings will sa�sfy the current ordinance, and s�ll 
allow the property owners to develop the area.  In addi�on, the lot just off Crater Road 
is R4, and can be used for apartments or mul�-family units without redistric�ng.   

3. Is it possible to redistribute the units, placing more towards Crater Rd, the exis�ng R4?  
Can they be moved north to more evenly distribute the total units so most are not 
adjacent to our proper�es? 

4. What are our assurances that in the future addi�on units will not be added? 
5. Parking for the development appears to be excessive.  Why are so many spaces needed?  

Has a traffic study been performed?  What assurances are there that the gated 
emergency road will not be opened up as a thru-Way? 

6. How will the buffer, as shown, be enforced.  Can the en�re development be shi�ed 
north, increasing the buffer on the south side, making it more equal to that on the 
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north?   Why is the south side buffer the narrowest, while the northside is several �mes 
larger?  Can the en�re development be shi�ed to equalize the buffer for all sides? 

7. Who will determine which trees remain, which trees can be removed, and what must be 
added?  Has a site plan/landscaping plan been created?  Has the City Arborist performed 
a survey to determine these issues? 

8. Has a storm water analysis study been performed?  How will this work affect the exis�ng 
wetlands?  Will storm water now be redirected onto our proper�es? 

 
Thank you for your considera�on. 

 
 
 
 
 

Barry A Cohen, PE 
1841 S Westchester Dr 
Petersburg, VA  23805 
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MEMO IN OPPOSTION 
 

TO:  Department of Planning & Community Developmen (City of Petersburg)  
jcrews@petersburg-va.org 

 tjackson@petersburg-va.org  
 
FROM: John & Stephanie Willinger, Residents 
  1685 S Crater Road 
 
DATE:  September 27, 2025 
 
RE: Application Submitted Requesting Rezoning By Wilton Acquistion LLC for TPINs – 

04211011, 042090014, 04211002, 042110802 

As residents of the above-referenced location since May 2007, we are STRONGLY opposed to the 
application submitted by Henry Wilton and we concur with the statements and information submitted 
in advance by Pauline and David Elliott.  This proposal as submitted is not aligned with the City of 
Petersburg Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Additionally, we respectfully request consideration of the following 

1. Our 75 year old unique single-family home is directly adjacent to 1683 S. Crater Road. 
2. 1683 S Crater Road is tied historically to all of the unique adjoining single family homes 

at:1685, 1687, 1689 & 1701 S. Crater Road. 
3. We were assured by the owner Elizabeth Hale that they would never sell to a developer which 

was one of the reasons we purchased our unique single family home in 2007. 
4. This proposal if appproved would further erode the historic significance and value of our 

collective unique adjoining properties.  
5. The application correctly states in #4 that ‘the majority of the area is developed with single 

family homes’.  However, it further concludes that offering a ‘choice’ of townhomes ‘helps 
increase home ownership’ with no evidence to support this conclusion in this unique historic 
location.  To restructure this area as proposed devalues the majority property type as 
indicated. 

6. The number of units proposed is preposterous and unreasonable given the nature of the 
neighborhood where there have been significant improvements to several single-family homes 
within a 2-3 block radius over the last few years.These improved properties on S. Crater Road 
have increased property values and continue the forward momentum needed in Petersburg to 
attract and retain citizens. 

7. This proposal if approved would create more issues than already exist on S. Crater Road for 
traffic flow and public safety. If you have 4 residents in each unit (not to exceed 120 cited in the 
proffers) that adds another 480 citizens at a minimum that the city would be responsible for 
ensuring safe traffic flow and protection from crime.   

8. It is clear from the application that this developer believes that townhomes in this location 
would appeal to ‘first time home buyers’ or ‘city/county employees’ again with no evidence to 
support this conclusion.  We believe it would drive out the current hard working citizens that  
pay taxes to support the positive endeavors going on in Petersburg. 
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Memo to DPCD 
September 27, 2025 
Page 2 

9. This type of project would be better suited in another blighted location without the negative 
environmental impacts as outlined by Ms. Elliott.  We are not opposed to the concept of re-
development which may include a limited number of single-family residences on 1-2 acre lots, 
akin to the nature of our adjoining properties. This would preserve the unique and picturesque 
settting that adds value to Petersburg. 

10. This proposal if approved would degrade our properties and surrounding wildlife habitats that 
we have become accustomed to nurturing including a variety of birds, deer, groundhogs, 
butterflies, frogs, etc. 

11. We also believe that our properties along with those in this application may contain items like 
earthworks and other historical items connected to the federal park since it is in close 
proximity. There has been some interested private parties in exploration but it may be of value 
to state or local entities for investigation or preservation. 

 

Thank you in advance for your careful consideration of this application. We look forward to a thorough 
review and we are hopeful that the outcome will benefit our community. 

 

 

 

 

Copy:  David & Pauline Elliott @ mpbe53717476@gmail.com 
 Jim & Linda Wynne @ wynne1701@gmail.com  
 Darrin Hill @ Dhill@petersburg-va.org  
 Sam Parham @ Sparham@petersburg-va.org  
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To: Department of Planning Community Development 
City of Petersbrug 
135 N. Union Street, Room 304 
Petersburg, VA 2380s 

 
From: Albert and Linda Wynne 
 1701 S. Crater Road 
 Petersburg, VA 23805 
 
Subject: Response to Rezoning Request 2025-REZ-05 
 
Attention: Tyler Jackson, Planner 
 
In response to the request for rezoning the properties 1681 & 1683 South Crater Road from R-4 
Multiple-Dwelling and R-1 Single-Family Residence Districts to RTH, Residential Town House District, we 
are submitting this document documenting our opposition to the rezoning request.  We offer the 
following to support our opposition: 
 

1. Traffic Congestion:  Most recently, the Petersburg City Council began addressing the number of 
accidents related to speeding and bottlenecks associated with the high volume of traffic on 
Crater Road.  Suggestions to reduce the impact of accidents and speeding have included ‘no-left’ 
turns and speed bumps.  Crater Road is State Route 301 and ‘local traffic’ includes tractor 
trailers, Box trucks, cars, and unfortunately, speeding motorcycles.  The additional 120 
townhouse units proposed in the project-development plan does not address the impact of 
potentially 180 additional vehicles that would require ingress and egress to the subdivision 
created from the building of these units.  There is no impact study from DOT that provides a 
thorough study of the impact of adding these units in an areas which already have a large & 
smaller apartment complex that are adjacent to the proposed development site.  Would there 
be a turn lane added, or another intersectional traffic light which would be within 1/8-1/4 of a 
mile from two existing traffic lights to the north of the proposed project area?  Within 1/8 mile 
to the south on Crater Road from this proposed entrance/exit to the development area is 
another intersectional traffic light, and another 2 within 1/8 & 1/4 mile further south from that 
intersectional traffic light.  The bottleneck that would be created requires more than a cursory 
study to determine the full impact to the neighborhoods adjacent to the proposed rezoning 
area.  Those entering the proposed development traveling south on Crater Road would have to 
turn left across oncoming traffic, creating potential cases for accidents to occur.  Not having a 
turn-left capability will require the south-bound traffic wanting to enter the  property to travel 
further south on Crater Road and find a place to turn around (U-turn at traffic intersection or 
neighboring parking lots in former mall areas.  We believe this proposal would be inviting 
greater problems with congestion, inconvenience and speeding with drivers who are in a hurry 
to reach their destination, without regard to the safety to those using the existing sidewalks.  
There is no indication that a study of police traffic records as to the number of accidents, injuries 
and deaths associated with speeding and reckless driving on S. Crater Road, both north and 
south of the proposed Crater Road entrance/exit for the proposed rezoning area. 

2. School System Impact:  There is no indication as to the impact of school-aged children who 
would be living in the proposed townhouse district.  The number of buses that would be 
entering and exiting the neighborhood has not been projected to ascertain the impact on traffic 
throughput.  What school districts would be impacted requiring additional infrastructure and 
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teacher resources?  This seems to be rather short-sighted and implies there is no interest in the 
community impact. 

3. Not respecting existing zoning:  The proposed rezoning from Multiple Dwelling R-1 and Single-
Family Residence ignores the original intent by the existing properties owners which is to keep 
any new housing in the proposed rezoning area consistent with the homes that are currently 
adjacent to the proposed rezoning area.  The proposed townhouse district would include 
dwellings that are incongruent with the existing homes surrounding the proposed rezoning area.  
We are not opposed to single family homes within a multiple dwelling district.  This is consistent 
with the intent that was fostered when we acquired our home at 1701 S. Crater Road.   

4. Unsubstantiated First-Time Owner Opportunities:  Currently, there are multiple townhouse 
residential neighborhoods that are not adjacent to the impacted single-family homes.  Has there 
been any analysis conducted to show whether these townhouses are individual owner-
residences, or are there sets of these townhouses owned by an LLC or investment entity for the 
purpose of leasing/rental income?  The proposed plan does not provide any evidence to 
substantiate their claim.  We have considerable concerns related to these townhouses being 
maintained at the level of the surrounding properties.  With the existing apartment and 
townhouse complexes which are on-record as having crime related challenges, we see this as an 
added increase of density-induced criminal activities.  The bottom line here is that the current 
land owners and potential developer have not provided any evidence that these townhouses 
would be individually- owned residences.   

5. Infrastructure Impact:  We do not see any real data that measures the impact of these 
additional townhouses to water and sewer utilities, electricity, gas, and stormwater runoff that 
would result with the proposed development.  To our knowledge the City of Petersburg has not 
included additional funding for residential infrastructure development in its budget.  We do not 
see this as a priority in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  Where would the funds originate or be 
reallocated from other projects that have been in the planning for years?  We find this a 
distraction to the City’s comprehensive plan for economic development. 

6. Historical Significance:  Petersburg has a long history of early residential and commercial 
properties, and the role it played in the comprehensive socio-economic development of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia.  Whereas the National Battlefield represents a turning point in our 
nation’s treatment of all people treated as equals, the proposed rezoning area is one of the few 
remaining undisturbed lands that remain that document our city’s history in the conflict for 
equality.  There are other areas within the city limits of Petersburg that would welcome the 
development proposed by the owners and developer and not impact on the preservation of this 
property.  Once it is gone, it is gone forever and history will be forgotten.  There is a 
preservation foundation that would value having this property as one of their protected 
artifacts. 
 
 

We appreciate the opportunity to voice our opposition to this rezoning request.  We believe that the 
issues sited above represent the common-sense perspectives of our neighborhood.  We are asking the 
zoning board to not support the rezoning request. 
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Albert and Linda Wynne 
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Recap and Update
• Request to identify areas in vicinity of the ERC district that 

may be appropriate for proactive (i.e. city-initiated) 
rezoning; will need to determine if rezonings are 
appropriate and, if so, to which districts

• Will need to consider Future Land Use Map guidance, 
existing conditions, whether any additional changes are 
appropriate

• Since last meeting, scope of focus has been defined by 
City Manager and several parcels were discovered to have 
been rezoned already
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Rezoned Previously
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Scope of Focus
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Future Land Use Designations
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Future Land Use Designations
•Research and Commercial – “Major employment centers”, 
variety of research and development, light industrial, office, 
and medical uses

•Corridor Commercial – “Provides good and services for 
community”, commercial, hospitality, personal service uses

•Community Residential – “More suburban in character,” 
variety of residential uses encouraged

160 



300 Poplar Drive
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300 Poplar Drive
•10-acre lot with frontage along both Poplar Drive and 
Medical Park Boulevard

•Current Zoning is R-1, Single Family Residence, religious 
assembly use permitted by-right; Future Land Use 
Designation is Research and Development 

•If redeveloped, would be limited to low-density residential 
uses that do not align with Future Land Use designation

163 



230 Medical Park Blvd
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230 Medical Park Boulevard
•25-acre lot; majority wetlands with approximately 3 
buildable acres.

•Current Zoning is R-4, Multi-Family Residential, Future Land 
Use Designation is Research and Development 

•Plans have been approved for construction of 76-unit 
apartment on the site, Planning Commission asked to 
consider whether this is best and highest use and if R-4 
Zoning is most appropriate given anticipated development 
in area
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27 Seyler Drive
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27 Seyler Drive
•2.1-acre lot with access onto Crater Road

•Current Zoning is R-4, Multi-Family Residential, Future Land 
Use Designation is Corridor Commercial

•Current use is religious assembly; if redeveloped, uses 
would include range of residential up to multi-family
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Seyler Drive – Norwood Subdivision
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Northwood Subdivision
•Various single-family dwelling lots on block between 
Medical Park Boulevard and South Crater Road (currently no 
access onto Medical Park)

•Current Zoning is R-1, Single-Family Residential, Future Land 
Use Designation is Community Residential

•Current condition of street not conducive to heavier traffic, 
but very likely surrounding new development will be 
commercial 
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Possible Zoning Changes
•B-2 General Commercial District – Range of commercial 
uses, single and two-family dwellings by-right, multi-family 
and other more intensive uses (adult, nightclub, vehicle 
repair) can be requested through special use permit

•MXD-3 Mixed Use District – Permits offices, clinics, and 
educational uses by-right, commercial and non-
objectionable industrial uses can be requested through 
special use permit 
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Additional Considerations
•Future Land Use Map did not account for casino 
development; may be appropriate to revisit designations

•City would not have ability to place proffers on proactive 
rezonings (i.e. no limitations on uses)

•Council has asked for attention to redevelopment potential

•Commission requested site visit in partnership with PAT, was 
not possible prior to this meeting; Council has requested 
recommendations by March 17
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Potential Recommendations
•300 Poplar Drive and 230 Medical Park Boulevard – Considering 
redevelopment potential, MXD-3 or B-2 could be appropriate
• B-2 Zoning allows for wider range of commercial uses; MXD-3 would 

provide more review/control over types of uses and more closely 
align with Research and Development FLU Designation

•27 Seyler – B-2 Zoning appears to be appropriate due to 
surrounding uses, access onto South Crater Road, and Future 
Land Use design

•Northwood Subdivision – Future Land Use designation would be 
supportive of retaining existing zoning
• If rezoned, consideration would need to be made for existing street 

condition and protections for current homeowners (e.g. if house 
were to burn, could it be built back?)

• B-2 Zoning does currently allow residential uses, but includes range 
of commercial
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Planning Commission Attendance 2025

January February February SP March March SC April April WS May May/June WS June June WS July July WS August September SP September September WS October October Sp November December
Alvin Cannon P P P P NR P P P A A P P A NM P NM NQ NQ P P P
Fenton Bland P P P P NR P P P P P P P A NM P NM NQ NQ P P P
Thomas Hairston A P A A P P P A A P P P A NM P NM NQ NQ P A A
James Norman P A* P P NR P P A P P A P A NM P NM NQ NQ P P P
Dianne Harley P A P P NR P P P P P P P P NM P NM NQ NQ A P A
Tony McDaniel P P P A P A P A A A A A P NM P NM NQ NQ A A P
Kirsten Katzenbach P P P P P P P P P P P P A NM P NM NQ NQ P P P
Daquan Reinhardt P P A P P P A P A P P A A NM A NM NQ NQ P P A
Marshall Ford A P P P NR P A A A A A P P NM P NM NQ NQ P P A

P=Present A=Absent NM=No Meeting NR=Not Required NQ= No Quorum

*Attended Virtually
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Planning Commission Attendance 2026

January January Sp February Sp February March April May June July August September October November December
Alvin Cannon A P P P NM
Fenton Bland P P P P NM
Thomas Hairston P P A A NM
James Norman P P P P NM
Dianne Harley P P P P NM
Tony McDaniel A P A A NM
Kirsten Katzenbach P P P P NM
Daquan Reinhardt A P A P NM
Marshall Ford A A P P NM

P=Present A=Absent NM=No Meeting NQ= No Quorum

*Attended Virtually
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