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I.  Introduction: 
 
 The City of Petersburg is currently preparing for several, imminent institutional changes including a transition 
within the office of City Manager, an examination of policy implications in the wake of Census 2010, and the 
ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нлмм /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴΦ   One of the most impactful resources that the City has in 
implementing the Plan is its annual entitlement of Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds from the 
CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ¦Ǌōŀƴ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦ   ¦ƴǘƛƭ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ ǇƭŀƴƴƛƴƎΣ 
administering, and monitoring this critical source of funding has been adrift of any strategic framework needed to 
ǇǊƻǇŜƭ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƎƻŀƭǎΦ   
 ! ƴŜǿ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ƳŀƪƛƴƎ /5.D ƳƻǊŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ƴƻǿ ōŜƛƴƎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ 
of Planning and Community Development.  Central to a more effective approach is ensuring that efficiency and 
collaboration become the principle foundations for administering the program.  Specifically, this involves 
improving the pre-award assessment process and bettŜǊ ǘǊŀŎƪƛƴƎΣ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎΣ ŀƴŘ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǎǳōǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ 
programs.   
 This report, part review and part proposal, seeks to create greater efficiency through smarter planning.  It is an 
ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ Řƛǎǘƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŜǘƘƻǊŀ ƻŦ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ development trends and recommendations from 
varied interest groups. Part II lays out the impetus and justification for planning a better CDBG program for the 
City.  It begins by addressing the apparent scarcity of high quality rental housing in the City that has, as a result, left 
ŀ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭƛƴƎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƻǇǘƛƻƴǎΦ Lǘ ǘƘŜƴ ƘƛƎƘƭƛƎƘǘǎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀƴŘ 
national policy goals that are intended to address this while offering solutions toward removing barriers to 
affordability including new land use and transportation policies.  Parts III through V of the report are segmented 
into five areas of programmatic improvement; Pre-Award Assessment, Horizontal Integration of Programs, 
Stakeholder Collaboration, Transit Oriented Design, and Sustainable Partnerships.  Combined, these areas make up 
the foundation for the Petersburg S.T.A.R. (Strategically Targeted Areas for Revitalization) approach to CDBG 
implementation.  This approach, while deliberate, should be seen as a beginning, not an end to the ultimate 
creation of a more effective overall CDBG program for the City of Petersburg. The final part of the report includes 
brief descriptions of recommended sub-recipients for the first generation of the S.T.A.R. approach as outlined in 
the pages that follow.   

  

 
II. Impetus for strengthening CDBG program framework. 
 
ADDRESSING THE AFFORDABLE RENTAL SCARCITY 
 
 According to the Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development there has been a continuous rise in 
ǘƘŜ άǿƻǊǎǘ ŎŀǎŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ƴŜŜŘǎέ ŦƻǊ ƘƻƳŜ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǎƘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀǇǇŀǊŜƴǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŜ ƭŀŎƪ ƻŦ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ 
ƘƻƳŜ ǎǳǇǇƭȅΦ  !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ I¦5Ωǎ нллф Worst Case Housing Needs Report to Congress: 

 
ΧǎƛƴŎŜ нллмΣ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ŎŀǎŜǎ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ōȅ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ пн 
percent, now representing more than 6 percent of all households. Because of these dramatic 
increases, 41 percent of the 17.12 million very low-income American renters had worst case needs 
in 2009. Most of these renters had severe rent burdens, paying more than one-half of their 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ŦƻǊ ǊŜƴǘΣΧ

1
 

 
 The report examines the three major causes of the sharp increase in worst case housing needs for home 
renters.  Focusing in upon the years 2007 to 2009 the data suggests that a combination of an overall loss of income 
by renters as a group, a significant gap in financial assistance to renters, and a growing demand fueled by a 
combination of falling incomes and lack of supply.

2
 

                                                           
1
 City of Petersburg, Comprehensive Plan., 2011., p. vii. 

2
 Ibid 
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 The relatively low percentage of home ownership in the City has been an area of concern for many community 
stakeholders for some time.  Home ownership, specifically affordable home ownership, was until very recently 
seen as a panacea for addressing the socio-economic problems that plague, not only the City of Petersburg, but 
the nation as a whole.  The current housing crisis affecting all Americans has forced institutions, as well as civil 
society, to reevaluate the effects of forcing homeownership on an entire population, many of whom were not able 
to sustain the debt burden required.  The disconnect lies between the idea of home ownership as the principle 
method for generating household wealth and the false notion that without it, stable and nurturing communities 
cannot be achieved.  While gaining financial equity through homeownership has helped to stabilize many middle-
class American families, it should not be seen as the single driver of wealth building or neighborhood stabilization.  
Far too great an emphasis, by both institutions and non-profits, has been placed upon home ownership to the 
point where home renting has become both a pejorative and a significant social stigma.  This perception has driven 
localities to neglect and often over-regulate against high quality rental leaving citizens who choose to rent, subject 
to a greater housing cost burden than their home owning counterparts.   
 The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development recognizes households who pay 30% or more of 
their income on housing costs to be financially burdened by this necessity.  This burden is an unfortunate reality 
that exists in the City of Petersburg where, although it maintains a relatively high percentage of renters, those 
same renters are burdened with a greater housing cost to income ratio, 37.9%, than the 26.1% that are burdened 
by the cost of home owning.  Although it may seem counter-intuitive, in order to bring cost burdens down, the 
supply of rental housing does in fact need to be increased to satisfy the demand.  tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ƻǎǘŜƴǎƛōƭŜ lack of 
homeowners may, in fact, be less about the tenure of homes and more about housing quality, neighborhood 
stability, economic opportunity, and social inequity.   
 
 

  Home renting, as a lifestyle, should not be seen as the 
principle cause for blight or failing communities.  
Concentrations of poverty, lack of employment 
opportunities, and in some cases oppressive cultural 
discrimination are much more defensible reasons for 
perennial blight. 
 As a region, the South maintains the highest number of 
renters burdened by housing costs than any other region by 
a wide margin.  Petersburg is no different. Further 
examination reveals that in some census tracts the rental 
housing cost burden can be over 60% of the population.  
With the percentage of citizens renting between 40 and 60 
percent, this is a profound number of citizens living in 
ǳƴŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻƳŜǎΦ  ά¢ƘŜ ƴŜŜŘ ǘƻ Ǉŀȅ ƳƻǊŜ ǘƘŀƴ ƻƴŜ-half 
ƻŦ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƻƴ ǊŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘhe predominant cause of worst 
case needs, and a lack of affordable, available, and physically 
adequate rental units is the main driver of these high rent 

ōǳǊŘŜƴǎΦέ HUD research reveals that the primary causes for these inequities are due to an increase in the number 
of renters with stagnant wages or unemployment, a deficit in rental assistance, decreases in supply of higher 
quality rental due to demand from new renters entering the market from recession driven household income 
losses.

3
 

 

A DEMOGRAPHIC REALITY CHECK 
 
 Like the nation, Virginia as a formal region is in the beginning stages of a profound shift in market demand for 
rental housing.  As reported by the Virginia Housing Development Authority, high quality rental housing will 

                                                           
3
 Ibid., ix. 
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continue to be sought by increasingly urban focused households, many by choice.  Generation Y, those generally 
ōƻǊƴ ŀŦǘŜǊ мфулΣ ŀǊŜ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ŦƻǊ ƴŜǿ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘƛƻƴ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ƭŀǊƎŜǎǘ ŎƻƘƻǊǘǎΩΣ ǘƘŜ 
baby boomers, affinity for aging in place.  The disconnect in affordability is due to the previous rental home 
ƳŀǊƪŜǘǎΩΣ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ·Σ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ǎƳŀƭƭŜǊ ǎƛȊŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǳƴƛǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴǳǎǘ Ŧƛƭƭ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǿƛƴƎ 
demand.  Couple this with a growing demand for downtown living, a critical apprehension toward home mortgage 
debt, and a burgeoning market for retired or assisted living facilities, and the rental housing supply will continue to 
be the primary demand for some years to come.  The graphic below displays this reality by revealing the specific 
market segments in Virginia and their past and projected trends.  This shows how baby-boomers are and will 
continue to dominate the housing market as empty nesters and seniors while middle aged home owners, as a 
group are in decline and in some cases declining dramatically.

4
 Designing the appropriate investment policies will 

ŘŜƳŀƴŘ ŀ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƭƻƻƪ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ōŜŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ άƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘǎέ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 
presumed factors that generate social capital.  The data here suggests that they will no longer be able to sustain 
what amounts to monocultural enclaves of type, tenure, or function.   
 
 
 
 

 

                                                           
4 Virginia Housing and Development Authority. Accommodating the HoǳǎƛƴƎ bŜŜŘǎ ƻŦ DŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ¸Σ ! wŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ ±ƛǊƎƛƴƛŀΩǎ 

Changing Housing Needs., Virginia Housing Trends, October 2008., p. 5., graph: p.2. 
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 ¢ƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ǿŀǎ ōǳƛƭǘ prior to the twentieth century and the decades directly 
following WWII.  By the late 1990s the construction of new housing of any type had fallen to just 1.5 percent of all 
units with single-family detached continuing to occupy the majority of housing type throughout the city.   Multi-
family housing comprises just 5.2 percent.   
 Although the recent 2010 census data reveals a continued decline in overall population, this does not account 
for the increase potential from the Base Realignment at Fort Lee where projections are that Petersburg will absorb 
up to 217 new households into the City.

5
  In 2005 the City had a net migration gain of 110 households, nearly half 

from neighboring localities.  Nevertheless, the average net loss to these same neighbors is considerable. 2005 was 
significant because it marked the first year in many for which the number of immigrants was considerably higher 
than in many previous years.  
  

άCǊƻƳ ŀ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ǘƻ ƴŜǿ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ 
intown neighborhoods stem from the very large number of neglected, dilapidated, and vacant 
properties that are widespread throughout the neighborhoods, as well as perceptions that these 
neighborhoods are generally unsafe, perceptions that are only reinforced by the existence of 
those neglected, dilapidateŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǾŀŎŀƴǘ ǇǊƻǇŜǊǘƛŜǎΦέ 

6
 

 
 The Market Study developed by Zimmerman & Volk Associates for LISC provides evidence to suggest that 
future housing types should involve new multi-family and diffused affordable single family detached within a 
variety of regulatory incentives. 
 

USING THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AS A GUIDE 
 
 Potentially one of the most impactful documents that a City has in its effort toward revitalization policies is the 
Comprehensive Plan.  ¢ƘŜ Ǉƭŀƴ Ƙŀǎ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘƭȅ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎǎŜǘǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ 
and provided rational goals and objectives for implementation and guiding policies.  The City should be 
commended for having the foresight to hire a talented team of Planning consultants who were able to produce a 
plan that provides City leaders with an array of creative and contemporary tools toward revitalization.  The planΩǎ 
research provides a sobering look at the state of the City. By virtually all measures of development, the City of 
Petersburg is struggling.  ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳŜǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜΦ  aƻǎǘ ŀƭŀǊƳƛƴƎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
percentage of elderly is steadily increasing, the workforce that is needed to care for this cohort continues to 
shrink.  Household incomes in the City, as well, lag far beneath both the region and the State medians exacerbating 
tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ƘƛƎƘ ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅ ǊŀǘŜǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƘƛƎƘŜǎǘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΦ  ол҈ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ ƭƛǾŜ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƻǾŜǊƛǎƘŜŘ ƘƻƳŜǎ 
suffering within neighborhoods that contain an aging and often vacant housing stock.  The City of Petersburg 
maintains the highest percentage of vacant houses in the region.  Infrastructure investments, as a catalyst for 
revitalization, must be viewed equally valuable to the programmatic investments in non-governmental 
organizations where more abstract, social empowerment efforts are the primary emphasis.  The Comprehensive 
Plan is clear on the direction the City should ǘŀƪŜ ǘƻ ŀƳŜƭƛƻǊŀǘŜ ǘƘƛǎ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŀǎ ƛǘ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ŀ άƴƻŘŀƭέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ 
investment and building upon existing assets. 
 

Efforts by private investors and foundations need the City as a strategic partner.  Investing in the 
hot spots downtown and in older neighborhoods can strengthen private sector investment and 
encourage it to spread outward from the nodes of activity that exist.   Seeds of revitalization can 
grow and gain momentum.  Public comments have stressed the desire to see the city invest in 
areas around revitalizing nodes, thereby strengthening already revitalized and stable 
neighborhoods and building on the momentum they have started.

7
  

                                                           
5
 Zimmerman & Volk., An Analysis of Residential Market Potential, The Neighborhoods of Blandford, Halifax, 

Rome Street/Westview/Birdville, Battersea, and Downtown/Old Towne in The City of Petersburg, Virginia., February, 2008 p. 7. 
6
 Ibid. p. 36. 

7
 City of Petersburg, VA., 2011 Comprehensive Plan., p.11. 
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CONSOLIDATING INVESTMENT: 
 
 As qualifying criteria for CDBG, the City should require all chosen sub-recipients to either directly or indirectly 
align their programs with public investments or future plans of development.   This increases the awareness and 
velocity of revitalization.  Attracting private investment with infrastructure improvements as well, are as critical as 
cultural investment; without it, CDBG will continue to struggle within a rapidly hollowing city.   
 

If public investment is to be more than a temporary patch on deteriorating conditions, it must 
attract and support private investment as well.  Investment in housing must be strategic and 
combined with infrastructure improvements if it is to compete with the suburban growth that has 
had a hollowing out effect on city neighborhoods. 

 

 
RESPONDING TO MARKET DEMAND: 
 
 Home ownership should continue to be a part of the overall housing mix for creating stable neighborhoods.  
When and if programs for affordable home ownership are applied for, careful and deliberate consideration for the 
appropriate architectural type, density, and location should be employed prior to awarding grants.  The notion that 
multi-family housing, regardless of tenure, is somehow inimical toward the creation and stability of communities 
should be replaced with the understanding that the concentration of poverty, and general disinvestment in social 
capital, is what has resulted in declining neighborhoods.   
 The City should not attempt to compete with neighboring jurisdictions that are awash with buildable acreage 
adjacent to the same transportation infrastructure and should, alternatively, focus specifically upon its people and 
places.  The Comprehensive Plan is clear regarding the asset based approach the City should take regarding 
housing and revitalization. 
 

ΧPetersburg as an urban center can appeal to homeownership in the form of multi-family units 
(duplexes, condos, etc.) as well as providing the market for multi-unit housing.  Housing diversity 
is an asset for urban areas, and a policy Petersburg should encourage if it is to encourage growth 
and revitalization in all of its diverse neighborhoods.

8
 

   
The increased affordability of housing and decreased affordability of rent must be put in context 
with the lower median incomes for Petersburg in relation to the Commonwealth.  Affordable 
housing is defined by the Census as housing costs which are less than 30% of income.  
ΧPetersburg has a higher percentage of its population paying over 30% of its income on housing 
costs than the average for Virginia.

9
 

  

 POVERTY & EDUCATION 
 
 !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ǇŜǊŜƴƴƛŀƭ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳǎ 
also support an immediate and bold approach toward CDBG investment.  
 

Χ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ǳƴŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ǊŀǘŜ ŜȄŎŜŜŘǎ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƻƴǿŜŀƭǘƘΦ  Lǘ Ƙŀǎ ōeen 

ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘƭȅ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩǎ ōȅ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ мΦм҈ ǘƻ пΦр҈ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ мл ȅŜŀǊǎΦ  Another 
factor of employment, which is harder to gage, is underemployment (persons working part-time 
desiring full time work, persons working multiple part-time jobs, etc.).  The Virginia Economic 
Development Partnership estimated that in 2007 an additional 6.3% of the workforce in 
tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŘŜǊŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŘΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ƭƻǿ ƳŜŘƛŀƴ ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ς the lowest in 

                                                           
8
 Ibid. p.15. 

9
 Ibid. p. 16. 
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the region and among the lowest in the state. 
10

 
 

Χ when compared to the assessment results statewide, Petersburg Standards of Learning 
assessment results are often way below state averages.  The percent of students passing SOL 
testing is lower than state averages in every category.  Improving assessment results is the 
number one goal listed in the PPS Corrective Action Plan,Χ

11
 

  
 

άTOWN AND GOWNέ 
 
 In recent years, the once inexorable partnership between the City of Petersburg and Virginia State University 
has begun to wane in favor of stronger ties toward localities north of the City.  However, according to the 2011 
Comprehensive Plan the City could reestablish a connection to the University and the student population by 
investing in the historic gateway across the Appomattox River at Fleet Street. (79)  The CityΩǎ /5.D ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ 
become a significant driver in the relationship reformation with this important institution.   

 
 
USING THE ZONING ORDINANCE AS AN INSTRUMENT FOR CHANGE: 
 
 The current zoning ordinance for the City of Petersburg is a very powerful, regulatory instrument that could, if 
designed appropriately, have a profound effect on future revitalization efforts.  In relation to the S.T.A.R. approach 
to CDBG, the pending, revised ordinance will create an overall easier regulatory environment for varied 
development types and initiatives to occur.  Through the zoning ordinance, very specific areas of concern can be 
remedied with regulations and incentives that promote the goals and objectives of the Comprehensive Plan and 
the CDBG program at once.  Part III and IV of this proposal outline just such an arrangement. 
 One of the purposes of this proposal is to offer practical applications of these findings that will manifest in the 
manner in which the City awards its CDBG grants.  
 

 

III: Strategically Targeted Areas for Revitalization (S.T.A.R.) 
 
 In 1998 the City of Richmond, Virginia embarked upon a progressive planning approach toward applying CDBG 
and HOME funding in a targeted manner.  The impetus for the change was recognition by staff that although 
ample amounts of public funding were reaching areas of need, the desired revitalization outcomes were not being 
ƳŜǘΦ   Lƴ ŎƻƳōƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ƭƻŎŀƭ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ /ƻǊǇƻǊŀǘƛƻƴǎΩ ŦǊǳǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǘŜǊƳ 
CDBG requirements and the lack of any strategic approach to revitalization, the City began designing what became 
ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ άbŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘΩǎ ƛƴ .ƭƻƻƳέ όbƛ.ύ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ  [ŀǊƎŜƭȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ƘŀǊŘ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊ ōǳȅ-in, 
the program began by forming a small task-force, determining criteria for targeted neighborhoods, and creating a 
plan for targeting investment. Once the targeted neighborhoods had been selected for investment into the NiB  
the City organized stakeholders who then created a vision for revitalization, a work-plan to carry out 
implementation, and a budget to determine financing.  Due to the neighborhood scale of each NiB, very detailed 
plans, down to the parcel level, could then be made available to local CDCs to use as a guide for their investment 
ǇƭŀƴǎΦ  ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳƛǘƳŜƴǘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǘǊŜƳŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŀƴŘ ǿŀǎ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƳŀƴƛŦŜǎǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ 
level of investment, not only through CDBG, but also the public works in the form of street improvements and 
public realm amenities. 

12
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 LƴǎǇƛǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ wƛŎƘƳƻƴŘΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ǿƛǘƘ bƛ. ŀƴŘ ōŀǎŜŘ ǳǇƻƴ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ǿƛǘƘin parts I & II 
of this proposal, tƘŜ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜ ŀ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǳŀƭ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ /5.D 
programmatic delivery.  The five components of the progressive delivery system include: 
 

1) Improving Pre-Award Assessment 
2) Horizontal Integration of Programs 
3) Stakeholder Capacity Building 
4) Transit Oriented Development (TOD) as the Typology and Guide for Revitalization 
5) Sustainable Partnerships and Collaboration 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMPONENT 1: IMPROVING PRE-AWARD ASSESSMENT 
 
 Lǘ ƛǎ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŦƻǊ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ confidence in the 
/ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘŜǊ ŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǿƻǊǘƘȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΦ  ²ƛǘƘƻǳǘ ŀ ǾŜǊȅ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘΣ 
CDBG resources may be used for activities that, while admirable, do not serve to advance the true desires of 
citizens.  The CDBG application determination process should include not only baseline requirements, but 
ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ ŀ ǘƘƻǊƻǳƎƘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ Ƙƻǿ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ƘŜƭǇ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ 
Comprehensive Plan as well as relevant ancillary plans that the City has invested significant resources.  Also 
included in the assessment are the 2007 Strategic Investment Plan by LISC, the 2007 RUDAT Initiative, and the 
existing designated Low-income Tax Credit properties and Enterprise Zones. 
 A second, very important assessment tool is a Risk-Analysis Matrix.  The matrix allows for a determination of 
appropriateness according to varied baseline application requirements and HUD goals for CDBG sub-recipients. 
These include issues such as: project complexity, the specific need the program serves, the types of funding 
outside of CDBG, organizational capacity, etc.   

Recommended 1st Generation S.T.A.R. areas 
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 Third, a thorough ranking system wherein applications compete for points that can be accumulated and 
ultimately used by the City to determine how each organization and its program will achieve specific City 
objectives.  Criteria include: 
 

o CDBG baseline requirements,  
o measurable and timely results,  
o a history of success with CDBG,  
o program funding stability (i.e. matching funds), 
o alignment wƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴΣ 
o alignment with the Consolidated Plan 
o number of citizens affected within targeted areas 
o number of citizens directly affected 
o Program is located within Strategically Targeted Areas for Revitalization ά{Φ¢Φ!ΦwΦέ 
o favorable ǊŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ /5.D !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ ¢ŜŀƳ ϧ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴΩǎ !ŘǾƛǎƻǊȅ /ƻǳƴŎƛƭ 
o Alignment with existing small area plans 
o A record of success in Petersburg 
o A record of success organizationally 
o General organizational Capacity (e.g. an updated Strategic Plan, assessment report, relevant staff 

trainings and/or certifications) 
 
 Incorporating the objectives from these initiatives into a comprehensive strategy towards creating affordable, 
walkable, and vibrant communities is the preferred approach.  The approach will be strictly transit oriented in 
design and comprehensive in implementation.   
 

COMPONENT 2: HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION OF PROGRAMS 
 
 Past approaches for the selection CDBG subrecipients have been largely based on recognizing the general 
needs of the City and marrying ǉǳŀƭƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƻ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ ƴŜŜŘǎΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ άƭƛƴŜŀǊέ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǇǊŜŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ 
itself on the hopes that each sub-recipientΩǎ programmatic impact will succeed independently.  The S.T.A.R. 
approach looks to add to the current required criteria an integration of programs that, when combined within 
specific geographic areas of the city, may result in what amounts to investment multiplier affects on the areas they 
serve.  In other words, a geographic or άƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭέ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ means that sub-recipients will be 
layered into specific areas of the City and develop a greater interdependence with one another.  For example, this 
ƭŀȅŜǊƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǎŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ŘƛǊŜŎǘƭȅ ǎǳǊǊƻǳƴŘƛƴƎ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ƴŜǿ ōǳǎ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǎǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 
intersection of Halifax and Washington Streets.   Not only has the City committed a profound level of investment 
into the station but there also are recommendations within the comprehensive plan to make the area designated 
redevelopment area.  Within one quarter mile of the station, overlapping layers include several City controlled 
parcels, a New Market Tax and Historic Tax Credit zone, a Halifax designated redevelopment zone, the new home 
of the Petersburg Redevelopment and Housing Authority, and the site of the /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ƴŜǿ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭƛōǊŀǊȅΦ  ¢ƘŜ 
inclusion CDBG projects and programs within this area will physically manifest the intent of these varied 
revitalization policies creating a S.T.A.R. area.  S.T.A.R. areas, because they are intimately working within a quarter 
mile area or less, will produce a far greater impact than working across scattered sites.  An ancillary benefit is 
increased opportunities for collaboration and coordination of programs.  Stakeholders will have more frequent 
interactions to both learn from and inspire their peer gǊƻǳǇǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƻƎŜǘƘŜǊΣ ŀǎ ά{¢!wǎέ, they work in unison 
toward creating real places.   
 

COMPONENT 3: STAKEHOLDER CAPACITY BUILDING  
 
 As S.T.A.R. sub-recipients begin to learn about issues within their designated area, they will be both prompted, 
and in some cases required, to participate in varied workshops on organizational capacity building.  These 
workshops will be offered twice a year and will vary in size and scope.  Topics may include: Board Development, 
Affective Strategic Plans, High Performance Teamwork, Fund Development Planning, and general foundations for 
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creating Sustainable Cities.  While it is common for sub-recipients to vary in their overall organizational capacity, 
participating in these types of trainings increases peer interaction and helps increase the overall effectiveness of all 
programs.  So while initially CDBG applicants may view themselves as competitors, once being selected as S.T.A.R. 
sub-recipients they soon become collaborators and partners among themselves and the City.   
 

 
COMPONENT 4: TRANSIT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD) AS THE TYPOLOGY AND GUIDE FOR REVITALIZATION 
 
 If the City of Petersburg looks to implement, even at modest levels, the goals of the Comprehensive Plan as 
well as the CDBG program, it must recognize the importance of transportation choices for its perennially 
underserved communities.  A land use, housing, and transit nexus must become the foundation for revitalization.   
 

Χthe percentage of elderly residents in Petersburg is expected to increase over the next 20 years.  
It is important for people to have the option to remain connected to their communities, remain as 
independent as their health will allow and have access to a full range of local services 
όŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭΣ ŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ ǊŜŎǊŜŀǘƛƻƴŀƭύ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ƎǊƻǿ ƻƭŘŜǊΦ  ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛǎ ƪƴƻǿƴ ŀǎ άŀƎƛƴƎ ƛƴ 
ǇƭŀŎŜΦέ  !ǇǇǊƻǇǊƛŀǘŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀǊŜ ƪŜȅ ǘƻ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘƛǎ Ŏŀƴ ƻŎŎǳǊΦ  CǳǘǳǊŜ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ 
policies should encouraƎŜ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ǳǊōŀƴ ƛƴ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎƭŀƛƳǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ 
status as a central location for regional industry and trade.  Future land use policies should also 
encourage development that results in a sustainable pattern of land use which creates 
neighborhood centers and allows for multi-modal transportation options.   This will involve 
working with developers and redevelopment to move away from the suburban separation of uses 
and create neighborhoods with mixed amenities that benefit mixed-income neighborhoods. 

13
 

 
 

AN ESTABLISHED REALITY 
 
 A 2009 poll conducted by the National Association of Realtors, revealed public opinions on the need and 
desire for transportation choices as a priority in federal funding.  When asked about Federal priorities in 
transportation funding a significantly greater percentage of people chose to use existing funding towards 
expanding mass transit 31%, rather than expanding existing highway infrastructure, just 16%. When asked about 
άƭƻƴƎ-ǘŜǊƳ ǎƻƭǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǊŜŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘǊŀŦŦƛŎέ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŀǊŜŀǎΣ ǘƘƻǎŜ ǎǳǊǾŜȅŜŘ ŎƘƻǎŜ ŀƴ overwhelming 72% of 
respondents chose transit and walkability as a better solution than building new roads. 

14
  

 The Federal Department of Housing and Urban Development has recently published research on the 
importance of linking transportation, land use, and affordable housing policy.  The report discussed how TOD, as a 
development pattern, has initially increased the value of land in and around the station areas and how 
government intervention has, in some cases, been required to maintain or infuse elements of affordability in order 
to achieve a mixture of incomes, a key goal of TOD advocates.  In response to this need, HUD and the Federal 
Transportation Administration have incorporated several strategies within a comprehensive action plan to expand 
mixed use, mixed income transit facilities.  One of the strategies highlighted was an example of how designating 
specific areas for new affordable housing around the once severely blighted Columbia Heights metro station in 
Washington D.C..  The marriage of housing policies, land use, and transit allowed for higher densities and the 
ability of affordable housing to be infused alongside market rate developments as opposed to the severe 
segregation of income that typically can occur within conventional revitalization. 

15
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TRANSPORTATION COSTS WILL CONTINUE TO RISE 
 
 Recently, the Obama Administration introduced new criteria for measuring housing affordability.  In so far as 
transportation costs have been recognized as a significant and expanding household expense, second only to 
housing itself, the administration has created a new index that incorporates transportation costs into the 
traditional housing cost burden (HCB) indices for metropolitan areas.  Traditionally, this burden has been 
recognized as anything at or above 30 percent of income.  Because transportation costs are not included, the 
ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘ Ƙŀǎ ƛƴŀŘǾŜǊǘŜƴǘƭȅ άΧŎreated an incentive for people to seek out locations where they can meet that goal 
without taking into account the almost equal cost of transportation.  What the index has shown is that as people 
move further out seeking cheaper housing, the costs of transportation increase.

16
  The Center for Neighborhood 

Technology as well has shown that in many major metropolitan regions in the U.S., the more traditional, compact 
neighborhoods spend substantially less amounts of their household income on transportation than do the more 
diffused suburban counterparts.

17
   

  

DETERMINING CDBG INVESTMENT  
 
 When evaluating where the greatest need for CDBG investment resides in the City, a thorough analysis of 
varied census data was conducted that revealed, among other critical indications, the significant transportation 
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needs of the population in question.  According to the most recent census bureau estimates, there is great 
demand within the community of Halifax Street where nearly 20% of the population currently utilizes public transit 
and an additional 16% walk to work. (census bureau) This uncharacteristically high percentage of citizens 
dependent on Transit should compel the City to make concerted efforts for safe and efficient TOD.   Equally 
alarming ƛǎ ǘƘŜ .ŀǘǘŜǊǎŜŀ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ όǘǊŀŎǘ умлоύ ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜ ŀōǎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘ ǳǎŜΦ  This is troubling considering 
ǘƘƛǎ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ŀƭǊŜŀŘȅ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ Ŏƻǎǘ ōǳǊŘŜƴ.  Any additional transportation costs eat away at 
potential resources towards high quality housing.   
 
 

 
HOUSING COST BURDEN 
 
 ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅ ƻŦ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ /ƻǎǘ .ǳǊden within the neighborhoods of significant need, particularly census 
tracts 8103 to 8107, all have an HCB above 30%.  Of particular alarm are home renters who range from 56% to 
over 80% of the population burdened by housing costs.  The addition of transportation costs only exacerbates the 
ƘƻƳŜ ǊŜƴǘŜǊǎΩ ƘƛƎƘ Ŏƻǎǘ ƻŦ ƭƛǾƛƴƎΦ   

  
 ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴ ƳŀƪŜǎ ƴƻǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƭŜŀƪŀƎŜ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇŜŘ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
years as Petersburg continues to lose employment opportunities to the outlying localities. The most recent data 
suggests that 2,385 more people leave the city for work than enter the city each day.  This has been an on-going 
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issue since 1990 where 54% of the labor force worked within the City.  Today, that figure has fallen to just 25% of 
the labor force lives and works in Petersburg. 

18
  This is a serious problem that needs not only an economic 

development solution but also a transportation and land use policy shift.  
  

19
 

 
 

 Each of the above criterion ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀ ǊŜƻǊƛŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /5.D ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǘƻǿŀǊŘ a TOD framework and 
its ancillary goals of walkability, mixed uses, higher densities, and mixed incomes.  Walkability ensures safe and 
attractive routes to school, employment, daily needs, and to transit facilities. This reduces the burden of car 
ownership upon citizens who may desire the chance to save considerable costs in transportation, applying it 
instead toward housing or other family needs such as good health care or education.  Mixed uses ensure that 
communities will house critical services to citizens within walking distance.  Higher densities ensure that price-
points for high quality home rental or home owner housing can be controlled.  Mixed incomes ensure that 
communities do not become concentrated with extreme wealth or extreme poverty.   S.T.A.R. areas therefore will 
be buttressed by specific land use considerations that ultimately satisfy these goals while providing a nest for sub-
recipients to populate and thrive.  Strategically located around PAT bus stops and stations, S.T.A.R. areas will 
encompass a ¼ mile radius where the City will begin investing its CDBG resources and sub-recipient activities.  
Acting as a catalyst for policy change, CDBG resources will stabilize these areas in concert with other municipal, 
regulatory actions including land use and zoning.  It is envisioned, also, that other primary, municipal stakeholders 
such as the Public Works, the Housing Authority, and law enforcement include S.T.A.R. areas in their strategic 
development plans.  This collaborative approach accelerates the impact of CDBG resources by filling in potential 
gaps in sub-ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ  CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜΣ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳō-ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ǿŜǊŜ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘ ŀ άǎŀŦŜǊ ǿŀƭƪ ǘƻ 
ǎŎƘƻƻƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳέ ŦƻǊ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻd children, having the combined municipal resources working in concert would 
propel the implementation of that program much faster than if departments and stakeholders were working 
independently upon scattered sites throughout the City.    
 The conceptual framework for TOD has a proven track record in several cities in the United States.  Further 
ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ƛƴǘƻ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ ƛŘŜŀƭ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ {Φ¢Φ!ΦwΦ ŀǊŜŀ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ  
Such a program should ultimately include a generous package of regulatory incentives and guidelines that 
ǳƭǘƛƳŀǘŜƭȅ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ƛŘŜŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ ŦƻǊ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΦ  ! ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ άǘƻƻƭ-ōƻȄέ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŀƴ 
appendix to this proposal. 
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 City of Petersburg, VA., 2011 Comprehensive Plan., p. 19. 
19 Calthorpe, Peter., The Next American Metropolis., Princeton Architectural Press., 1993., p. 56. 
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COMPONENT 5: SUSTAINABLE PARTNERSHIPS AND COLLABORATION 
 
 The central programmatic goal of the S.T.A.R. approach is to dramatically improve the effectiveness and 
ŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴŎȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ /5.D ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳ ŀƴŘ ƛǘǎ ŘŜƭƛǾŜǊȅΦ  !ǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘΣ ƎŜƻƎǊŀǇƘȅΣ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ 
building are the primary components toward achieving greater effectiveness.  However, without a long term, 
steadfast commitment toward these objectives, the S.T.A.R. approach will risk being marginalized as a well 
intended failed ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ŀǘ ǊŜǾƛǘŀƭƛȊƛƴƎ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ Ƴƻǎǘ ŘŜǎǇŜǊŀǘŜ neighborhoods.  To avoid this there must be a 
long-term commitment of 5 years within each of the agreed upon S.T.A.R. areas.  This time commitment helps to 
ensure the political and cultural attachment to place that is critical for revitalization to occur fully.  Each S.T.A.R. 
ŀǊŜŀΩǎ ǘƛƳŜ ƛǎ ǎŜƎƳŜƴǘŜŘ ƴƻǘ ƻƴƭȅ ōȅ ŎŀƭŜƴŘŀǊ ōǳǘ ŀƭǎƻ ōȅ ƪŜȅ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘǎ ƻǾŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǳǊǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ р-
year commitment.  These include, yet are not limited to, organizing CDBG sub-recipients within S.T.A.R. areas and 
determining required deliverables, planning public infrastructure improvements, producing a neighborhood 
revitalization/development plan, and the forming or designating an existing CDC that will continue the 
revitalization efforts beyond the designated 5 year commitment. 
 As a participating S.T.A.R. sub-recipient each organization will be expected to focus their programs within the 
designated areas and participate, as primary stakeholders, in each of the development thresholds.  This is the 
primary component of the S.T.A.R. approach. The active frequent engagement and collaboration among 
stakeholders working in close geographic proximity among each other creates a synergistic environment where 
both excitement and emotional attachment to place and people becomes the reality for the community.  Peer to 
peer support will compel groups to collaborate and work to achieve better outcomes. 
 

 
IV: Recommended first generation S.T.A.R.s 
 
RANKING CRITERIA FOR DETERMINING FIRST GENERATION S.T.A.R. AREAS: 
 
1)Must exhibit a profound need for revitalization according to community development indicators such as: 
 
 Median household income 
 Housing Cost/transportation burden 
 Employment 
 Poverty 
 Educational Attainment 
 Vacancy rates 
 
2) Must be within ¼ mile of an existing transit station or stop. 
3) Must be fully or partially within area as outlined by the LISC Strategic Development Plan. 
4) Must be recognized by 2011 Comprehensive Plan as an area for redevelopment or interest. 
5) Must have zoning considerations that follow VHDA Mixed Use with Mixed Income program criteria.

20
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 The Virginia Housing Development Authority has developed a Mixed Use With Mixed Income financing program for combined 

multi-family rental and commercial developments. 40% of the housing units must be affordable. The complete list of 
requirements and incentives can be found at www.vhda.com 
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RECOMMENDED FIRST GENERATION S.T.A.R. AREAS 
 
S.T.A.R. 1 - The Petersburg Transit Area 
 
 As stated, this S.T.A.R. contains a confluence of 
existing activity that makes it an ideal candidate for 
targeted investment.  Within one quarter mile of the 
existing bus transit station, overlapping layers of 
investment include several City controlled parcels, a 
New Market Tax and Historic Tax Credit area, a Halifax 
designated redevelopment zone, the new home of the 
Petersburg Redevelopment and Housing Authority, and 
ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƭŀƴƴŜŘ ƴŜǿ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƭƛōǊŀǊȅΦ  The 
area also now is home to the Poplar Lawn Historic 
District.    The inclusion of CDBG projects and programs 
within this area will physically manifest the intent of 
these varied revitalization policies creating a S.T.A.R. 
area.   Within the ¼ mile radius of the Transit station is 
Halifax Triangle; an area of great interest within the 
CiǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴΦ 
 

Left alone, the current state of the Halifax Street Triangle will threaten the success of 
reinvestment in and immediately surrounding the Multi-Modal Transit Center.  The City must 
continue forward on the completion and adoption of the Halifax Street Triangle redevelopment 
plan. A market study should be done to determine the highest and best use of the currently 
vacant commercial district and a financial assessment should be undertaken to accompany the 
market study.  The assessment will identify the financial feasibility for redevelopment and help 
justify public and private investment. 

 
The construction of the Multi-Modal Transit Center on the corners of Washington and S Union 
Streets can be a stimulus to new development in the area.  Coupled with this investment, other 
steps should be taken to stabilize and renew this commercial hub.  

 
 
 
S.T.A.R. 2 - The Halifax Street Area 

    
  
 South of the Transit Station along Halifax Street a 
confluence of development potential exists at the 
intersection of Halifax and Augusta Avenue.  This area is 
recognized within the Comprehensive and the Strategic 
Investment Plans as a significant area of attention.  
Halifax Street is a primary north south corridor in and 
out of downtown, is a mixture of land uses and 
neighborhood types, but is currently grappling with 
extreme blight in several locations.  The Comprehensive 
Plan notes several key improvements must be 
implemented to forestall the spread of disinvestment.  
It recommends specific actions by the City including:  
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Vacant, City-owned parcels along Halifax Street could be packaged for infill development using a 
series of incentives, including New Market Tax Credits and Enterprise Zones benefits. 
A complete redevelopment plan should be created and the area outlined in green should be 
declared a redevelopment area.  This would enable the City to purchase blighted properties, 
reverse the distressing effect of blight on the community and reposition the district for renewal 
using the aforementioned tax credits incentives

21
 

 
 
 
 
Latest Census estimates place the median household 
income of this area as the lowest in the City.  An 
infusion of CDBG resources is needed to begin the 
process of revitalization and investment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As expected, with incomes at such extreme low levels, 
the percentage of individuals living in poverty has also 
reached desperate levels.  Latest estimates reveal that 
30 to 35 percent of the population is impoverished.  
And, because it is measured at the census tract level, 
this type of poverty is likely concentrated and 
contiguous throughout whole neighborhoods.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Unemployment numbers are mixed for this area with 
tract 8107 largely at national levels. However, tract 
8106 is close to 30 percent unemployed.  This is again, 
an alarming figure that demands attention. 
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 City of Petersburg, VA., 2011 Comprehensive Plan., p. 87. 
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S.T.A.R. 3 - Battersea Neighborhood Area 
 
 Each of the S.T.A.R. areas has debilitating conditions 
of varied sort.  For the Battersea Neighborhood Area 
specifically, it suffers both high levels of vacant units and 
a severe Housing Cost Burden (HCB) throughout the 
neighborhood.  Households who pay over 30 percent of 
their income on housing costs are, according to U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 
burdened by those cost to the point where ancillary 
lifestyle choices and opportunities become less available.  
While all but one census tract in downtown suffers from 
HCB, it is the home renters that are burdened to the 
extreme; especially, tracts 8103 and 8104, the Battersea 
neighborhood.  Here, between 35 to 50 percent of home 
owners must use over 30 percent of their overall income 
on housing alone. For renters it is a shocking 70 to 80 
percent!   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Further research at the neighborhood level is 
needed to reveal the correlation between the extreme 
rental HCB and the highest vacancy rates in the City at 
over 40 percent.  With nearly half of the homes sitting 
vacant and rental costs so extreme, a combination of 
factors likely exists including code violations, absentee 
property owners, or zoning constraints.

22
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
¢ƘŜ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǎǘƻǊȅ ƻŦ .ŀǘǘŜǊǎŜŀΩǎ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ 

problems have been of considerable focus for both non-
profits and the City for some time.  Much attention in 
the areas of pre-development community planning is 
beginning to reveal real dividends in the form of 
neighborhood alliances, small area plans, and non-profit 
investment.  As stated above, LISC has invested 
considerable resources in this part of the City and has 
recommended it be included into any effort, such as the 
S.T.A.R. program, that would condense CDBG resources.  
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 U.S. Census Bureau., 2010 American Community Survey data., Petersburg census tracts 8103-8108. 
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Also within its grasp, are recent development plans from professional town planners who engaged 
neighborhood citizens in a dynamic visioning process.  Battersea especially, is well positioned for a 
successful S.T.A.R. program due to the growth of social capital and general attention it has received in the 
past 5 years.  The S.T.A.R. investment focal point for the Battersea neighborhood is proposed to be 
located at the intersection of Canal and High Street, radiating ¼ mile into the adjacent neighborhoods 
from that point.  Of particular importance is its proximity to both established downtown neighborhoods 
and Virginia State University.  This important institution has developed a Master plan that according the 
/ƛǘȅΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴ ƘƻƭŘǎ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ŦƻǊ άǘƻǿƴ ϧ Ǝƻǿƴ ǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎέ

23
   

By proclaiming the area as a S.T.A.R. the City is positioning itself as an important partner with already established 
interests.  

 A conceptual site and land use plan provided by Community Planning Partners, for the City of Petersburg 
Comprehensive Plan, recommends considerable infill applications for this intersection connecting it with the Fleet 
Street Bridge. 
   

 
 
Through a partnership with LISC, Rebuilding Together, and Studio Ammons, Pathways, Inc., has recently 

ŎƻƳǇƭŜǘŜŘ ŀ ŎƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ άvǳŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ [ƛŦŜ tƭŀƴέ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Battersea Rising initiative. The plan is the result of a 
thorough public visioning process which has resulted in significant stakeholder investment toward specific projects 
for the neighborhood.  Many projects include activities that are well aligned with S.T.A.R. goals as well as the CDBG 
program overall.  Some of the specific projects within the plan include: 

 
V The establishment of a neighborhood watch  
V The cultivation of neighborhood gardens  
V Increased computer and internet access  
V Establish a community organization of engaged residents  
V Neighborhood signs at entranceways  
V Create a "neighbor to neighbor" assistance system  
V Street front improvement of yards and home repairs  
V Pedestrian friendly streets  
V Revamping of McKenzie Park  
V Coordinate a small business start-up project for area residents  
V Embracing our river's assets by creating a community trail

24
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 Ibid., p. 75. 
24

 Battersea Rising., http://www.pathways-va.org/battersearising., 2011. 

http://www.pathways-va.org/battersearising
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S.T.A.R. 
ANALYSIS 

YEAR 1 

S.T.A.R. 
VISIONING 

YEAR 2 

S.T.A.R. 
REVITALIZATION 

STRATEGIES 

YEAR 3 

S.T.A.R. 
IMPLEMENTATION 

STRATEGIES 

YEAR 4 

S.T.A.R. 
IMPLEMENTATION 

& REVIEW 

YEAR 5 

òGetting to Know 

Your S.T.A.Ró 
 
Ð Walking tours 
 
Ð Sub-recipient 

presentations 
 
Ð Year 1 CDBG 

requirements 
 
Ð Year 1 Training: 

(TOD/
Revitalization from 
NeighborWorks) 

 
Ð City to adopt 

S.T.A.R. area pro-

gram and create 
overlay zone 

 
Ð Assemble 

S.T.A.R. task 
force. 

S.T.A.R. Visioning 

 
Ð Year 2 CDBG 

requirements 
 
Ð Year 2 Sub-

Recipient training 
of choice 

 
Ð S.T.A.R. Commu-

nity Visioning and 
Goals 

 
Ð End of Year Sub-

recipient open 

house presenta-
tions 

 

Ð Regulatory analy-
sis and Revitaliza-
tion Plan 

 

S.T.A.R. Revitaliza-

tion  Strategies 
 
Ð Year 1-2 walking-

tours 
 
Ð Sub-recipient 

presentations 
 
Ð Year 3 CDBG 

requirements 
 
Ð Year 3 Sub-

recipient  capacity 
building Training 

of Choice  
 
Ð Regulatory 

changes 
 
Ð S.T.A.R. Revitali-

zation Plan Fund 
Development 

 

S.T.A.R.  

Implementation 
 
Ð Year 4 CDBG 

requirements 
 
Ð Sub-recipient 

presentations 
 
Ð Year 4 Sub-

recipient capacity 
building training of 
choice 

 
Ð Revitalization im-

plementation of 
public infrastruc-
ture improvements 

 
 

S.T.A.R.  

Implementation 
 
Ð Year 5 CDBG 

requirements 
 
Ð Year 5 closeout 

celebration (how 
far weôve come) 

 
Ð S.T.A.R. program 

analysis  
 
Ð Continue Revitali-

zation implemen-

tation of public 
infrastructure im-
provements 

 
Ð S.T.A.R. program 

open to same or 
new areas of City. 

 
 

Strategically Targeted Areas for Revitalization (S.T.A.R.)  
5 ïYear conceptual framework and timeline CDBG Sub-recipients 

 
V: Recommended 5 - Year Investment Actions 
  
 The diagram below is a conceptual framework for work-plan activities for 5-year S.T.A.R. partners 
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VI: Preferred 2011 ς 2015 S.T.A.R. Partners (CDBG Sub-recipients) 
 
S.T.A.R. Partners (CDBG sub-recipient) selection criteria and analysis results 
 
The selection criteria for the S.T.A.R. Partners were largely based upon the research outlined within 
parts I through III of this report.  Staff also engaged in three supplementary analyses including a ranking 
factors criterion, an overall organizational risk analysis, and a qualitative survey from a team of advisors. 
 

1) Ranking Factors Criteria Results 
 
To determine an appropriate fit for the direction of the S.T.A.R. approach, several factors were 
considered including: 
 
V Baseline CDBG requirements as defined by HUD 
V Project can be completed with measurable results within 3 years 
V Prior successful experience with CDBG 
V Program stability a result of sources outside of CDBG 
V Application completeness 
V Alignment with 2 or more goals of Comprehensive Plan 
V Alignment with 2 or more priorities of Consolidated Plan 
V Most persons affected are located within LISC Strategic Investment Plan Area 
V Recommendation from CDBG advisory team 
V Alignment with any existing Petersburg small area plans 
V Number of citizens directly impacted 
V Record of success in Petersburg 
V Record of success as an organization 
V Directly impact people and/or activity within "STAR" area 
V Organizational capacity 

 
 CŀŎǘƻǊǎ ǿŜǊŜ ƎƛǾŜƴ ŀ ƴǳƳŜǊƛŎŀƭ ǾŀƭǳŜΣ ǎǳƳƳŜŘΣ ǊŜǾŜŀƭƛƴƎ ŀ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ƻǊ άǊŀƴƪέ ŦƻǊ each program and 
their suitability as S.T.A.R. partners.  Out of a possible total of 85 points, the chart below reveals the 
results and ranks of each applicant.  
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 Beyond the valuable intentions among all applicants, the analysis does, as intended, reveal those 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ Ƴƻǎǘ ŀƭƛƎƴŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ tŜǘŜǊǎōǳǊƎΩǎ /5.D ŀƴŘ {Φ¢Φ!ΦwΦ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ CƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ǘƘŜ 
Petersburg CDC, ElderHomes, and Pathways all scored very high within this matrix.  Another measure 
ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ŀ άǊƛǎƪ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎέ ƳŀǘǊƛȄΦ  ! ǾŀǊƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άǇƭǳǎΣ ƳƛƴǳǎΣ ŘŜƭǘŀέ ǊŀƴƪƛƴƎ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ 
factors specifically created by HUD to assist grantees with decision making.  Factors were based upon 
topics including: 
 
V Project Complexity (use of funds) 
V Organization type 
V Project type 
V Potential Environmental Concerns 
V Funding 
V Type of assistance 
V Program Income 
V Organizational capacity 
V Experience with CDBG 
V Staff experience 

  
 Of the over 40 criteria within the above factors, half were seen as high risk +1, or low risk, -1.  Those 
organizations with the lowest scores were seen as having programs with the least risk and greatest 
opportunity for success.  The results are varied with some strong contenders including The Salvation 
Army, The James House, and Pathways Technical School. 
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 A third supplementary criterion was a qualitative survey conducted by the Planning Department.  A 
select group of primary, community stakeholders, academics, and professionals were chosen to review 
each application and rank them according to how they determined each program would best serve the 
City of Petersburg at this particular time.  Those surveyed were instructed to evaluate each application 
using a Likert scale of -10 to +10. An average score could then be determined for each proposal.  In 
addition, the team was instructed to choose their top 3 candidates for 2011 CDBG awards as well as 
complete a short questionnaire as additional feedback.  With the use of the Likert Scale, the survey can 
easily be shown in graphic form. 
 

-12 -10 -8 -6 -4 -2 0

The James House

Partners in Power

Interfaith Adult Daycare

Pathways Emergency Home Repair

Pathways Lead Program

Pathways Technical School

Foster Grandparents

ElderHomes

Family Lifeline

Crater District Agency on Aging

Southern VA YMCA

Cares Inc

Downtown Churches United

VA Supportive Housing

Petersburg CDC

Petersburg Police Dept

Petersburg TRIAD

Salvation Army

Risk Analysis
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 The results of this portion of the survey add additional credence toward program selection especially 
for high scoring Petersburg CDC, ElderHomes, and Pathways.   A Standard Deviation (SD) score was also 
attached to each of the Mean scores to determine the level of agreement with those surveys.  The lower 
the SD, the greater level of agreement within those surveyed.  The lowest standard deviation was 2.6, 
for ElderHomes.  Other very good SD scores included 2.96 for Pathways, and 2.98 for Petersburg CDC.   
 Finally, each program was marked by advisors as one of their top 3 programs for the 2011 CDBG 
program.  The results show varied preferences with most support for ElderHomes, Pathways, and 
Petersburg, PDC. 
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 The above body of analysis shows programmatic restructuring points toward specific applicants, 
programs, and CDBG administration.  It is the recommendation of this office that the S.T.A.R. approach, 
with its specific management details, be adopted and that the City negotiates with the following 
organizations to create workplans  that reflect the 5-year S.T.A.R. action plan.  Most importantly, any 
such workplans must be aligned with the goals pertaining to Component 2 of Part III, Horizontal 
Integration of Programs. 
 
2) Preferred 2011-2015 S.T.A.R. Partners: 
 
It is also strongly recommended that the following programs and organizations be included as the first 5-
Year S.T.A.R. Partners. 
 
Ð Pathways 
 
 The organization Pathways, as a result of extensive and consistent community planning, is well 
positioned to utilize CDBG funds in a manner that supports the national objectives of CDBG and, most 
importantly, the S.T.A.R. approach as outlined above. 
 
Ð Petersburg Community Development Corporation 
 
 The Petersburg CDC intends to begin a comprehensive revitalization of the Halifax Street area.  
Having a primary stakeholder vested for the long-term within an S.T.A.R. area is of immediate need.  
This office recognizes the Petersburg CDC as the organization that will develop the long-term strategy 
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towards revitalization  including community planning, stakeholder development, institutional 
development, and implementation. 
 
 
Ð ElderHomes Corporation 
 
 This preferred S.T.A.R. partner has a strong record of delivery, ranks high within all criterions, and has 
ǘƘŜ ŦƭŜȄƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇŀŎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀǊŜŀǎ ƻŦ ƴŜŜŘ ŀŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
need.  ElderHomes revitalization practices may be, in some cases, the physical manifestation of the 
policy and investment strategies outlined by other S.T.A.R. partners.   
 As stated, the S.T.A.R. approach intends to rigorously focus investment through organizations that 
have a proven background, a high level of organizational capacity, and the greatest chance of alignment 
within the S.T.A.R. areas.  It is expected from future S.T.A.R. partners to enter further negotiations with 
the City in order to fine tune their programmatic objectives toward those of the CiǘȅΩǎΦ   
 
S.T.A.R. Young Leaders Program. 
 
Ð Petersburg Police Summer Youth Program 
Ð Southside Virginia Family YMCA. 
 
 As an additional, youth focused, community building effort, it is recommended that these two, well 
established institutions be included as neighborhood support programs to S.T.A.R. partners.  Specific 
leadership activities for youth, in concert with S.T.A.R. goals, are to be designed and administered within 
the comprehensive 5-year S.T.A.R. plan.  A designated work plan outlining safe, after school care, 
leadership building, and neighborhood revitalization activities to be offered within each S.T.A.R. area 
shall be designed through a facilitated process that includes all S.T.A.R. partners.  
 
 
Appendix 1:  S.T.A.R. area Regulatory Tool-box 
 
 Inside each S.T.A.R. area a combination of regulations, incentives, and guidelines will help to ensure a 
more affective and swift approval of development initiatives.  It is recommended that developments 
that satisfy the broad S.T.A.R. goals be equipped with the following incentives and criteria: 
 
V Priority approval for CDBG funding 
V Priority land use and zoning approval for development proposals within S.T.A.R. 
V ¼ mile from a transit station or stop 
V Mixed use zoning 
V Building densities decrease from the center of the ¼ mile outward. 
V Tax incremented financing tools permitted with zoning and urban design criteria 
V Linkage or impact fee receiving area 
V Transfer of development rights receiving area 
V Conversion fee waiver 
V Recordation fee waiver 
V Affordability / density bonus 
V Property transfer waiver 
V 25% of units must be affordable to 50 -125% Area Median Income 
V Developments must align with established community goals 
V Developments must align with existing urban design typologies.  



 

 
27 

I -95
 

Washington St  

Wythe St  

H
a

lif
a

x 
S

t.
 

S
yca

m
ore S

t
 

I -
85  

 
 
Appendix 2:  The Comprehensive Plan showcases several, valuable Historic resources within the S.T.A.R. 
areas.  These include:  
 

  The Thomas Wallace House; Market St. 
 

  The Anna P. Bolling School; 35 W. Fillmore 
St 
 

  The Peabody Williams School; Jones St. 
 

  The Poplar Lawn Community 
 

  The McKenney Dunlop Totty House; 250 S. 
Sycamore St 
 

  Washington Street Methodist Church; 24 E. 
Washington St 
 

  The Cohen House; 32 S. Adams St 
 

  {ǘΦ tŀǳƭΩǎ 9ǇƛǎŎƻǇŀƭ /ƘǳǊŎƘ; 102 N. Union St 
 

 
 
 
 


