
 

 

City of Petersburg 

Virginia 
www.petersburgva.gov 

 
 

City Council Work Session 

 

March 3, 2026 

Petersburg Library 

201 W. Washington Street 

Petersburg, VA 23803 

5:00 PM 

 

 
City Council 

Samuel Parham, Mayor – Ward 3 

Darrin Hill, Vice Mayor – Ward 2 

Marlow Jones, Councilor – Ward 1 

Charles Cuthbert, Jr., Councilor – Ward 4 

W. Howard Myers, Councilor– Ward 5 

Annette Smith-Lee, Councilor - Ward 6 

Arnold Westbrook, Jr., Councilor  – Ward 7 

 

City Administration 
John "March" Altman, Jr. - City Manager 

Anthony Williams - City Attorney 

Tangi R. Hill - City Clerk 
 

 

 

1. Roll Call 
    

 

2. Prayer 
    

 

3. Pledge of Allegiance 
    

 

4. Determination of the Presence of a Quorum 
    

 

5. Public Comments 
    

 

6. Approval of Consent Agenda (to include minutes of previous meetings): 
    

 

  
a. Minutes of Previous Meetings: - Pages 3-39 

- February 17, 2026 Closed Session Meeting 

- February 17, 2026 City Council Meeting  
 

  
b. First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve 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/Automobile Service Station at 601 East Wythe Street, Parcel ID 

012270012, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District – Pages 40-76 
 

  
c. First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 Grants 

Fund Budget – Pages 77-82 
 

  
d. First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 Utilities 

Fund Budget & FY26 Streets Fund Budget – Pages 83-86 
 

  
e. First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the Code of 

Ordinance, Section 106-109, Real Estate Tax, to Change Elderly and Disabled Gross Amount; and 

Section 106-112, Change the Amount of the Exemption – Pages 87-89 
 

7. Special Reports 
    

 

  
a. Tax Relief for Elderly and Disabled Presentation - Brittany Flowers, Master Commissioner of the 

Revenue – Pages 90-103 
 

8. Monthly Reports 
    

 

9. Finance and Budget Report 
    

 

  
a. Department of Finance Monthly Update – Pages 104-119 

 

10. Capital Projects Update 
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11. Utilities 
    

 

  
a. Department of Public Works and Utilities – Pages 120-127 

 

12. Streets 
    

 

13. Facilities 
    

 

14. Economic Development 
    

 

15. City Manager's Agenda 
    

 

16. Business or Reports From the Clerk 
    

 

17. Business or Reports From the City Attorney 
    

 

18. Adjournment 
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    6.a.
  

 

City of Petersburg 
     
 Ordinance, Resolution, and Agenda Request 

  

 
    
DATE: March 3, 2026 
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
    
THROUGH: March Altman, Jr., City Manager 
    
FROM: Tangi Hill 
    
RE: Minutes of Previous Meetings: 

- February 17, 2026 Closed Session Meeting 
- February 17, 2026 City Council Meeting  

 
  
PURPOSE: The purpose of this Agenda Action Form is to support the adoption of the minutes for the 
February 17, 2026, Closed Session and City Council Meeting as part of the City Council’s Consent Agenda, 
documenting official actions taken in accordance with applicable law and Council procedures. 
  
REASON: The minutes are presented on the Consent Agenda as routine, non-controversial items that require 
formal approval by City Council to become part of the official record. Placement on the Consent Agenda 
allows for efficient approval through a single motion, unless a Council member requests removal for separate 
discussion. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: It is recommended that City Council approve the minutes of the February 17, 2026, 
Closed Session and City Council Meeting as presented as part of the Consent Agenda, confirming that all 
proceedings and actions were conducted in compliance with the Virginia Freedom of Information Act, the City 
Charter, and applicable Council rules. 
  
BACKGROUND: City Council meetings are conducted in accordance with the City Charter, adopted Council 
rules, and state law. Closed Sessions are convened only for purposes authorized under the Virginia Freedom of 
Information Act and require proper certification upon return to open session. The Regular City Council 
Meeting serves as the official forum for public business and legislative action. A single Agenda Action Form is 
provided to support the adoption of minutes for both meetings through the Consent Agenda process. 
  
COST TO CITY:  
  
 BUDGETED ITEM:  
  
 REVENUE TO CITY:   
  
CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE:  
  
CONSIDERATION BY OTHER GOVERNMENT ENTITIES:  
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AFFECTED AGENCIES:  
  
RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION:  
  
REQUIRED CHANGES TO WORK PROGRAMS:  
  
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. 02172026 Closed Session Minutes 
2. Minutes Petersburg CC.2026.02.17 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council Closed Session held on February 17, 2026              1 
 

The Closed Session Meeting of the Petersburg City Council was held on Tuesday, February 17, 
2026, at the Petersburg Public Library. Mayor Parham called the Closed Session Meeting to 
order at 3:07 p.m. The meeting link is https://petersburgva.new.swagit.com/videos/375356. 
 
1. ROLL CALL 

 
 Present:  

W. Howard Myers, Councilor – Ward 5 
Annette Smith-Lee, Councilor - Ward 6 
Darrin Hill, Vice Mayor – Ward 2 
Samuel Parham, Mayor – Ward 3  

 
Absent:  

Charles Cuthbert, Jr., Councilor – Ward 4 (Late) 
Marlow Jones, Councilor – Ward 1 (Late) 
Arnold Westbrook, Jr., Councilor – Ward 7 (Late) 

 
Present from City Administration: 

City Manager John March Altman, Jr. 
City Attorney Anthony Williams 
City Clerk Tangi Hill 

 
A quorum of the City Council was present. 

 
CLOSED SESSION 
 
The purpose of this meeting is to convene in the closed session pursuant to:  
 
a. §2.2-3711(A)(7) and (8) of the Code of Virginia for the Purpose of Receiving Legal 

Advice and Status Update from the City Attorney and Legal Consultation Regarding the 
Subject of Actual or Probable Litigation and Specific Legal Matters Requiring the 
Provision of Legal Advice by the City Attorney, Specifically Including But Not Limited to 
Discussion Regarding the Legal Requirements of Code of Virginia §§ 15.2-953; 22.1-89; 
94; and 115, and §2.2-3704 of the Code of Virginia; and Other Probable Litigation and 
Legal Matters Requiring the Advice of the City Attorney; and 
 

b. §2.2-3711(A)(3) of the Code of Virginia for the Purpose of Discussion or Consideration 
of the Acquisition of Real Property for a Public Purpose and the Disposition of Publicly 
Held Real Property Where Discussion in an Open Meeting Would Adversely Affect the 
Bargaining Position or Negotiating Strategy of the Public Body, Specifically Including But 
Not Limited to the Acquisition and Disposition of Real Property; and 
 

c. §2.2-3711(A)(1) of the Code of Virginia for the Purpose of Discussion Pertaining to 
Performance, Assignment, and Appointment of Specific Public Employees of the City of 
Petersburg, specifically Including But Not Limited to Discussion of the Performance, 
Assignment, and Appointment of Specific Public Officers of the City of Petersburg 
 
Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to enter into Closed Session for the purpose stated. Council 
Member Smith-Lee seconded the motion. 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council Closed Session held on February 17, 2026              2 
 

Council Member Cuthbert arrived. 
 
There was no discussion on the motion. The motion was approved on roll call vote. 
On roll call vote, voting Yes: Cuthbert, Myers, Smith-Lee, Hill, and Parham; No: N/A; 
Abstain: N/A; Absent: Westbrook and Jones. 

 
The Council entered Closed Session at 3:09 p.m. 

 
Council Member Westbrook arrived. 
 
Council Member Jones arrived. 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
Mr. Williams stated, “The Mayor would entertain a motion to conclude the closed session 
called today to certify in accordance with §2.2-3712 that the Code of Virginia that to the 
best of each members knowledge that only public business matter lawfully exempted from 
the opening meeting requirements were discussed and that only such public business 
matters were identified in the motion by which the closed meeting was convened, heard, 
discussed, or considered. If any member believes that there was a departure from the 
foregoing requirements should state prior to the vote indicating the substance for 
departure in which he believes has occurred. This requires a roll call vote Mr. Mayor.” 
 
Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to return the City Council to the open session and certify 
the purposes of the closed session. Council Member Jones 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, and 
Parham; No: N/A; Abstain: N/A; Absent: N/A. 
 
2026-RES-009 A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING, AS REQUIRED BY THE CODE 

OF VIRGINIA, SECTION 2.2-3712, THAT TO THE BEST OF 
EACH MEMBER’S KNOWLEDGE, ONLY PUBLIC BUSINESS 
MATTERS LAWFULLY EXEMPTED FROM OPEN MEETING 
REQUIREMENTS OF VIRGINIA LAW WERE DISCUSSED IN 
THE CLOSED SESSION, AND ONLY SUCH PUBLIC BUSINESS 
MATTERS AS WERE IDENTIFIED IN THE MOTION 
CONVENING THE CLOSED SESSION WERE HEARD, 
DISCUSSED, OR CONSIDERED 

 
The City Council returned to the open session at 5:10 p.m. 
 

2. ADJOURNMENT: 

 
 City Council adjourned at 5:10 p.m. 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 1 – 

The regular meeting of the Petersburg City Council was held on February 17, 2026 at Petersburg Public Library. 
Samuel Parham called the meeting to order at 5:10 p.m. The meeting video link is 
https://petersburgva.new.swagit.com/videos/375361 

1. ROLL CALL: 

Present: 

Samuel Parham, Mayor -- Ward 3 
Darrin Hill, Vice Mayor -- Ward 2 
Marlow Jones, Councilor -- Ward 1 
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: 

Present from City Administration: 

City Manager John "March" Altman, Jr. 
City Attorney Anthony C. Williams 
Clerk Tangi R. Hill 

2. DETERMINATION OF THE PRESENCE OF A QUORUM: 

A quorum was present. 

3. PRAYER 

Vice Mayor Hill led the Council meeting in prayer. 

4. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Mayor Parham led the Council and the citizens in the pledge of allegiance. 

5. PROCLAMATIONS/RECOGNITIONS/PRESENTATION OF CEREMONIAL PROCLAMATIONS 

a. Recognition of Deputy City Manager Kenneth Miller, Economic Development Project Manager 
Shalonda Venable-Royster, and Police Captain Carol Adams, Tri-Cities Emergency Management 
Coalition (Comprised of the Emergency Management Reams of Petersburg, Colonial Heights, 
Hopewell, Dinwiddie, and Prince George), Barbara Coleman – Virginia Community Resource Center, 
Robin Tyler-Central Virginia Health Services, Marco Calendar – Petersburg YMCA, Good Shepherd 
Baptist Church, Metropolitan Baptist Church, and the Mark Matthews Chapter of the Buffalo Soldiers as 
Recipients of the Red Cross Community Partner Award 

Mayor Parham recognized staff and community organizations for receiving the Red Cross Community 
Partner Award. 

Christy Carneal, Red Cross thanked City Council for sharing this information and thanked those who had 
been recognized. She stated that Red Cross's mission was to alleviate human suffering. Their five core 
values were credibility, compassion, collaboration, commitment, and creativity They looked for groups 
and organizations across their five lines of service, which included support for the military, blood 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 2 – 

donations, training services, disaster services, and international services, as well as their business lines, 
in their 22 Cities and Counties. She said that they partnered with representatives who demonstrated their 
core values to the community on a daily basis. She said that they were excited to recognize and thank 
them for their daily efforts, and she thanked the City for recognizing their hard work, as well. 

b. Proclamation Honoring Lisa. M. Scott Upon the Occasion of Her Retirement 

Mayor Parham presented a Proclamation Honoring Lisa M. Scott Upon the Occasion of Her Retirement 
after 45 years of employment. 

Lisa Scott accepted the proclamation and gave remarks. She thanked City Council and City 
Administration for the recognition. She said that she gave God all the glory for everything he had done 
in her life. She said that she started working for the City after high school, then attended business college 
for a year. 

Ms. Scott said that the position she interviewed for through a summer youth employment program, so 
young people continued to do this work and it would pay for itself in the long run. She was grateful and 
thankful for the opportunities granted here in the City of Petersburg, and hoped her career would serve 
as a model for this organization. She again expressed her appreciation for the recognition and looked 
forward to seeing the continued progress in the City of Petersburg. 

Mayor Parham recognized Council Member Jones. 

Council Member Jones presented a Proclamation to members of the Nation of Islam to Recognize 
February 17, 2026, as a Day to Reflect Upon and Honor Minister Louis Farrakhan.  He reflected on 
how his life had been positively impacted by Minister Louis Farrakhan. He encouraged everyone to 
treat each other as brothers and sisters.  

6. RESPONSES TO PREVIOUS PUBLIC INFORMATION POSTED 

There were no items under this portion of the agenda. 

7. APPROVAL OF CONSENT AGENDA (TO INCLUDE MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETINGS): 

a. Minutes of Previous Meetings: 

- February 3, 2026 Closed Session Meeting 

- February 3, 2026 City Council Joint Meeting 

- February 3, 2026 City Council Work Session 

Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to approve the consent agenda as presented. Council Member Smith-
Lee 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

a. Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 Petersburg City Public Schools Budget 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 3 – 

Garry Cozier, Budget Manager, introduced the item. He stated that this item had been on the agenda the 
previous month, and Council tabled it to ensure that Schools' representation could be present. 

Matthias Greywoode, Chief Financial Officer for Petersburg City Public Schools, stated that he would be 
glad to take any questions Council had on this item. 

Council Member Jones asked if this was regarding the $3 million in the Schools Budget. 

Dr. Greywoode confirmed that was correct; this was an encumbrance carryover, a routine request that 
they made every year. Essentially, it involved items that had been encumbered in the previous year and 
were now being carried over to the current year. He said that they must annually request City Council 
approval to carry these over to the new year. 

Council Member Jones asked why the funds were not expended last year. He thought it was a lot of 
money to be carrying over. 

Dr. Greywoode clarified that these were not leftover funds. The timing between when contracts were 
signed, when services were provided, and when they were paid, which resulted in carrying over into the 
new year. He said that they required authorization from the City Council to roll these contracts into the 
new year. 

Council Member Jones asked how they could fix this so the schools did not have to routinely come back 
to Council and request the money to be carried over. 

Dr. Greywoode said that there was no solution to this issue due to the way things were structured. He 
said that they would continue to experience issues like this, because there would always be projects 
which would span into the new year, so they had to consistently come back to request this authorization 
from City Council. 

Council Member Jones said that he thought if it was a timing issue, there should be some way to prevent 
carry-over. 

Yolonda Brown, Superintendent of Petersburg City Public Schools, said that she understood Council 
Member Jones' contention that they should spend all the money. She said that typically, that approach 
was not advisable, and it was not a good practice of financial management for a school division. She said 
that no school division could afford to spend its millions of dollars down to zero, as unexpected expenses 
could arise throughout the year, leaving no funds to address those issues that came up. 

Council Member Jones said that he did not expect them to spend all the money at once, but they also 
should not need to retain funds when they could request more from City Council in case of emergency. 
He said that holding onto $3 million "just in case" was also not advisable. 

Ms. Brown said that as Dr. Greywoode explained, as they entered into contracts and requested goods 
and services from different companies, there may be a lapse when they got the bill for those services. 
Therefore, they needed to be able to pay for things throughout the year. She said that if the budget had 
closed, they must get authorization from City Council to pay the encumbrances. In this case, those 
specific bills were brought forward and were approximately $3 million. 

Dr. Greywoode added that they had 72 items, which were mostly capital-related projects that they had 
undertaken in the schools. He said that upon reviewing some of them, they were primarily maintenance, 
capital improvements, and facilities projects. He said that on average, each item required approximately 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 4 – 

$38,000 to be rolled over. He said that this was a routine request, one that they typically made every 
year. 

Council Member Jones asked if they were handling vendors who sent their bills in late. 

Dr. Greywoode explained that their fiscal year ended on June 30, which meant that any outstanding 
obligations they had started on before that date could not simply be paid on that date. Those remaining 
expenses needed to be carried over into the new year and required authorization to be rolled over and 
paid for. 

Dr. Greywoode said that historically, the School Division had requested this approval on a routine basis. 
Staff provided the necessary details, and Council had consistently approved it in the past. However, in 
this instance, he believed a misunderstanding arose because he had missed the previous meeting. He 
said that it appeared that there was confusion about the nature of the request, which was not related to 
net income or leftover funds at the end of the fiscal year, which was a separate issue altogether. 

Council Member Jones said that he understood now. He thanked Dr. Greywoode and Ms. Brown for 
explaining this item. 

Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to approve the amendment to the FY26 Petersburg City Public Schools 
Budget in the amount of $2,977,123.61. Council Member Jones 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

Vice Mayor Hill congratulated and commended the school’s staff on getting three of their schools fully 
accredited. 

b. Development Agreement between TWG, Petersburg, LLC, and the City of Petersburg for the 
Development of Collier Yard 

March Altman, City Manager, provided a brief summary of the item. He stated that this item was separate 
from the rezoning proposal, which would be addressed later, but the two were companion items. He 
explained that the City had entered into an option agreement with TWG, Petersburg, LLC in January of 
last year, granting them the right to purchase the Collier Yard property. The developer then conducted 
due diligence work on the property. In April of last year, they entered into a supplemental agreement with 
the City to purchase additional unimproved land, also conducting due diligence work. 

City Manager Altman explained that tonight, they would be presenting the development agreement, which 
authorized the purchase of the property and set the terms for the development of the property. He said 
that the total 172 acres at Collier Yard, including 62 acres of unimproved land, would be utilized and 
developed by TWG, Petersburg, LLC for a data center project, along with supporting facilities. 

Council Member Westbrook noted that while there would be no public discussion on this development 
agreement, there would be a public discussion on the rezoning. 

Council Member Westbrook stated that this project was proposed to be located in his Ward, so he wanted 
to let the public know that he understood that they had concerns, and he hoped that they could still be 
addressed during the public hearing for the rezoning application. He provided background information 
on this proposal, including how the City had researched the potential benefits and drawbacks to having 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 5 – 

data centers in a City like Petersburg. He emphasized that although the benefits of this project may 
include a lesser burden on residential taxes, it was not a factor in what the Council would be voting on. 
He said that additionally, with well-negotiated agreements, benefits could extend beyond taxes and have 
positive effects on their local infrastructure, jobs, and economic development. 

Council Member Westbrook stated that he and Council were not ignoring the concerns of the citizens, 
and there were ongoing measures at the local and state level to better regulate the data center industry 
and mitigate negative environmental impacts. He noted several bills submitted in the current General 
Assembly session that addressed these concerns. He emphasized that this would not end here with this 
particular development; they would continue to have these conversations. 

Council Member Westbrook further acknowledged the Warrenton Group (TWG)'s history of commitment 
and collaboration with the City of Petersburg. He stated that they should treat TWG as a neighbor and 
encourage them to be a good neighbor to the City. He said that for transparency's sake, he would pledge 
his support for this project, which he had done on several occasions, including the most recent Planning 
Commission meeting to approve this project and the rezoning. However, he had clear expectations for 
this project: ongoing community updates, standing public meetings hosted by the Warrenton Group, a 
workforce development strategy for local residents, period updates to City Council and City leadership, 
and enforceable standards for design, compatibility, and impacts. 

Council Member Westbrook stated that to address the major concern that this project targeted 
communities of color or historically disenfranchised neighborhoods, the policy direction across Virginia 
had been to maintain equity and transparency, and localities had the data to protect quality of life. He 
asserted that he and this Council shared the commitment and would participate to ensure the outcomes 
reflected their values. He noted that this project would take three to five years to roll out, so discussion 
was not limited to tonight and the timeline provided multiple checkpoints to verify performance, and if 
commitments slipped, the project would not proceed to the next phase. 

Council Member Westbrook made a motion to approve the development agreement between the City of 
Petersburg and the Warrenton Group, Petersburg, LLC for the Development of Collier Yard property. 
Council Member Jones seconded the motion. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that his understanding was that the Warrenton Group would be paying 
the City approximately $5,000 per acre for this 172-acre tract. 

Alexander Graham, the Warrenton Group, said that he did not have the exact amount at hand, but it was 
included in the development agreement before Council. He said that he did believe it was approximately 
$5,000. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if the option agreement had already expired. He asked City Manager 
Altman if they had a binding agreement at this point. 

City Manager Altman said that in the pre-development option agreement, there were renewal clauses, 
which had been met so far. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if there was a renewal clause for six months, which expired on January 
7, 2026. 

City Manager Altman said that they actually renewed within the specified timeframe and met the renewal 
requirement by the stated date, but he did not have that exact date in front of him. 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 6 – 

Council Member Cuthbert said that he thought the option extended through January 7, 2026, which 
meant it expired as of January 8, 2026. 

Anthony Williams, City Attorney, stated that what Council Member Cuthbert described sounded correct, 
but he could not provide exact details because this item was put on the agenda at the last minute. He 
said that however, he did recall what Council Member Cuthbert had described. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that as of today, there was no binding agreement requiring the City to sell 
the 172 acres to the Warrenton Group. 

Mr. Graham said that that was not a fair statement according to his recollection. He said that they had 
exercised the option that was available, which had been signed off by the City Manager, who was 
authorized by Council to act on their behalf. He said that as a result, in his view, the option had been 
exercised, and they were aligned with the requirements of the Council. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that he had not seen that agreement. He said that he was aware of the 
one dated January 7, 2025, and it was now February 17, 2026. He said that he would like to see the 
documentation the applicant had. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that he had a question asked if the Warrenton Group had been seeking 
purchases for this 172-acre tract in the past 13 months. 

Mr. Graham said that the Warrenton Group was in the process of getting the site through the entitlement 
phase, which was an absolute necessity before engaging with an end user for the site. He said that they 
had fielded conversations with multiple interested end users. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked what range of prices per acre the Warrenton Group had been seeking. 

Mr. Graham said that they were not discussing any per-acre price at this point in time. He said that their 
focus was on understanding the needs of the eventual end user. He said that these projects were 
complex and nuanced, and the specifications for the site could vary greatly depending on who the end 
user was. He said that for example, someone working on artificial intelligence (AI) may require different 
specifications than someone who was using the site for data storage. He said that given the current stage 
of their conversations, it was premature to discuss pricing. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if the Warrenton Group was basically seeking to flip this 172-acre site. 

Mr. Graham replied no; they had committed to this City Council on multiple occasions that they would be 
there to develop the site through the end. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that however, the Warrenton Group was not building itself a data center 
on the site. 

Mr. Graham answered no; the Warrenton Group would act as the developer to ensure that the data center 
was built in accordance with the specifications and requirements of this City. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if the Warrenton Group planned to sell this development to a large 
company like Google or Amazon or Microsoft. 

Mr. Graham said that he believed Council Member Cuthbert was conflating some issues here. He clarified 
that data center developers typically partnered with typical end users. In their case, they were still in the 
early stages of exploring a potential partnership with an end user. He said that at this point, they did not 
have an exact understanding of the disposition of the project. He said that it was possible TWG could be 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 7 – 

a joint development partner, but they did not yet know what portion of that development they would own. 
He said that as mentioned by Council Member Westbrook, this was a three- to five-year long process. 
Because of the timeline of a typical project like this, they would be routinely providing updates to Council. 
However, he could not state at this stage how this would be in its final stage. 

Warren Williams, the Warrenton Group, stated that his company's primary goal was to be a community 
partner. He stated that they planned to be here a long time and would be opening up an office here 
because they understood how important this project was and the hands-on expertise needed in town to 
make sure they performed these various development activities. He acknowledged the nuances of this 
very new industry, so he would like to make clear that their group would be performing the engineering 
and design of a 172-acre campus. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that he specifically would like to discuss the parcel with the address 1926 
Bogese Drive, which was adjacent to homes in the Ramblewood subdivision. 

Mayor Parham stated that was part of the rezoning, which was listed under Item 9E. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that in that case, they could talk about it later. He asked if this current 
item was regarding sale of the 172 acres of City property to the Warrenton Group. 

City Manager Altman said that he believed the total acreage was 172 acres, plus an additional 63 acres 
that the company was acquiring in the industrial park area below the railroad tracks for stormwater and 
wetlands mitigation purposes. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if City Attorney Williams had received the document from the applicant. 

City Manager Altman said that upon reviewing the development agreement, he noticed that there was a 
six-month period followed by a six-month extension, which brought the deadline to January 2026. He 
said that they had previously discussed the project in a closed session meeting in November, and had a 
conversation about moving forward. He said that as a result, the six-month extension had been granted, 
but the agreement itself had allowed for this extension. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if the extension expired on January 7, 2026. 

City Manager Altman said that there was an additional six-month extension which had expired. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked if that meant the City was no longer obligated to sell this property to the 
Warrenton Group. 

City Manager Altman stated that under the terms of the agreement, the additional six months had expired; 
he believed that was the correct answer. However, the Council did have the authority to extend the 
agreement and move forward if it chose. He said that, in his opinion, as a result of the closed session 
meeting, they had, it appeared that everyone was under the assumption that they were moving forward 
with the project and also providing Mr. Westbrook with time to have meetings in his Ward. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that that was before the extension agreement had expired. 

City Attorney Williams suggested that it may be beneficial to amend the motion, Mr. Mayor, if the Council 
intended to vote in favor of the development agreement, allowing it to proceed with the extension and 
adopt the agreement. He said that this would address the gap that Councilman Cuthbert was referencing. 

Council Member Westbrook made a motion to approve the development agreement between the City of 
Petersburg and the Warrenton Group, Petersburg, LLC for the Development of Collier Yard property, 
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Minutes from the Petersburg City Council regular meeting held on January 20, 2026 – 8 – 

with an amendment to extend the agreement to cover this period, starting from January 7, as outlined in 
the development agreement. Council Member Jones 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

9. OFFICIAL PUBLIC HEARINGS 

a. Public Hearing for the Consideration of a Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of One or More Series of 
General Obligation and Refunding Bonds of the City of Petersburg in the Maximum Aggregate Principal 
Amount of $5,600,000 to Refund the City's Outstanding Water and Sewer Revenue Bond, Series 2015 
and Pay All Related Costs of Issuance 

David Rose, Senior Vice President and Manager of Public Finance with Davenport & Co., introduced the 
item. He stated that he was joined by his colleague Ben Wilson from Davenport, as well as Steve Forbes 
from Sands Anderson, the bond counsel who authored the resolution and public hearing scheduled for 
tonight. He summarized that this item was ultimately considering a reduced interest rate for these bonds. 

Ben Wilson, Associate Vice President with Davenport & Co., provided a brief overview of the item. He 
explained that they were considering refinancing the 2015A bonds issued for water and sewer purposes. 
He said that they were not planning to extend the maturity of these bonds, but rather exchange higher 
interest rates for lower interest rates. He stated that at their January meeting, Council had directed them 
to pursue a dual-track process, which included refinancing through the Virginia Resources Authority 
(VRA), where these bonds were originally issued, and offering banks the opportunity to provide 
refinancing. 

Mr. Wilson said that they had received proposals from banks last week, and based on the current market 
rates for Virginia Resources Authority, their interest rates were lower than those offered by the banks. 
He said that therefore, they recommended moving forward with Virginia Resources Authority at this time. 
The interest rates for VRA would be finalized later in April, but the resolution before Council would allow 
them to withdraw if they did not meet a minimum threshold for savings, which was an industry standard. 
This meant that Council would not be obligated to move forward with refinancing if, when the time came, 
the interest rates were too high and it would not be beneficial. This would be the only action required with 
respect to this refinancing, and they would know for certain in late April, early May, what those interest 
rates would be and how much savings would be generated. 

Mayor Parham opened the public hearing. Seeing no speakers, he closed the public hearing and the 
matter rested with Council. 

Council Member Jones asked how this refund would help the City and citizens in terms of their water and 
sewer. 

Mr. Rose explained that reducing the interest rates on the bond payments would allow the City to reduce 
the overall cost of borrowing the money. Therefore, it would free up additional dollars for the City to 
allocate to its other needs. They currently had the opportunity to seek out lower interest rates, which was 
a best practice in terms of financial management. He said that if they were successful, they would follow 
up in June with a review of the process. He reiterated that lowering the interest rates would reduce the 
overall burden on the enterprise fund. 
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Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to approve the Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of One or More Series 
of General Obligation and Refunding Bonds to the City of Petersburg in the Maximum Aggregate Principal 
Amount of $5,600,000 to Refund the City's Outstanding Water and Sewer Revenue Bond, Series 2015 
and Pay All Related Costs of Issuance. Council Member Jones 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

b. Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve a Request by Raymond Akoury, on 
Behalf of RGC Investments C/O Hotrod Motorsports, for a Special use Permit for Multiple-Family 
Dwellings as Authorized and Controlled by the R-5 Multiple Dwelling District Standards at 1325 West 
Washington Street, Parcel ID 024330005, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District 

Jared Crews, Interim Director of Planning and Community Development, provided a summary of the item. 
He stated that the request before Council was a special use permit request for the property at 1325 West 
Washington Street, a 0.4-acre property located in the B-2 General Commercial District. The applicant 
was seeking to construct seven townhome-style apartment units, and a special use permit is required for 
multifamily development within the B-2 District. If approved, the project would be subject to the standards 
of the City's R-5 District, which was a multifamily district. He provided information on the existing 
conditions of the parcel, the surrounding area, and the submitted designs for the proposal. 

Council Member Cuthbert said that they looked more like tenement homes. He asked if they were going 
to be rental units. 

Mr. Crews confirmed that was correct; they would be rented. He then reviewed staff's considerations for 
this application, including parking, landscaping, building materials, and resident amenities. He provided 
information on the adjoining zoning uses and Comprehensive Plan considerations. He enumerated staff's 
proposed conditions for this application, which were reviewed by the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Crews summarized that the Planning Commission recommended denial of the special use permit 
request in a 5-0 vote. The Commission found that the request did not align with guidance of the 
Comprehensive Plan based on constrained size of site, lack of amenities for residents, and incompatibility 
with size, scale, and character of neighboring residential development. 

Mayor Parham opened the public hearing. 

Gary Talley, 2323 Fort Rice, stated that in his opinion, there was no alternative but to follow the Planning 
Commission's decision and turn this down. He said that the proposed location was an extremely small 
area, comparable in size to his yard at his house. He said that it was not sufficient to support the intended 
use, particularly when considering the sideways layout, which would likely appear odd in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Paula Chester, 1013 Oakmont Drive, said that she agreed that denial was appropriate. She said that she 
agreed that the building design did not appear to be a townhouse in any way; it was more of an apartment 
building. She said that as for its location, she did not understand its layout in relation to West Washington 
Street and Hinton Street. She said that in the area of Washington Street, most homes were old brick 
designs and single-family homes. She said that considering this was a main strip going in and out of the 
City, and that rentals often did not maintain their properties as well as owner-occupied homes, she could 
see that there would be a constant need to clean up litter in this area. 
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Ajani Sekou, 27 South Sycamore Street, said that he agreed with the Planning Commission's 
assessment. He said that what had been presented to Council this evening did not align with the City's 
vision. He said that it was already apparent that they planned to use low-cost materials, which suggested 
a lack of investment in the City. He said that it appeared that the applicant was interested in exploiting 
this City rather than working in tandem with their vision. He said that he recommended that this 
application be denied. 

Raymond Akoury, applicant, said that he wanted to assure the Council Members that he was available 
to answer any questions they may have regarding this project. He said that he had been in the 
construction business for over 45 years and he wanted to set the record straight regarding some of the 
comments he had heard about this project. He said that the type of development, construction materials, 
and other aspects of the project, he believed were entirely inaccurate. 

Mr. Akoury said that he had extensive experience in construction, having worked on projects in Dinwiddie 
County, and he was confident in his abilities. He said that he would like to invite any Council Members, 
the Mayor, or the Vice Mayor to visit his previous projects and see the quality of work he delivered. He 
said that he was proud of his reputation and he wanted to stand by it, based on his experience and 
performance. He said that he was now open to answering any questions they may have, and he 
encouraged them to bring them forward. 

Myron Haskins, 1329 Hinton Street, said that he agreed with many of the comments made previously 
about the area. He said that this building proposal did not fit the environment. He said that he had heard 
the builders express their intention, but it was clear that the building material did not change the fact that 
it would not work. He said that he did not care if it was made of gold; it was just not going to fit. He said 
that he did not know if it was possible, and he would like to see the view from Hinton Street. 

Mr. Haskins said that the proposed building would be sideways, and from his front porch, he would see 
the side of a building with a fence. He said that parking was restricted, and it was very compact. He said 
that it was not a good fit for the area, as Hinton Street was lined with single-family homes and a few 
double-tenant homes. Washington Street was similar to what someone previously mentioned. In his 
opinion, it did not fit the area and would not complement it. 

Mr. Haskins said that it would likely bring more problems due to traffic and reduced accessibility. If they 
were parking on Hinton Street, that was possible, but they could not guarantee it. Considering the 
potential impact of a structure like this in the area, he did not see it as progressive. He said that he was 
speaking out today to join the Planning Commission in opposing this proposal. 

Mayor Parham closed the public hearing and the matter rested with Council. 

Council Member Jones thanked the applicant for their interest in Petersburg. He said that he understood 
the applicant wanted to put housing there, and the developer wanted to make money off of the duplexes. 
He stated that he wanted the developer to be successful, but in exchange it must be meaningful and 
enhance the neighborhood. He asked the applicant to reconsider what he wanted to do with the parcel, 
because the proposal as presented was unacceptable for the City of Petersburg. 

Council Member Smith-Lee stated that she had met with the applicant and the previous owner of the lot, 
and they had discussed the potential options for the property. She said that however, she had never 
received an update from him in terms of what the plan for the property would be. She said that considering 
the recommendations from the Planning Commission, she thought the applicant needed to reconsider 
what he wanted to do with the property, which was very small. She said that she certainly supported 
development in her Ward, but she wanted things to be done right and for the City's Planning and Zoning 
to support it. 
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Mr. Akoury stated that he was told by the previous owner that these plans had already been supported 
by the City's Planning and Zoning Department as well as Council Member Smith-Lee, so he felt he should 
continue with the development process. However, he now saw that the previous owner had sold him a 
bill of goods that were not accurate. He said that as to whether or not he would put a single-family house 
on the property or let it sit vacant, he would not make that decision at this time. 

Council Member Smith-Lee stated that the previous owner had given the applicant incorrect information, 
which she did not appreciate. She said that she would like for the applicant to reconsider the proposal 
and perhaps build a single-family home. 

Council Member Smith-Lee made a motion to deny the application. Council Member Cuthbert 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

c. Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve a Request by Pedro Rosario for a Special 
Use Permit to Operate a Stand-Alone Vehicle Repair Shop at 3857 South Crater Road, Parcel ID 
101090005, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District 

Jared Crews, Interim Director of Planning and Community Development provided an overview of the 
item. He explained that this was a request for special use permit (SUP) to operate a standalone auto 
repair shop in the B-2 General Commercial District. A special use permit was required for this project, 
which involved a 0.46-acre parcel along South Crater Road. The applicant currently operated PJ Auto 
Repair on an adjoining property, but he was no longer the owner of that site. As a result, the existing 
shop would be closing, and he planned to relocate his operations to this new property. 

Mr. Crews stated that the application included a site plan, which showed the layout of the property, as 
well as notes on how to comply with various rules and regulations. On December 4, 2025 they held a 
public hearing with the Planning Commission, during which some concerns were raised, including the 
current condition of the site, the lack of landscaping and screening, as well as the need for attractive 
uses at the City's gateways. There was also confusion over an existing billboard on the site, which was 
subject to a third-party lease. 

Mr. Crews stated that the applicant subsequently updated the plans to address those concerns. He then 
reviewed the Comprehensive Plan considerations with regard to the proposal. He summarized that based 
on the updated plans, the Planning Commission recommended approval of the request in a 5-0 vote, 
subject to conditions. He noted that a single individual spoke out in opposition to the application at the 
first public hearing, and then the same individual spoke in support after reviewing the updated plans. He 
then enumerated the proposed conditions for the SUP. 

Mayor Parham opened the public hearing. 

William H. Talley IV, manager of Cockade Properties LLC, located at 3905 South Crater Road, said that 
he was the sole speaker for this item at this meeting, but he had attended all previous hearings on this 
matter. He said that he wished to express his support for the proposed development, based on the 
renderings presented and the conditions outlined. He said that in his opinion, this project would serve as 
a great entrance to the City from that location. He said that he endorsed this proposal, as presented by 
Mr. Rosario. 
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Mayor Parham closed the public hearing and the matter rested with Council. 

Council Member Jones asked if Mr. Crews thought this proposal would make the property look better 
than what was currently there. 

Mr. Crews replied yes; he thought the streetscape improvements were a step in the right direction, but 
the vehicle repair use was not ideal. 

Council Member Jones said that he did not think the tree plantings should be included in the conditions 
for approval, so he would suggest that it be removed. He said that he also did not think they needed to 
require removal of the billboard that had been there for years, so he would ask that this condition be 
removed as well. 

Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to approve the Ordinance to Approve a Request by Pedro Rosario for a 
Special Use Permit to Operate a Stand-Alone Vehicle Repair Shop at 3857 South Crater Road, Parcel 
ID 101090005, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District, with the amendment to not require 
removal of the billboard. Council Member Myers 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

d. Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve a Request by Donte Threatt, on Behalf of 
Sweet Investments VA LLC, for a Special Use Permit to Operate a Nightclub at 2793 South Crater 
Road, Parcel ID 065110004, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District 

Jared Crews, Interim Director of Planning and Community Development, provided a summary of the item. 
He stated that the subject property, located along the South Crater corridor, was a developed 5.4-acre 
site. The applicant sought to operate a nightclub within the existing 45,000 square foot building, and there 
was existing parking. He explained that the City's regulations for nightclubs were updated about one year 
ago, so special use permits were required for that use in the B-2 General Commercial District. if approved, 
the use would be subject to some automatic conditions in the Ordinance, as well as automatic review 
and adherence to the application plan. 

Mr. Crews provided information on the existing conditions of the site, the required management program 
for the nightclub use, the floor design, the security plan, procedures for occupancy, and emergency 
response protocols. He noted the zoning uses on adjoining parcels. He stated that there was a public 
hearing for this item on December 4, 2025 and four comments were received at the meeting, and other 
comments received at an additional public comment period hosted by the Planning Commission. 

Mr. Crews explained there were concerns raised about the existing nightclub on the property, parking 
concerns, illegal activity, and incompatibility with surrounding uses. He said that the Planning 
Commission had asked the applicant to work with neighbors to find compromises. Conversely, the 
comments in favor of the request noted the need for this use within the City, the applicant's focus on 
older, calmer clientele, and the thorough management plans submitted with the proposal. He then 
reviewed the Comprehensive Plan considerations for this application as well as staff's proposed 
conditions for approval. 

Mr. Crews summarized that the Planning Commission recommended denial of the special use permit 
request in a 4-1 vote. The Planning Commission found that the proposed use would result in adverse 
impacts to neighboring properties; concerns included conflict over parking needs, noise levels and 
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impacts to neighboring churches and residents, and demands on law enforcement. The Planning 
Commission noted that the applicant did not coordinate with neighbors to find solutions to questions 
raised. 

Mayor Parham opened the public hearing. 

Karl Pulliam, stated that he was representing the Elite Horsemen. He said that he was here to recommend 
that Council vote against the proposal. He said that the Elite Horsemen had been a chartered in the City 
for 52 years. He said that their previous location was at 10 North Union Street, and they relocated to 
2793 South Crater Road in 2011, where they had been operating for 15 years. He said that they had a 
nightclub business there. He said that he did not have any issues with the proposed use, but their main 
concern was parking. 

Mr. Pulliam said that they typically had between 100 and 125 patrons per night when they were open. 
He said that he was not aware of the proposed business's hours, but if they were to operate during the 
same time, it would be impossible for them to accommodate their clientele due to the limited parking. He 
said that they had a good relationship with the churches because their hours did not overlap so they did 
not have to compete for parking. He said that their landlord seemed to be unwilling to address this 
potential conflict with their business and the proposed new business. He said that again, their 
organization had a long history in the City, and he was speaking on behalf of them to recommend denial 
of the application. 

Lash Barksdale, the owner of the property at 2787 South Crater Road, which was also the site of 
Apostolic Ministry Church. He said that he was fortunate to have Mrs. Wilson, a respected preacher, 
serving their church. He said that he was concerned about this development and agreed with the Planning 
Commission's decision to recommend denial of the permit. He said that Mr. Threatt had a great plan, but 
he believed this was not the right location. He said that in his opinion, it would be a better fit for a casino 
training center. He said that it would be a good opportunity for Mr. Threatt to look downtown at the old 
Croaker's building, or the old Pep Boys building on Crater Road. 

Mr. Barksdale said that he strongly believed that the business proposed was not compatible with the 
existing nightclub, as the previous speaker stated. He said that he was very concerned about the logistics 
of emergency situations, particularly with regards to parking and exit routes. He said that he would 
appreciate Council accepting the Planning Commission's recommendation. Additionally, he 
congratulated Ms. Scott on her 46 years of working with the City, as she was a very wonderful person 
and they were lucky to have her. 

James Payne said that he was a graduate of Virginia State University (VSU). He said that when 
considering coming to Petersburg, he was looking for something to do. As an older man, he was 47 years 
old, and he had often said to himself, "I wish I could have some wholesome entertainment and something 
fun to do." However, hearing the objections presented by some individuals in this City was disheartening. 
He said that he believed the Horsemen should be a membership establishment, with a predetermined 
number of spaces for their events. He said that they should not have a random number of people 
attending their events. 

Mr. Payne said that additionally, the church conducting its great ministry in this City would not be open 
at the same time as the lounge. He said that these objections, in his opinion, sounded like a lot of hate. 
What he saw was a young individual, a young proprietor in the City of Petersburg, who should be 
welcomed as a resident and encouraged to help the City. Unfortunately, this individual was facing 
opposition from people presenting false information. He said that the church should not be fearful of 
opportunity. He said that the lounge, as presented, was actually a venue and an outlet for artists and 
creative individuals in the City. 
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Mr. Payne said that Petersburg had incredibly talented people; however, if individuals moved forward in 
fear, they would never discover their potential. He said that he was here to say that the City should have 
a lounge that was worthy of the City of Petersburg. He said that he was concerned about the fear and 
false predictions presented today regarding the Horsemen Club. He said that he knew that Mr. Threatt 
had attempted to work with these individuals, but he had been met with hate and animosity. They had 
lied to him, claiming to want to work with him, but had not even spoken to him, let alone looked him in 
the eye. 

Joyce Vincent,1608 Kings Road, said that her church is located at 2787 South Crater Road. To begin, 
there was a previous Planning Commission meeting where the Commission voted to deny the proposal. 
This decision was significant, as it indicated that there were legitimate concerns about compatibility with 
the area. The issue was not just about parking, but also about the lack of introduction by Mr. Threatt to 
the occupants. To this day, her apostle or the board of directors had yet to meet with him, nor has he 
reached out to them. This was a determining factor in the tabling of the vote on December 4, 2025. He 
was specifically advised by one of the Commissioners to reach out to the occupants and engage in a 
dialogue. 

Ms. Vincent said that she appreciated Mr. Threatt's desire to expand and build, and she was supportive 
of entrepreneurship and development in Petersburg. However, she was not in favor of a lack of 
communication and not adhering to the guidance provided. She believed there were workable solutions 
that could be explored through a partnership. However, she thought this was a great idea for the wrong 
location. She said that there were other locations better-suited to this proposed use. Finally, she 
acknowledged that Mr. Threatt did a lot for the community, but she questioned why Mr. Threatt had not 
donated his sprint van to get kids to come to the skate land that was there. 

Ms. Vincent said that furthermore, considering Council Member Jones owned that place at one time, she 
was unsure of his current relationship with it, so she asked that everyone put aside their personal feelings 
about this applicant and use and think about what was best for the community there. She asked why this 
could not be a STEM-related use, an activity center for the youth, or a training center as previously 
mentioned. She said that they could partner with existing businesses to provide the best tenant for that 
location, rather than just a nightclub. 

Ms. Vincent said that a nightclub would be better in terms of profitability and development in a different 
location. She said that the Live Casino would be doing more development on their property, so again, 
those types of entertainment venues would be provided in other parts of the City. She reiterated that her 
main request was for the applicant to consider moving the location of the nightclub. She asked Council 
Member Jones to please be impartial on this issue and consider the impact on the surrounding residential 
neighborhoods. 

Maxine Wilson, Pastor of Apostolic Ministry, located at 2787 South Crater Road, said that she was 
opposed to the club due to the congestion it would bring, as having two clubs in a small area was a 
concern. She said that in this area of Crater Road Square, the presence of the casino had elevated the 
status of the area to an elite level. She said that adding another club, just two blocks away, seemed 
unnecessary. She said that she believed the casino would bring the necessary activity, entertainment, 
and events, but having this so close to another club in a congested area, with a casino already located 
two to three blocks away, was not justified. 

Terrell, 1822 Bogese Drive, said that he was in favor of the proposed lounge. He said that for one, they 
had mentioned parking as an issue, but he recalled that the parking was initially for Food Lion, and the 
surrounding businesses had to adapt to fit in. He said that he did not see it as a problem to have a club 
away from the casino or near the church. He said that there were other clubs on Crater Road. He said 
that there were a thousand reasons they could use to deny a club, but to think that sharing a parking lot 
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and not communicating face to face with the neighbors was being used to stop this was inappropriate. 
He said that he supported the proposal and thought this luxury lounge would help in the progress of 
Petersburg. He said that some of the other points raised by previous speakers were not relevant to this 
situation at hand. 

Theresa Still, 715 Ann Street, said that she was a new resident in Petersburg. She said that she loved 
Petersburg and she wanted to be part of the new chapter Petersburg was entering. She said that she 
was impressed by the progress made recently and Mr. Threatt had been very professional and had been 
actively involved in the community. She said that the proposed lounge was not a club, but rather an 
experience. She said that their goal was to create a welcoming space that would bring jobs and 
opportunities to the area. She said that she believed that with community support, they could make this 
vision a reality. 

Tamara White, said that she lived in Jesse Lee Apartments. She said that she was a 40-something-
yearold, and she still enjoyed going out and socializing. She said that unfortunately, Petersburg did not 
have a lot of nightlife options suitable for her age group. She had tried visiting smaller establishments, 
but none of them offered the experience she was looking for. She did not think it would be a problem with 
traffic getting out because she had been to that area at night and she was familiar with the area. 

Ms. White said that this lounge would bring revenue to the City, create jobs, and revitalize the area. She 
said that she was born and raised here, and she had traveled to other Cities that had thriving nightlife 
scenes. She asked why Petersburg could not have something similar. She was not aware of any recent 
examples. She did not want to go to clubs that were 21 and over; she was 40, and she did not want to 
be partying with younger people. She said that she tired of going to the Horsemen, which was too hot 
and crowded. She said that she did not want to go to the casino, as she did not want to gamble or be 
surrounded by cigarette smoke all night. 

Ms. White said that she would much rather spend her time at a lounge, enjoying good food and company 
with friends. She shopped and dined in Petersburg regularly, and she would prefer to keep her money in 
the community. She said that as a mental health dispatch for 988, she was deeply invested in this 
community, and she believed a lounge like this would be a great addition. 

Kenya Williams, 1832 Bogese Drive, said that as a resident of Petersburg and an older resident of the 
City, she knew there were really no spots in Petersburg that offered live entertainment. She said that she 
had been hearing people say that this new development would be a club, but from her understanding, it 
was more likely to be a lounge-style venue where one could relax and enjoy some entertainment, with 
local artists and performers brought in to help boost the City. She said that she had also heard that local 
artists would be involved, which would be a great way to showcase the city's talent and bring in revenue. 
She said that as the previous lady mentioned, she believed they did not currently have a lounge-style 
venue in Petersburg, unlike the many small clubs that existed. She said that they did need a more upscale 
option for older residents like herself to enjoy. 

Barbara Coleman, 1824 Powhatan Avenue, said that she had been living in Petersburg for six years. 
She said that she was originally from the DMV region and she had always returned to those areas for 
entertainment and to spend time family members from as far away as Texas and California. She loved 
Petersburg, but she missed having entertainment options. She did not enjoy traveling away from 
Petersburg and taking revenue from the City. 

Ms. Coleman said that she was split on this issue because she lived nearby and had visited the Horsemen 
and some of the churches in the area off of South Crater. She said that her concern was the 500-
occupancy limit. She thought it would be beneficial to revisit the proposal and consider alternatives, such 
as lowering the occupancy limit or not issuing an ABC license for the first year or six months, instead of 
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denying the proposal outright. She said that she also thought they should change the name from 
"nightclub" to lounge, as the original proposal referred to it as a nightclub. 

Ms. Coleman said that in order to better understand the proposed design, she would like to see plans. 
The Horsemen Lounge, which she had visited, was dated, but she still enjoyed the atmosphere during 
events. What she would like to see was a comprehensive security plan, including not only security staff 
but also security cameras, facial recognition, ID identification, and measures outside the parking lot. She 
said that as a 53-year-old resident, she had experience with country clubs and had been to different 
states and countries. She believed security should not only be inside the club but also outside. 

Ms. Coleman said that she would like to see these measures put in place before making a decision. She 
said that the lack of imagination in the proposal and the wording she saw led her to question whether this 
would be a hastily assembled venue. She said that she would also like to know the cost of admission 
and how it would affect the venue's clientele and popularity. She asked what protocols would be put in 
place to ensure a safer lounge for those who would like to stay in Petersburg, besides the casino. She 
said that she would love to see the proposal readdressed and given a chance. 

Mayor Parham closed the public hearing. 

Council Member Jones said that he understood the concerns raised by citizens this evening, but he also 
noted there was a tone of fear and distrust in a lot of those comments. He asked Mr. Crews how many 
buildings in this area had proper place of assembly permits. 

Mr. Crews said that he did not have the answer to that. 

Council Member Jones asked if the City Manager could follow up with that information. 

Mr. Crews said that he would assume that because the Horsemen's organization had an active business 
license, that would require them to go through the Fire Marshal's office, so they likely had those assembly 
permits. He said that he was uncertain about the church's status. 

Council Member Jones asked if they had occupancy limits on the neighboring business and church. 

Mr. Crews said that those were in place but did not come through his department. 

Council Member Jones asked if the City Manager could provide the occupancy limits for these 
businesses and churches. He asked Mr. Crews if the 187 was with the new side added or without. 

Mr. Crews said that he did not have the answer to that question. 

Council Member Jones said that regarding security, he was wondering if the Horsemen had security at 
their establishment. 

City Manager Altman stated that when they made the amendment last year, they included a security 
requirement as a condition for nightclubs, lounges, and other establishments. He believed that this 
requirement was not a standard condition prior to that. If there was a previous conditional use or special 
use permit issued for this facility, that requirement was not part of the standard conditions imposed. 

Mr. Crews confirmed that was correct. 

Council Member Jones said that he wanted to make sure they were being fair across the board. He said 
that additionally, he did not understand why there was a requirement that the doors could not be propped 
open. 
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Mr. Crews said that he was unsure of the origin of that provision, but it had been in the City's Ordinance 
for quite some time. 

Council Member Jones said that he had never seen that language before, so he would like to know more 
about where it came from. He said that regarding soundproofing, he was wondering if the existing facilities 
were soundproofed. 

Mr. Crews said that he did not have access to that information so he was unsure. 

Council Member Jones said that regarding the parking lot, there was a requirement that it had to be clean 
at the end of the night. He asked if that was a shared responsibility between all of the users of the parking 
lot. 

Mr. Crews said that he believed that ideally, the responsibility should be shared. He said that what they 
had control over was putting conditions on the proposal that was before Council tonight. 

Council Member Jones said that he knew in the past, the parking lot was kept clean between all users. 
He asked that they include this as a requirement that everyone had to participate. 

City Manager Altman clarified that the applicant was the only one in front of them right now, so that was 
the only person they could impose the conditions upon. He said that they could not impose conditions on 
the church or any other businesses there because they were not seeking anything further from the City. 

Council Member Jones said that he understood, but he also did not think it was appropriate to include a 
condition that was impossible to determine who was at fault. He said that he also did not understand the 
church's objection to having this business next door, as it would be an opportunity for the church to 
provide outreach. He said that also, someone mentioned they should think about the community, but he 
wanted to note that he was born and raised in this community and had gone into significant debt in an 
attempt to provide support for the children of this community. He said that he dedicated himself fully to 
the community despite how difficult it could be. He asked Mr. Crews if the application called this a 
nightclub or a lounge. 

Mr. Crews said that according to the application, the intended use was a nightclub, but both terms were 
used interchangeably throughout the application. 

Council Member Jones said that he thought the term "nightclub" came with some misconceptions, while 
referring to it as a lounge may be more palatable to the community. He said that he thought people were 
overly fearful of something that had not even yet happened. He said that he wanted to assure the public 
that if the plan did not work, the City could take the permit back. He asked the public to please give it a 
chance, and asked Mr. Crews to advocate strongly for new businesses that were proposed in the City. 

Vice Mayor Hill expressed concern that the applicant's proposal was located in his Ward, but Mr. Threatt 
had not tried to contact him whatsoever. He said that he had received numerous communications from 
people about this project, but none from the applicant himself. 

Donte Threatt, applicant, said that he had sent an email to Vice Mayor Hill. 

Vice Mayor Hill said that he did not recall receiving that email. He said that it was easy for people to get 
in touch with him, as most individuals called him directly, so that lack of communication was one concern 
he had. He said that he had also heard multiple descriptions of this proposed establishment so he would 
like to hear from the applicant whether it was going to be a restaurant, a nightclub, or a lounge. 
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Mr. Threatt said that he envisioned this as a lounge, an upscale venue for professional community 
members, offering a sophisticated atmosphere for evening enjoyment. He said that he planned to open 
around 5:00 p.m., where guests could enjoy food and drinks in a refined setting. He aimed to cater to 
VIP clientele, providing entertainment options such as live artists, including musicians and comedians. 

Mr. Threatt said that currently, professional individuals had to leave the City to experience such events, 
so he wanted to bring this experience to Petersburg, allowing residents to enjoy these amenities locally. 
In conjunction with the casino, he believed the City needed additional attractions to complement that 
experience. He said that the casino would undoubtedly offer some of these amenities, but the City also 
required alternative activities for visitors to enjoy outside of the casino. 

Vice Mayor Hill said that he would like to inquire about the tenants in the surrounding area. He asked if 
Mr. Threatt had engaged with those neighbors. 

Mr. Threatt said that he did reach out to the other tenants and had talked to the pastor of the church 
multiple times. He said that he tried to talk to a gentleman with the Elite Horsemen but did not hear from 
him, and he was unaware of the other church in the area. He said that he had also talked with Joyce, but 
she had never called him back. He said that he disagreed with the previous comments that he had not 
reached out to these tenants. He said that he was always willing to work with anyone and support 
everyone. 

Vice Mayor Hill stated that the way someone came into a community said a lot about them. He said that 
their City had good planners who were well-educated and did thorough research on proposals. He said 
that due to the calls he had received from residents and the tenants in that area, it was difficult for him to 
support this proposal. He said that Council had previously discussed a phenomenon they had noticed 
where prospective businesses spent a lot of time and money prior to getting approval for a project, so he 
wanted to reiterate that it was best to remain cautious and wait until approval to begin the bulk of the 
work. 

Vice Mayor Hill said that it was crucial for business owners to do their due diligence and make sure there 
was sufficient support from the community as well as proper zoning and permitting from the City. He said 
that he understood Mr. Threatt's perspective as a fellow business owner, and this was why he offered 
this advice. He said that regarding security, he would like to know how the applicant planned to provide 
security for this establishment. 

Mr. Threatt said that he was outsourcing his security services and contracting a third-party provider 
because he wanted to maintain control and accountability over the security personnel. He said that he 
wanted to be able to hold them accountable in the event of any incidents, both within and outside his 
building. He said that he also wanted to hold himself accountable. 

Vice Mayor Hill asked if they would have cameras and what the age requirements would be. 

Mr. Threatt confirmed there were already cameras outside and the lounge would have an age 
requirement of 30 years and older. 

Frank Branza, Account Manager for Shadowguard Security Services. He said that he had prepared a 
packet that outlined their agenda and the services they would be offering, both inside and outside the 
facility. 

Jonathan Hughes stated that he was one of the heads of security for Shadowguard Security Services. 
He said that he would go ahead and outline some key points they had discussed. He said that the Royalty 
Lounge would operate under a zero-tolerance enforcement policy, which ensured that safety and 
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professionalism were never compromised. This policy included: no weapons permitted on the premises, 
no illegal narcotics, no physical altercations, no gang-related activity, no disorderly conduct, and no 
loitering in or outside of the property. They would have security inside and outside the premises, including 
roaming the parking lots to protect the business and surrounding businesses. 

Mr. Hughes noted that this policy applied to all areas, including the parking lots and surrounding streets. 
He said that they had a strict dress code standard, and individuals who violated this policy would be 
immediately removed and coordinated with law enforcement if necessary. The zero-tolerance policy did 
not imply hostility; rather, it ensured consistency in enforcing rules and treating guests respectfully. 

Mr. Hughes said that their exterior operations security would include parking lot and perimeter security, 
active foot patrols, marked security vehicles, and monitoring of suspicious activity to prevent loitering. 
They would work closely with the City of Petersburg to ensure a coordinated effort in maintaining safety 
and security. 

Vice Mayor Hill asked if they had spoken to their law enforcement yet. 

Mr. Hughes said that they had spoken to some, and Mr. Branza had been in more contact with officers 
than he had. 

Vice Mayor Hill asked how many security officers would be present during a function or event. 

Mr. Threatt said that he would likely have at least 10 people present, depending on the volume of the 
event for that night. 

Vice Mayor Hill asked if he planned on obtaining an ABC license. 

Mr. Threatt said that yes, they did. He said that regarding the parking lot, he wanted to clarify that the 
parking lot itself needed to be repainted so they could determine exactly how many spaces there were. 
He said that the lights of the parking lot also needed to be replaced for visibility and safety purposes, and 
he had discussed that with the landlord. He said that he wanted to assure Council that they would be 
solving these issues, but there were a number of them that extended beyond the parking spaces. He 
said that in response to Vice Mayor Hill's earlier comment about receiving correspondence about this 
application, he would like to know why the Vice Mayor had not reached out to him. 

Vice Mayor Hill said that he did not know who was developing the parcel at that time, and he was only 
hearing about it from his constituents. He said that Mr. Threatt had a valid question, but from his position 
as a Council Member, he would expect an applicant to approach him rather than the other way around. 

Mayor Parham asked if Mr. Threatt would be willing to work with the Petersburg Police in order to monitor 
the cameras at this business. He asked him to please work with the Police Chief on that if this item was 
approved this evening. 

Vice Mayor Hill said that regarding the neighboring churches, he did not want people to think that the 
churches would only be operating on Sundays, because many churches were open to their congregations 
throughout the week and for a variety of purposes. He said that he wanted to ensure they shared the 
parking lot with their neighbors, regardless of the day of the week. 

Vice Mayor Hill further noted that the reason there were so few clubs in Petersburg was because they 
had become associated with violent behavior. He acknowledged that the 30-and-older requirement may 
provide something different in that respect. He noted that normally, the discussion they were having right 
now would have been fleshed out earlier in this process. 
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Mr. Threatt said that he was willing to have these conversations. 

City Attorney Williams said that to solidify this, they could make it a condition. He said that if they wanted 
the 30 and over age requirement to be a condition, the Council could amend it to add that. He said that 
similarly, if they wanted the 10 minimum security officers to be a condition, the Council could move to 
add that as a condition if they chose to approve this proposal. 

Council Member Jones agreed that these issues being discussed should have been included as 
conditions, including the issues with the parking lot and lights. He said that he thought Mr. Threatt and 
the Horsemen would be great partners, and he wanted everyone to prioritize coexisting together in 
harmony. He asked everyone to put aside their fear associated with having a nightclub here and to rest 
assured that if it did not work, the City could revoke the special use permit. He added that his duty was 
to do what was best for his Ward, even if people did not like a certain decision. 

Council Member Jones made a motion to approve the Ordinance to Approve a Request by Donte Threatt, 
on Behalf of Sweet Investments VA LLC, for a Special use Permit to Operate a Nightclub at 2793 South 
Crater Road, parcel ID 065110004, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District, with conditions as 
recommended in the staff report and discussed by Council. Council Member Myers seconded the motion. 

Council Member Westbrook said that he was going to ask Chief Christian if he had any thoughts on the 
door-propping and security issues. 

Travis Christian, Chief of Police, said that he did not have any additional comments to add regarding the 
doors. He said that he would like to request that any security plan developed be approved by the Police 
Department in coordination with their efforts. He said that he was confident that the impact of the lounge 
would have an impact on their law enforcement services as well. 

City Attorney Williams clarified that the door provision in the code was intended to mitigate noise, as the 
club was expected to be loud. 

Council Member Jones said that he was referring to the doors in the foyer, not the main outside doors. 

Mr. Crews said that he thought that they could potentially mirror the language they had about those back 
doors, which stated that doors in a room where entertainment was being provided should not be propped 
open. He said that the entry into the foyer would not be an issue if that was acceptable. 

Vice Mayor Hill made a motion to substitute motion to deny the application, per the recommendations of 
the Planning Commission. Council Member Cuthbert seconded the motion. 

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

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

Mayor Parham stated that the substitute motion failed. He called the vote on the original motion to 
approve the application with conditions. 

The motion was approved on a roll call vote. 

On a roll call vote, voting yes: Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, and Parham; no: Cuthbert; 
abstain: N/A. 
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e. Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve a Request by Alexander Graham, Jr., on 
Behalf of the Warrenton Group, to Rezone Property at 2088 Defense Road, 1918 Townes Road, and 
1926 Bogese Drive, Parcel IDs 070080002, 06907001, 077010801, from the A Agricultural and R-1A 
Single-Family Residence Zoning Districts to the M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District with Proffers to 
Amend the Existing Proffers for Property at 2233 Halifax Road, Parcel ID 076030800 in the M-1 Light 
Industrial District 

Jared Crews, Interim Director of Planning and Community Development, provided a summary of the item. 
He stated that the subject properties were listed, including 2233 Halifax Road, as well as additional 
properties acquired by the applicant. He explained that in April of last year, City Council approved the 
rezoning of 2233 Halifax Road, also known as the Collier Yard site, to M-1 with 10 specific conditions for 
a data center development. 

Mr. Crews stated that since then, the developer had encountered challenges with access to the site from 
Halifax Road, as well as the presence of wetlands on the site. He said that to mitigate these issues, the 
applicant was requesting that the project footprint be expanded to provide alternative access to the site 
and to mitigate the impacts to the wetlands, and then to amend the proffers to accommodate these new 
plans. 

Mr. Crews stated that this would involve rezoning the newly acquired parcels, including 2088 Defense 
Road, 1918 Townes Road, and 1926 Bogese Drive, to M-1 Light Industrial. He noted that a traffic impact 
study had been provided, which outlined the management of traffic and required improvements during 
and after construction. Part of the plan involved improving Townes Road, which would be built out to 
provide a point of emergency egress from the property. 

Mr. Crews stated that the site at 1926 Bogese Drive allowed more flexibility with the site layout, but there 
was no proposed development on that site. He stated that the newly acquired parcels were all actually 
proposed to remain undeveloped except for the entrances into the development and wetland mitigation. 

Mr. Crews provided the updated concept plan for the project. He noted that construction access would 
be limited to between Defense Road and crossing on Halifax Road. He then enumerated the amended 
proffers as proposed by the applicant. 

Council Member Jones said that he thought the setbacks were 300 feet. 

Mr. Crews said that the application specified 125 feet, although the applicant had provided visuals that 
indicated a lot of the setbacks would be over 300 feet. 

City Manager Altman clarified that 125 feet was the minimum setback, but in reality the setbacks may be 
more than that. 

Council Member Jones said that he recalled the applicant had offered 300-foot setbacks. 

City Manager Altman said that he would like to confirm that in this rezoning, the proffers being offered 
were voluntary on the part of the applicant, and not imposed by the City. 

Mr. Crews continued to review the amended proffers for the application, noting that the proffers would 
be applied to the newly-acquired parcels. He then provided the additional proffers the applicant had 
offered as part of this rezoning application. He indicated the adjoining zoning and uses around the parcel 
and explained the Comprehensive Plan considerations for this application. 
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Mr. Crews then reviewed the public input that had been received so far with this application, which 
included several concerns. These concerns included noise, light, traffic impacts to surrounding 
community, environmental impacts, incompatibility with surrounding residential developments, 
insufficient buffers, lack of community engagement, site access, and street capacity for construction 
traffic. 

Mr. Crews added that the applicant attended a Ward 7 meeting to provide additional information and 
address questions, with written responses to concerns provided subsequently. He stated that the 
Planning Commission recommended approval of the rezoning with the 14 proffers as submitted in a 5-1 
vote with two abstentions. 

Vice Mayor Hill opened the public hearing. 

Scott Perkins, 1918 Dodson Road, stated that he would concentrate his comments on the rezoning on 
Townes Road. He said that this rezoning was particularly hard to understand and support. He said that 
from what he understood from the map, there would be 10 lots zoned M-1 Light Industrial, while six lots 
would remain residential on Townes Road. There were two fully developed residential streets on either 
side of Townes Road, and the proposed rezoning would essentially be in the middle of the residential 
neighborhood. 

Mr. Perkins said that Council Member Westbrook and the Warrenton Group had stated that these 
properties would be rezoned but not built upon; they would be left in their vegetative state. He asked why 
this even needed to be rezoned in that case. He said that the Warrenton Group had already purchased 
the land and therefore controlled whatever happened on those parcels, so it could remain vegetative 
without rezoning. He stated that they should keep them zoned residential. He said that he did not see 
the reason for rezoning just to create a road. 

Mr. Perkins stated that he and his family had moved back to this area because they loved it, but he was 
very unhappy about having an industrial-zoned area behind his home. He emphasized that he wanted to 
see the City prosper and have a good quality of life, but there were some problems here. He said that 
his main concern was the proposal related to Townes Road. If they could keep it residential, there was 
potential for homes to be built there when needed, but with industrial land, the future was less certain. 
He asked how the City could guarantee that they would not build anything on any of these properties that 
were proposed to be rezoned. 

Cindy Perkins, 1918 Dodson Road, said that her husband and she recently moved back to the area, and 
they were thrilled to be here. She said that they had no idea that a data center was being built behind 
their property. She said that they had the opportunity to meet with the Warrenton Group and attend the 
Ward 7 meeting on January 13 of this year. She said that unfortunately, many of their questions regarding 
the project's design, cooling systems, and environmental impact went unanswered. 

Ms. Perkins said that the Warrenton Group representative seemed to downplay their health concerns, 
stating that they would follow the law and regulations regarding emissions, waste, water, and air quality. 
She said that she was puzzled as to how this data center site could be approved without addressing 
these concerns. She said that on April 3, 2025, there was a Planning Commission meeting, which she 
was not aware of since they had just moved to the area in September. 

Ms. Perkins said that the Commission had a meeting to approve the data center, and Mr. Crews 
responded to some questions about noise, light, and environmental impact. He said that these issues 
would be addressed by the City's preexisting regulations for data centers, but the site would require 
special consideration due to its proximity to the railway, and if the Warrenton Group could not comply 
with these standards, they would need to obtain a special use permit from the City. 
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Ms. Perkins said that as residents in this area, they were concerned about the lack of adequate planning 
and poor planning on the part of the Warrenton Group. She said that a citizen had asked about low 
frequency noises and vibrations from the data center, and the Warrenton Group representative stated 
that they could not have any vibrations; yet, it was nearby a railway, which almost certainly would have 
vibrations. She said that they did not think through crossing the railroad, which was why they decided to 
go through the residential area. 

Ms. Perkins said that she was frustrated that their neighborhood would be rezoned to M-1 Light Industrial 
in order to provide buffers. She asked why buffers needed to be zoned M-1, rather than staying 
residential. She said that Council kept emphasizing the future of the City, but she did not know anyone 
that would want to locate an industrial site in a residential area. She said that the Warrenton Group 
already owned the land, so they could decide to keep it the way it was now without rezoning. 

Ms. Perkins said that if the land was rezoned, there was a risk that it could change hands in the future, 
potentially placing an industrial use adjacent to their homes. She said that she strongly opposed the 
rezoning request from Warrenton Group. She said that as a representative of many community members 
and neighbors, she was speaking on behalf of those who did not want to see this development in their 
community. 

Randy Rush, 1961 Dodson Road in Petersburg, said that one issue he had was with the Defense Road 
entrance design, which would cross two front yards, including one they paid $500,000 to buy the house. 
He said that numerous businesses were able to cross railroad tracks, including those on Halifax Road. 
He said that he understood there may be potential problems during construction, but once the data 
centers were built, they would have about 150 people coming each day, so he did not think that was too 
much of a burden on Halifax Road. He said that he also wondered if the City was jumping the gun with 
this data center development squeezed into a residential neighborhood, especially when the City was in 
negotiations for another data center on Route 460 and Wagner Road. 

James Beck, 1977 Vesonder Road, said that he and his wife had lived for 52 years in the Ramblewood 
subdivision. Their home and neighborhood would be directly affected by the proposed development of a 
large data center complex with two electrical substations and six or more large buildings topped with 
diesel generators. The site plan that had been proposed would place one of these large buildings only a 
few hundred feet from their property, with their house being the closest to the data center property. He 
stated that they were strongly opposed to the rezoning that would destroy their quiet residential 
neighborhood and turn their personal lives upside down. 

Mr. Beck said that they would be subjected to the noise, pollution, and disruption of this industrial 
development. He asked who would even consider locating a major industrial facility in the middle of a 
residential area. He said that it appeared that only the City Council, their elected City leaders, would 
consider that as part of their never-ending search for tax dollars. He said that he would like to specifically 
address one of the three new additions to the main site that had been discussed. 

Mr. Beck said that the site, which had been approved last year for M-1 Light Industrial zoning, now 
included three new components, including the proposed street, Townes Road. He said that Townes Road 
had been on the City's maps for many years but had never been developed. It was located between 
Dodson Road and Vesonder Road, both of which were lined with one-family homes. He could not 
understand why the property on either side of this street should be rezoned from residential to light 
industrial. 

Mr. Beck said that apparently, there were plans for development on this street that had not been revealed 
to them. The proximity to an industrial site would undoubtedly lower the value of their home. On an M-1 
site, there were many potential uses, but most of these would be incompatible with a residential 
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community. At the very least, they needed to know what the long-term plans were for this street. 
Additionally, he and his wife owned two lots that would be located on the new Townes Road, and now 
they would be situated in the middle of an industrial property. 

Mr. Beck said that these lots would be worthless as home sites. It was not too late for Council to 
reconsider this data center development. Other communities had rejected and continued to reject similar 
projects, many of which were not planned for siting in a residential area in a historic City. He requested 
Council to reject this ill-conceived plan and vote against this rezoning proposal. 

Charles Bullock, 2086 Defense Road, said that he came to Petersburg 22 years ago, started a business 
here which became very successful. He said that he had spent a lot of money on that property, and the 
shame of it was that he did not realize that a road would be built in front of his home. If he had known 
this, he would not have bought the property, as it was a secluded spot with wildlife, including deer and 
all kinds of birds. He said that it was a beautiful place. 

Mr. Bullock said that therefore, he was puzzled as to why the town would take one of the most private 
spots and convert it into a business area. He said that he had a question regarding the road placement. 
He said that he also did not understand how they could put a road off of Defense Road and in front of his 
house. He said that the property they showed was inaccurate in terms of scale, because that property 
ran along the railroad. He said that the setbacks could not be met on that property. He said that they 
needed to find another way to build that road, and reiterated that he opposed the project. 

Jacqueline Dailey Kidd, 2017 Country Lane Court, stated that she was a former public policy analyst and 
director, and she was here to open the conversation around opposition of establishing a data center in 
Petersburg. She said that in recent months, several localities in the Commonwealth, including 
Pittsylvania, Hanover, Louisa, Campbell, Prince William, Charles City, and Henrico, had either ceased 
or stalled their data center projects and initiatives. 

Ms. Kidd stated that the primary reason for this resistance was the cost it would impose on the 
constituents. She said that data centers required substantial amounts of electricity and water, as well as 
backup generators, which generated considerable noise pollution. She said that there were numerous 
reasons why a data center was not needed in Petersburg. She said that as a resident and native, she 
asked Council to reconsider trying to provide another revenue stream at the cost of their residents. 

Barbara Rudolph, 1675 Mount Vernon Street, said that she was not opposed to the data center, although 
she acknowledged it was not in her neighborhood. She said that she would like to address a couple of 
points Council Member Westbrook made. She said that one of the points he mentioned was employment, 
specifically training programs with high schools and Virginia State. She thought it was worth noting that 
when they discussed this earlier, the number of employees at a data center was not a major selling point 
because it was a relatively small number. She said that the real goal was to increase revenue, which was 
substantial. She was suggesting that employment might be a red herring. 

Ms. Rudolph said that additionally, Council Member Westbrook mentioned that there was a community 
concern that data centers were located in minority communities, and she thought this was a 
misconception. She said that Loudoun County, Virginia, was the data center capital of the world and the 
richest County in the country; the African American population was around 7%, and they had a higher 
number of other ethnicities. She wanted to note that this did not seem to be the case here. 

Ms. Rudolph said that she did not want to impute any motives to the Warrenton Group, as they had 
worked with Petersburg before. She said that she was a supporter of their proposal for the casino. 
However, from her own experience, she would like to share that in 2017, she retired from the state and 
worked at the state IT agency in Chesterfield. Their building housed the state data center for the entire 
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Commonwealth. The building was designed like a V, with one leg being the offices and conference rooms, 
and the other leg being the data center. 

Ms. Rudolph said that she could attest that the data center was extremely loud from the inside, but 
outside in the parking lot it was silent. She said that although she could not speak to the backup generator 
noise, which were likely very loud, she knew it was possible to achieve the necessary quiet to reduce 
noise impacts. She said that additionally, she wanted to note that there were deer and other wildlife all 
over that property as well, so she did not think the data center would deter the wildlife in this case, either. 

Ajani Sekou, 27 South Sycamore Street, said that this data center was not in his own neighborhood, but 
they were all connected throughout Petersburg. He said that he had concerns based on the history and 
the process they were going through. He said that he was seeing changes before anything even 
happened, which he found concerning. He said that it was not ideal to introduce changes before they 
were fully considered. He said that he was worried that they were bringing in revenue without considering 
the long-term impact on the City. 

Mr. Sekou said that they had already invested in one major industry, and now they were considering 
another. He said that he was concerned that they might be growing too quickly and making mistakes that 
would harm the community. He said that the data center was an opportunity, but if other Cities were 
saying no, they should at least consider that. He said that he was not a follower, but he thought they 
should look at other Cities' approaches and see if they could model a better path. 

Mr. Sekou said that he believed they were on the right track, but he also thought they could do better. 
One of the things he would like to see was investment in agriculture, as they lived in a food desert. He 
said that they should also consider alternative investments that would not put undue stress on their 
seniors. the Warrenton Group had money to invest, but they should invest in something that benefited 
the community, not just themselves. 

Mr. Sekou stated that their seniors were the backbone of the city, and they deserved their support. They 
were the ones who would carry their votes, and they were telling them that they needed to do better. He 
said that he was currently unsupportive of this proposal, and perhaps they could come up with a different 
approach. He said that what they needed was a solid plan, not just a willingness to do whatever the 
developers wanted. The developers had already purchased the land, and it was clear they had the upper 
hand. They needed to be smarter than that and come up with something better. 

Kelly Squires, 1925 Bogese Drive, said that her property was directly across from the lot at 1926 Bogese 
Drive. She said that, based on the drawing and the data center, it was almost right next door to her and 
certainly not 300 feet away. She said that this was not part of the original plan that was approved in April, 
which she had not been notified about. She was unclear as to why she had not been informed, and she 
was quite upset upon learning of this proposal. 

Ms. Squires said that she agreed that Petersburg needed business and industry, and she believed that 
was the right approach, but they should do it the right way. She agreed with a previous speaker who 
thought this did not need to be rezoned to M-1 Light industrial. She said that the minute they rezoned it, 
someone else could claim they needed to put a driveway there. She was concerned about the noise, as 
she would be right next door to it. 

Ms. Squires said that the 125-foot barrier was not even the length of a football field, which indicated how 
close it would be to her. She was also concerned about the utility bills, as the Warrenton Group was 
required to bring the water into the facility, but the City would likely have to maintain service to them, 
which may require infrastructure upgrades. She said that her water bills were already being raised as it 
was. 
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Ms. Squires said that her property value, in her opinion, would likely decrease significantly from this. Yet, 
she recently received a notice that her property value would be increased by $50,000 two years from 
now. She knew that this was going to happen, as the April approval had already been made. However, 
she believed they should make it work right. She said that she did not think this land needed to be rezoned 
to M-1. She said that utility companies came onto land all the time without rezoning it. 

James Griffiths, 1152 Oak Ridge Road, said that when someone approached Council with a proposal for 
a new airport in downtown Petersburg, it was unlikely to pass. They would not be building runways on 
Sycamore. He said that when people tried to introduce new projects into existing neighborhoods, it was 
not feasible. He said that what was available was farmland surrounding the City, particularly in the area 
past Wilcox Lake, near Defense Road, and further out. 

Mr. Griffiths said that this land was flat, with no trees, making it ideal for data centers. He said that it 
seemed to him that there were other locations around here where a new facility could be built without 
disrupting the City population. He said that they would not have to worry about preserving trees or altering 
traffic patterns or impacting property values. He said that data centers did not employ many people 
anyway, so they were much better-suited to more remote locations. 

Constance Green, 3364 Seaton Road. She said that she lived in Ward 7, and she would like to bring to 
Council's attention some points that were not included on the list. One of the issues they discussed was 
the impact of data centers on public health. She explained that recently, the General Assembly passed 
SB-94, which allowed land zoned for data centers to be approved for industrial use. 

Ms. Green said that based on this, she assumed that data centers had already been approved for 
industrial use in their City. She would like to ask the City Council if they were willing to put data centers 
on the ballot in November, so that they could address the risks associated with them. During the meeting, 
she raised health concerns, specifically regarding the air pollution caused by data centers and their diesel 
generators, which can lead to respiratory issues, asthma, bronchitis, and other health problems. She said 
that as a registered nurse, she was particularly concerned about the impact on their community's health. 
Petersburg was already struggling with extremely low health rankings, and she feared that introducing a 
data center would exacerbate the issue. 

Ms. Green said that additionally, high utility bills were another concern related to this proposal. She said 
that residents would ultimately pay for the high-water usage of these facilities. She said that just recently 
in Pennsylvania, a data center was approved and used 41% of a small city's water supply. She believed 
that a data center in their City would put an even greater strain on their water system. She said that she 
wondered how much water they were going to be taking from Lake Chesdin to cool the data center. She 
said that during her previous visit, she also mentioned several states that had rejected data centers, as 
well as multiple Virginia localities. She asked if they were going to put a data center in a City with the 
poorest health outcomes. She said that they were putting their residents at risk. 

Joyce Vincent, 1608 Kings Road, said that an email should have been provided to Council. She said that 
she was supportive of the development, but she wondered if there could be some kind of accountability 
marker in the resolution. She said that she did not oppose the development, as Petersburg did need 
growth and it was a wonderful opportunity for Ward 7, but they must ask whether rezoning residential 
adjacent property to industrial use was the right approach to achieve that growth. 

Ms. Vincent said that supporters of this data center expansion said that it brought economic value, but 
residents were asking for a measurable return on investment. She said that she had also been hearing 
concerns about the jobs that would be created, and she would appreciate more clarity on that. 
Additionally, she would like to discuss the long-term infrastructure costs. She said that once the land was 
rezoned to industrial use, it rarely returned to its original residential character. 
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Ms. Vincent said that she would like to know if there was an option to change the zoning back to 
residential if needed. She said that they should grow Petersburg wisely and collectively, protecting their 
neighborhoods while pursuing investment. She said that she would like to bring up a question regarding 
the Warrenton Group's experience with developing data centers. She said that she could not find any 
information on their website, and she would appreciate it if they could address this later. 

Marlowe Green, 301 Rolfe Street, said that she had attended the meeting that Mr. Westbrook had with 
Warrenton Group. She said that although some people felt their questions were not being answered, she 
felt that Warrenton Group had been making a genuine effort to address concerns. She said that she 
understood the community's concerns about industrial encroachment, as she lived on Pocahontas Island. 
She said that she was not aware if everyone was aware, but there was a wastewater treatment plant on 
the island that had been installed in 1955, and they were currently undergoing upgrades. She said that 
heavy truck traffic was a daily issue on her residential street, with Delta Oil and other industrial sites 
contributing to the problem. 

Ms. Green said that she completely understood the community's concerns. However, a resident on 
Pocahontas Island, who had lived there for a long time, told her that sometimes difficult decisions needed 
to be made for the greater good of the City. She said that this data center would bring significant revenue 
to the City, and it was essential to consider the benefits it would provide. She said that the water they 
drank in their homes came from Pocahontas Island. She said that she was upset about the situation, but 
a resident reassured her that sometimes communities must make sacrifices for the greater good. She 
said that she believed this was one of those sacrifices, and it was unfortunate when it was right on one's 
doorstep. 

Ms. Green said that regarding the proffer and the property to be rezoned to M-1 use, she suggested 
including a provision that required the developer to retain the property as a buffer or return to Council to 
make changes. She said that this would provide some mitigating controls on the developer. She said that 
she was not opposed to first movers; if they never took action, they would never achieve anything. She 
said that she hoped that if this project moved forward, the City would modify real estate taxes to make 
them more comparable to those of their counterparts. 

Roger Clark, 2032 Dodson Road, said that his address was adjacent to the subject property. He said that 
the people who had come forward tonight did so because the future was at stake, and he was concerned 
that this project would have far-reaching consequences that would affect all of them. Specifically, he was 
worried about the potential for cyber-warfare and surveillance, which these data centers were designed 
to facilitate. He said that they had anti-democratic implications that had not been thoroughly considered. 
He challenged each of them to think critically about democratic values and to consider how this project 
might impact those values. Furthermore, he wished to highlight the fact that for consumers, electric prices 
and water prices were expected to skyrocket, which was a significant concern for all citizens. 

Mr. Clark said that many households would see a decrease in property values, likely in this entire 
southwest quadrant of the City, which was not a small matter. As guardians of the City, it was hard to 
see how Council could preside over such a situation. He had made some notes, which he would refer to 
now. He said that the level of detail the Planning Department had was absolutely vague. He said that 
they did not know the number of square feet or number of stories; they just knew it would fit. He said that 
if it moved forward, it needed to be radically reduced in size and scale. Moreover, access and egress 
could be achieved by going over the railroad tracks from the southwestern edge of the property, 
eliminating the need to go through a residential neighborhood for four or five years of construction. 

Mr. Clark said that additionally, there were concerns about emergency power, diesel generators, and 
noise buffers, which had not been adequately addressed. He said that this was because this was the 
applicant's first data center project, and Petersburg was the guinea pig. He said that there should be 
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scrubbers for all the diesel generators, but so far, the only people to ask about that were nurses of the 
City. There were no plans for noise buffers whatsoever, but they would be essential if the project moved 
forward. He said that these were huge buildings, larger than anything they could imagine, so they should 
install green rooves, solar rooves, and other mitigative measures. He asked how far the water table would 
fall and how much of the Appomattox River they would drain to service this data center. He asked what 
the construction timetable was for this project. He said that hundreds of data centers had been proposed 
and constructed during the past 36 months, which indicated this was an economic bubble. He said that 
there should be a construction parameter, a sound barrier around the property, probably an earthen berm 
to look more natural. 

Mr. Clark said that running trucks through the neighborhood was ridiculous and should not be considered. 
He recommended they use access and egress over the railroad tracks or make the applicant build a 
bridge. He said that with a billion-dollar project, the applicant should be able to spend to get across the 
railroad tracks at the southwest corner of the property and avoid disturbing the neighborhood. He said 
that there would also be high-voltage, high-tension lines, huge concrete structures 50 feet high, carrying 
in electricity from the surrounding region. He said that the ratepayers would be paying for that, and half 
of Petersburg would be able to see that. 

Mr. Clark said that the applicant had not included any of these additional burdens in their presentations, 
nor did the City planners. He stated that additionally, light pollution was of major concern, so there needed 
to be conditions to ensure the lights on this property did not spill over. He said that the diesel generators 
were each the size of a truck, so he wanted to know the total decibels when they tested them weekly. He 
asked what the emissions measurements were for those generators. He said that there was also a fire 
hazard with each building, which likely could not be handled by Petersburg's Fire Department by itself. 
He asked Council to please think critically through all of these points, because they clearly had not yet. 

Merrilee Cohen, 1983 Dodson Road, said that a lot had been said that was true, and she had never 
gotten an answer to the questions she had asked. She said that she was a resident of Ward 7, she had 
repeatedly called Mr. Westbrook about neighborhood problems, and he had never answered the phone. 
She believed that the lack of accountability and transparency in this situation was a symptom of a larger 
issue - personal greed. She said that when they made generalizations without thoroughly investigating 
the immediate results, they risked perpetuating problems. She said that it was essential to acknowledge 
that people in positions of power could make mistakes. She said that she had spoken to numerous 
individuals who were not informed about the data center's first proposal in April, when the initial decisions 
were made. She said that it was puzzling that people were not informed, and it was clear that the lack of 
transparency had led to a lack of public engagement. 

Ms. Cohen said that she loved the City of Petersburg and their neighborhood, but she was concerned 
about the impact of the data center. She said that the City already had a big pharmaceutical company in 
town and other sources of revenue, so she did not understand the low prices of land being sold by the 
County. When asked about the sale price versus the price after improvements, buyers often refused to 
provide a reasonable answer. She said that it was beyond comprehension as to how one of the largest 
data centers in the world could end up here in a small town like Petersburg, especially so packed in and 
right next to a residential neighborhood. 

Ms. Cohen said that in her previous experience with town planning, a City should grow organically and 
industry built in agricultural areas should somehow relate to the type of people that lived in the City and 
the number of people, and it should have some concern for their health. She said that everything she 
had read about data centers disputed what the City and applicant had stated about it being clean and 
modern. She said that it was modern in a way that people were resistant to, and data centers had been 
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confirmed to become poisonous. She asked, were they willing to compromise the health and well-being 
of their community in order to accommodate the data center on a $5,000/per acre piece of property. 

Ms. Cohen said that if the data center became a source of pollution, it could affect not only the immediate 
area but also farther streets like High Street. She asked if residents would be forced to leave the City due 
to the data center's presence. She asked why it was not being located on the edge or in a County, where 
it could be built in a more responsible manner. She said that she was reminded of the history of Walla 
Walla, Washington, where the introduction of new technologies and industries had led to significant 
negative consequences. She was not sure if Council was familiar with Walla Walla's history, but she did 
know that General Electric had brought significant changes to the area, including the development of 
new electricity-generating technologies. While these advancements may have brought economic 
benefits, they also came with significant environmental costs. 

Ms. Cohen said that data centers, in particular, had a substantial environmental impact and could also 
lead to job losses. She said that this had led to widespread concern and opposition to data centers in 
general. In Petersburg, they were facing a range of challenges and opportunities, but even if they did not 
have the pharmaceutical industry, the new casino, and other developments, she believed the data center 
would still not be appropriate for the City. She said that it would be better located in a more rural setting 
where people would be less affected. She said that she appreciated that people wanted to make money, 
but there was a point where they needed to research how to make the money while still letting people 
survive and be happy. 

Mayor Parham closed the public hearing and the matter rested with Council. 

Council Member Cuthbert stated that he knew every member of Council appreciated the comments that 
had been made and acknowledged this was not an easy decision. He said that perhaps the Warrenton 
Group could help fashion a response to alleviate his concerns. He said that one of their previous speakers 
had mentioned the bubble bursting. He said that he wanted to support this project while also ensuring 
the Council protected the Ramblewood neighborhood. 

Mr. Cuthbert said that their top priority was to safeguard their neighborhoods, and secondly, to maximize 
municipal revenue. There was a clear tension between these two interests; he was trying to reconcile 
this tension. He explained that his nightmare was that the bubble did burst, and either the Warrenton 
Group or the company that flipped these data center properties filed bankruptcy. He said that he had no 
way to predict that, but he wanted to eliminate that risk. If a bankruptcy occurred, the property went into 
bankruptcy court, and the judge sold the property to satisfy creditors, this would eliminate the proffers. 

Mr. Cuthbert said that he was trying to figure out how to reconcile these two conflicting interests: 
protecting the neighborhood and maximizing municipal revenue. He wondered if the Warrenton Group 
would consider adding an additional proffer, number 15, which would include a deed restriction in favor 
of the City of Petersburg, prohibiting any improvement on the lots referred to in proffer 14, except as may 
be required for the construction of new wetlands, access roads, and related improvements. He said that 
this would protect the neighborhood in case of an economic catastrophe while allowing the project to 
move forward. 

Mr. Graham said that philosophically, he agreed. He said that they had already proffered that, but he 
understood where Council Member Cuthbert was going with the deed restriction. He said that the 
mechanism for implementing that would require them to figure out how it got incorporated into their 
policies, whether it was through a development agreement or another means. He said that he was not a 
lawyer, but he was saying yes, and they needed to determine where this got formally established. 
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Council Member Cuthbert asked City Attorney Williams how they could enshrine this deed restriction in 
this agreement. 

City Attorney Williams said that the most effective way to preserve something like that was through a 
recorded covenant in a deed. He said that if that was what was being requested, he would recommend 
this approach because it would make the agreement significantly more unalterable. 

Mr. Graham asked if Council would consider empowering the City Manager and City Attorney to 
determine the appropriate implementation of Council Member Cuthbert's request. He said that he 
primarily wanted to avoid the need for another public hearing or separate process. 

City Attorney Williams said that if the applicant would voluntarily offer a deed restriction, Council could 
simply allow the City Manager and himself the ability to work it out. He said that he believed that was the 
only real way to do it if they wanted to do it tonight. 

Council Member Cuthbert asked Mr. Williams if he could articulate the motion and he will say so move. 

City Attorney Williams asked Mr. Cuthbert if he was making a voluntary proffer to agree to a deed 
restriction in favor of the City that would essentially ensure that the buffer space remains buffer space 
and that there’s going to be a covenant to the effect that they were going to work out and record. 

Council Member Cuthbert made a motion to adopt the Ordinance to Approve the Request and accept 
the proffers, with one additional proffer requiring a deed restriction to protect the buffer space.  There 
was no second on the motion, so the motion died. 

Council Member Westbrook made a motion to adopt the Ordinance to Approve the Request to Rezone 
Property at 2088 Defense Road, 1918 Townes Road, and 1926 Bogese Drive, Parcel IDs 070080002, 
069070001, 077010801, from the A Agricultural and R-1A Single Family Residence Zoning Districts to 
the M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District with Proffers and to Amend the Existing Proffers for Property at 
2233 Halifax Road, Parcel ID 076030800 in the M-1 Light Industrial Zoning District, with proffers. Council 
Member Myers 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: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. 

Council Member Jones made a motion to direct the City Attorney, the City Manager, and the Finance 
Director draft an ordinance creating a senior property tax freeze exemption for residents aged 70 or older 
who had held title and had occupied their primary residence within the City limits for a minimum of 10 
years, identify the funding source, such as the data center revenue fund, and determine how to backfill 
any revenue shortfall to the general fund, and then bring the ordinance back to Council for discussion. 
Council Member Myers seconded the motion. 

City Attorney Williams said that staff could certainly research this, but Council should be aware that in 
order to undertake something like this, enabling legislation was typically required, and the state must 
authorize them to do so. He said that he and the City Manager would research this and return with 
information to City Council. 

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

Mayor Parham noted that they would remove Item 14a from tonight's agenda. 

f. Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance Authorizing the City Manager to Execute the 
Purchase Agreement Between the City of Petersburg and LDJ Petersburg LLC (Ansal McCal) for the 
Development of a Sub-Parcel (5.36 Acres) of 3501 Halifax Road, Located in Petersburg, VA, Tax Map 
No.: 092010001 

Brian Moore, Director of Economic Development, provided a brief summary of the item. He explained 
that there were rails on property that was part of the mitigation plans of the Warrenton Group, and they 
had allowed Ansal McCal to purchase those sub-parcels that were part of the development agreement. 
He clarified that they were not developable parcels, but they fed directly into their operations. The 
applicant would be responsible for handling issues with CSX and the rails, which would allow the City to 
avoid expense. He noted that from 2012 through 2025, the City had spent $503,000 on rail repairs outside 
of budget. He summarized that staff recommended approval of the request. 

Mayor Parham opened the public hearing. Seeing no speakers, he closed the public hearing and the 
matter rested with Council. 

Council Member Westbrook made a motion to approve the Ordinance Authorizing the City Manager to 
Execute the Purchase Agreement Between the City of Petersburg and LDC Petersburg LLC (Ansal 
McCal) for the Development of a Sub-Parcel (5.36 Acres) of 3501 Halifax Road, Located in Petersburg, 
VA, Tax Map No. 092010001. Council Member Myers 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: Cuthbert, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; abstain: 
N/A. Jones-absent during vote 

g. Public Hearing on Consideration of an Ordinance Adopting the FY27 Real Property Tax Rate - 
Requesting Motion to Continue the Public Hearing to March 17, 2026, to Allow Compliance with the 
Statutory 30-Day Advertisement Requirement 

March Altman, City Manager said that unfortunately, The Progress Index did not advertise the public 
hearing properly, as the ad did not meet the required font size and state code specifications. He said that 
the ad was published in the paper, but they would not be able to proceed with the public hearing as 
previously scheduled. He said that therefore, they would need to remove this item from the agenda; they 
would re-advertise and bring this item back to Council at a later date. 

City Manager Altman said that he had a thought regarding this situation, and he would like to propose an 
alternative. He said that they could not meet the deadline for the March 17 meeting; however, they could 
consider holding the public hearing at 5:00 p.m. on March 24, before the joint meeting with the School 
Board at 6:30 p.m., which would allow them to meet the advertising deadline. Alternatively, they could 
look at an alternative date if this option was not feasible. 

Mayor Parham made a motion to schedule this item for the special meeting on March 24, 2026 at 5:00 
p.m. Council Member Westbrook seconded the motion. 

There was no discussion on the motion. The motion was approved on a roll call vote. 
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On a roll call vote, voting yes: Cuthbert, Jones, Myers, Westbrook, Smith-Lee, Hill, Parham; no: N/A; 
abstain: N/A. Jones- absent during vote 

10. PUBLIC INFORMATION PERIOD 

Jacqueline Dailey Kidd, 2017 Country Lane Court in Ward 3, said that she was here on behalf of the Peabody 
High School National Alumni Association to request that the City grant custodial ownership of the Peabody 
Complex to PALDC. She said that the City of Petersburg had been a leader in developing opportunities for 
its citizens of color. She said that history had recorded that Petersburg was a pioneer in providing public 
education to the freed slaves that resided there. She said that they were the first in the country to provide a 
publicly funded high school education to newly freed slave children. 

Ms. Kidd said that graduating from Peabody High School was a significant milestone for many luminaries, 
including Howard Ball, a Tuskegee Airman; Alvin and Sadie Chavises, parents of Alvin Bragg, the first District 
Attorney to win a conviction against a U.S. President, Donald Trump; Charles Sherrod, the founder of Student 
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee (SNCC); and Herbert Colton, the field director of Southern Christian 
Leadership Conference (SCLC). She said that the City should grant PALDC the custodial ownership because 
it was the right thing to do. She said that PALDC, with the support of multiple funders, sought the opportunity 
to do the right thing. 

Ms. Kidd said that they were prepared to educate and support their community, which faced numerous unmet 
needs stemming from a depressed economy and underfunded schools. She said that they would provide 
year-round tutoring for all ages, workshops for job training, both technological and musical, services for 
seniors, a museum, food distribution programs, and many other services and programs. She said that in 
closing, she would like to thank Council for allowing her to present this case on behalf of their community. 
She asked Council to remember to do the right thing. 

Louis Goodwyn said that he was in support of giving PALDC custodial ownership of the Peabody Complex. 
He said that Peabody was the oldest Black high school in the United States. He said that unfortunately, in 
this area of central Virginia, it was the only Black high school not in use. He said that Dinwiddie County had 
Southside High School, Prince George had J.E.J. Moore, Hopewell had Carter G. Wilson, and Chesterfield 
had Carver. He said that in Richmond they had Maggie Walker. He asked why they could not use Peabody. 
He said that they had a beautiful building, if it was ever repaired. 

Mr. Goodwyn said that it was a large building with many potential uses. He said that they hoped that in the 
near future, and not too far from there, the school would be restored and put to use for various purposes. He 
said that as the previous speaker had mentioned, there were people willing to help them, and some 
assistance was scheduled to begin next month. He said that they kindly requested Council to have ownership 
restored and returned to PALDC. He said that Peabody was a wonderful institution. He said that the City 
needed it, as it was a historic City and this school was a historic landmark. He said that they wanted to do 
great things at Peabody that would not cost the City much, and it would be a great place for the entire 
community. 

11. ADJOURNMENT 

Mayor Samuel Parham stated that it was 10:00 p.m., according to the Council’s rules he will entertain a 
motion to extend the meeting.  If a motion is not made, he will call the meeting at 10:00 p.m.  Hearing none, 
Mayor Parham stated that Council will move the remaining items to the next Council meeting. Mayor Parham 
called the meeting adjourned. 

The City Council adjourned at 10:01 p.m. 
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12. BUSINESS OR REPORTS FROM THE MAYOR OR OTHER MEMBERS OF COUNCIL 

13. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 

14. FINANCE AND BUDGET REPORT 

a. Department of Finance Monthly Update – Moved to the March 3, 2026, Meeting 

15. NEW BUSINESS 

a. Resolution of Intent to Implement Categorical Funding of Petersburg City Public Schools – Moved to 
the March 17, 2026, Meeting 

16. CITY MANAGER'S REPORT AND SPECIAL REPORTS 

17. BUSINESS OR REPORTS FROM THE CLERK 

18. BUSINESS OR REPORTS FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY 
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    6.b.
  

 

City of Petersburg 
     
 Ordinance, Resolution, and Agenda Request 

  

 
    
DATE: March 3, 2026 
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
    
THROUGH: Jared Crews, Manager of Planning and Community Development 
    
FROM: March Altman, Jr. 
    
RE: First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Ordinance to Approve 

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/Automobile Service Station at 601 
East Wythe Street, Parcel ID 012270012, in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District 

 
  
PURPOSE: Schedule a public hearing to consider special use permit request for stand-alone vehicle 
repair/service station at 601 East Wythe Street 
  
REASON: The City received a petition from Ibrahim Al Tamimy to  operate a stand-alone vehicle repair 
shop/service station at 601 East Wythe Street in the B-2 Zoning District. A special use permit is required for 
this use of the property. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: Planning Commission recommended denial of the request with conditions in a 6-0 
vote. 
  
BACKGROUND: Below is a general timeline of events for this request: 
 
1. December 10, 2025 - Planning and Zoning staff met with the applicant on site to discuss the proposed use 
and the special use permit process. 
2. January 6, 2026 - Staff received petition by applicant for special use permit to  operate a stand-alone vehicle 
repair shop/service station at 601 East Wythe Street. 
3. February 5, 2026 - Planning Commission held a public hearing and recommended denial of the special use 
permit in a 6 (aye) and 0 (nay) vote. 
  
COST TO CITY:  
  
 BUDGETED ITEM:  
  
 REVENUE TO CITY:   
  
CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE:  
  
CONSIDERATION BY OTHER GOVERNMENT ENTITIES:  
  

Page 40 of 127



AFFECTED AGENCIES:  
  
RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION:  
  
REQUIRED CHANGES TO WORK PROGRAMS:  
  
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. 26-SUP-01 Memo 
2. 26-SUP-01 Presentation 
3. Ordinance 26-SUP-01 
4. Application 
5. Location Map 
6. Plans & Renderings 
7. Zoning Map 
8. Future Land Use Map 
9. Comprehensive Plan Excerpt - Community Mixed-Use Area 
10. Adjoining Property Owners 
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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, 2026 

TO:    Mayor and City Council  

FROM:  Planning and Community Development on behalf of the Planning Commission 

RE: 2026-SUP-01: Consideration 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/automobile service station at 601 East Wythe Street, Parcel ID 012270012, 
in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

The applicant is requesting to operate a stand-alone vehicle repair shop at 601 East Wythe 
Street in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District. A Special Use Permit is required to 
operate a stand-alone vehicle repair shop in the B-2 District. The subject property is designated 
as Community Mixed-Use on the Future Land Use Map of the PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive 
Plan. The proposed use, if permitted, will be controlled by the Zoning Ordinance as well as any 
conditions determined by City Council.  
 
CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS: 

1. December 10, 2025 – Planning and Zoning staff met with the applicant on site to discuss 
the proposed use and the special use permit process. 

2. January 6, 2026 – Staff received petition by applicant for special use permit to operate 
stand-alone vehicle repair shop at 601 East Wythe Street.  

3. February 5, 2026 – Planning Commission held a public hearing on the request and 
recommended denial of the application in a 6-0 vote with one abstention. 

BACKGROUND:  

The subject property is a 0.23-acre lot located on the North Side of East Wythe Street at the 
intersection of South Little Church Street. The applicant is seeking to establish a stand-alone 
vehicle repair shop within the existing structure on the property. Per Article 23, Section 4(23) 
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of the Zoning Ordinance, a special use permit must be granted for stand-alone vehicle repair 
shops in the B-2 Zoning District. Council may grant approval of special use permits when the 
public health, safety, moral and general welfare will not be adversely affected by a use, and 
provided that necessary safeguards will be provided to protect surrounding property, persons, 
and neighborhood values. 
 
The existing building on the property was built in 1946. It is approximately 1,500 square feet 
with three garage bays. The building has been used as a vehicle repair shop as well as a 
carwash in the past, but it has not been used in over two years, meaning there is no legal 
nonconforming status. Staff visited the site on December 10, 2025 and observed the building 
needs significant repairs and renovations before it would be safe to occupy and use. 
 
The application was accompanied by architectural renderings and a concept plan showing the 
layout of the site along with proposed improvements. The plans indicate shrubs and trees will 
be planted along the East Wythe Street frontage and the existing parking area will be repaired, 
repaved, and restriped to establish employee and visitor parking. The plans also show the 
installation of pedestrian-scale lighting for the parking area. The existing entrances from East 
Wythe Street and South Old Church Street will be retained. The nonconforming sign structure 
currently on the site is shown as removed in the plans. 
 
The plans state all work will occur indoors and no outdoor storage of materials, equipment, or 
vehicles for repair is permitted. The plans also state no vehicle repair will occur, meaning the 
use of the facilities would be limited to proactive servicing such as lubricating and inspecting 
vehicles.  
 
Staff Considerations: 
 
Upon review of the application and site plan, staff have identified several items that warrant 
consideration: 
 

• There are inconsistencies between the application and plans submitted and the use of 
the property as explained by the applicant in person.  

o The plans indicate no vehicle storage will occur on the site, but the applicant 
has stated that he intends to store vehicles from his existing vehicle sale and 
service business at 610 East Washington Street. In the application, the applicant 
notes the new facility will be like the business at 601 East Washington Street, 
which includes significant vehicle storage.  

o The plans indicate only vehicle service uses will occur, but the applicant has 
mentioned several uses including vehicle repair and sales and tire sales on the 
property. 

• Over the last several years, City Council has emphasized the importance of the major 
corridors of the city and the desire to avoid uses that may have a negative visual 
impact while encouraging uses that will revitalize the corridors. There are already 
several vehicle repairs shops, tire shops, and used car sales lots along East Wythe and 
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East Washington Street in the area surrounding the subject property which have an 
observable impact on the aesthetics of the heavily traveled corridors. 

• In similar cases considered, facilities have been functional at the time of application and 
the special use permits were requested due largely to the nonconforming status of the 
use, but in this case, the building needs significant repair before the facility being safely 
operational.  
 

ADJACENT ZONING/USES: 

All properties adjoining 601 East Wythe Street are also within the B-2, General Commercial 
Zoning District. The property is adjoined to the north by the Royal Inn hotel and the Best Inn is to 
the west across South Old Church Street. The King Motel and Studio 622 apartments are located 
to the south across East Wythe Street and Bethany Baptist Church is to the east. As noted, there 
are a number of automobile-oriented uses like tire shops, repair shops, and car sales lots, 
including the applicant’s existing business in the surrounding areas.  

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN CONSIDERATIONS: 

The subject property is located in a Community Mixed-Use area on the Future Land Use Map of the 
PetersburgNEXT Comprehensive Plan. Community Mixed-Used areas are described as centers of 
commerce and amenities which create a vibrant street life and contribute to Petersburg’s 
overall economy. According to the plan “these areas are walkable, dense, and interconnected 
environments of entertainment, shopping, personal services, restaurants, hotels, offices, the 
arts, and residential use.”  

Primary land uses in Community Mixed-Use areas include infill development, hospitality 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 space and 
the existing tree canopy.  

The property is also located on one of the city’s main corridors and near a designated gateway. 
The Comprehensive Plan states that these corridors are important travel routes and commercial 
destinations which strongly influence the city’s “accessibility, attractiveness, and economic 
vitality,”  It goes on to say  “Corridors are not only passageways through Petersburg but are 
defined places that should be managed to maximize their potential to not only invite visitors in, 
but welcome them to stay.” Improving the conditions, character, and quality of these corridors 
should be a primary planning focus. 
 
PUBLIC INPUT:  

One public comment in support of the request was received during the public hearing. 
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POSSIBLE CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL: 

Should the special use permit be approved, Planning staff would recommend the following 
conditions of approval: 

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the application and 
Architectural Site Plan prepared by Purecraft Homes titled “601 Wythe St Service 
Center” dated December 31, 2025. This shall include the following: 

a. All site improvements shown on the site plan, including the parking lot repairs, 
landscape screening, lighting, and on-site amenities shall be in place prior to the 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the facility. 

b. The facility shall adhere to the “Operational & Use Restriction” section, including 
restrictions on storage, hours of operation, hazardous materials, and noise levels. 

c. The parking area shall be reserved for employees and visitors; vehicles shall not 
be stored on the site overnight. 

d. All vehicle service uses shall be occur within the existing building. 
2. The business shall be limited to routine service and maintenance uses and shall not 

include vehicle sales, storage or sales of tires, towing or storage of vehicles, or vehicle 
repair consisting of the serving or rebuilding of engines and transmissions, vehicle 
suspensions, vehicle electrical, hydraulic, or fuel systems, or the provision of major 
overhauls and maintenance. 

3. The expansion of the building footprint or the addition of any uses beyond what is 
defined in the application and plans or otherwise allowed by-right in the B-2, General 
Commercial Zoning District, shall require a new special use permit. 

4. In addition to the landscape plantings shown on the site plan, landscape plantings shall 
be provided along the South Old Church Street frontage where possible; plantings shall 
be subject to review and approval by the City Arborist and shall be installed prior to the 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the facility.  

5. The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; no open, outdoor 
storage of materials, including tires, is permitted. 

6. The existing nonconforming sign on the site shall be removed as part of site 
development. Any new signage will be permitted in compliance with the requirements 
of the Zoning Ordinance. 

7. Any new owner or operator of the property must certify with the Zoning Administrator 
that the party will be undertaking the same or like endeavor and that their operation 
will remain in compliance with the approved Special Use Permit. 

8. The permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its designated agent 
for failure by the applicant(s) to comply with any of the listed conditions or any provision 
of Federal, State, or local regulations 
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RECOMMENDATION:  

Planning Commission recommended denial of the Special Use Permit. The Commission 
determined the proposed use did not comply with the guidance of the Comprehensive Plan, 
noting the property is in a Community Mixed-Use area, near a gateway to the city,  and on a 
designated corridor. The Commission cited concerns with the number of existing automobile 
service uses already on the corridor and the visual impact that would result from additional 
vehicle servicing and storage in its determination that the use was inappropriate. 
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2026-SUP-01:
Consideration 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/automobile service station  at 601 East 
Wythe Street, Parcel ID 012270012, in the B-2, 
General Commercial Zoning District

CITY COUNCIL 
MEETING

MARCH, 2026
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Subject Property
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Request and Background
• Subject property is 0.23 acres located in B-2, General 

Commercial District

• Applicant seeking to operate stand-alone vehicle repair 
shop/service station in existing ~1,500 s.f. building

• Legal nonconforming status for former shop on property 
expired and special use permit is required 

• Special use permits may be granted public health, safety, 
and welfare will not be adversely affected and if safeguards 
are in place to protect surrounding property, persons, and 
neighborhood values
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Application and Plans
•Application accompanied by layout and elevation plans 

• Proposed site improvements include repaving/resurfacing and striping 
parking area, shrubs along Wythe Street frontage, lighting, and benches

• Repairs to building, but no expansion of footprint

• Existing site entrances to be used

•Plans include notes on compliance and use limitations:

• No vehicle repair, meaning only servicing (lubricants, inspections, etc.)

• No outdoor storage of materials, equipment, or vehicles

• Daytime hours of operation and compliance with noise ordinance

•Application notes use would be similar to existing business at 610 East 
Washington
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Adjoining Zoning/Uses
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Comprehensive Plan 
Considerations
•Designated as Community Mixed-Use on Future Land Use Map; 

• Centers of commerce and amenities which create a vibrant street life and 
contribute to Petersburg’s overall economy

• “Walkable, dense, and interconnected environments of entertainment, 
shopping, personal services, restaurants, hotels, offices, the arts, and 
residential use”

• Land uses encouraged include hospitality uses, multi-family dwellings, offices, 
personal services, and small commercial uses

•Property located on designated corridor near gateway:

• Gateways “serve as the community’s front door, establishing first 
impressions and reinforcing perceptions of the City”

• Corridors are defined places that strongly influence city’s “accessibility, 
attractiveness, and economic vitality” 

• Corridors can vary depending on surrounding uses, but improving the 
conditions, character, and quality of these corridors should be a primary 
planning focus
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Staff Considerations
•City Council has emphasized the need to improve major corridors and 
gateways by limiting uses with negative visual impacts and encouraging 
uses that revitalize the corridors

• There are several vehicle repair and sales facilities in the vicinity on East 
Wythe and Washinton Streets which create an impact on the character 
of the corridor

•Existing building needs significant repairs before being safely operational

•Concern over intended use:

• Plans indicate no vehicle storage, but applicant has described proposed 
business as extension of his facilities at 610 East Washington Street

• Plans state only proactive vehicle servicing would occur (e.g. lubrication, 
inspections, etc.) while applicant has indicated desire for additional uses 
such as repair, tire sales, car sales
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Conditions for Consideration
1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the application and 

Architectural Site Plan prepared by Purecraft Homes titled “601 Wythe St Service 
Center” dated December 31, 2025. This shall include the following:

a) All site improvements shown on the site plan, including the parking lot 
repairs, landscape screening, lighting, and on-site amenities shall be in place 
prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the facility.

b) The facility shall adhere to the “Operational & Use Restriction” section, 
including restrictions on storage, hours of operation, hazardous materials, 
and noise levels.

c) The parking area shall be reserved for employees and visitors; vehicles shall 
not be stored on the site overnight.

d) All vehicle service uses shall be occur within the existing building.

2. The business shall be limited to routine service and maintenance uses and shall 
not include vehicle sales, storage or sales of tires, towing or storage of vehicles, 
or vehicle repair consisting of the serving or rebuilding of engines and 
transmissions, vehicle suspensions, vehicle electrical, hydraulic, or fuel systems, 
or the provision of major overhauls and maintenance.

3. The expansion of the building footprint or the addition of any uses beyond what 
is defined in the application and plans or otherwise allowed by-right in the B-2, 
General Commercial Zoning District, shall require a new special use permit.
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Conditions cont.

4. In addition to the landscape plantings shown on the site plan, landscape 
plantings shall be provided along the South Old Church Street frontage 
where possible; plantings shall be subject to review and approval by the 
City Arborist and shall be installed prior to the issuance of a certificate 
of occupancy for the facility.

5. The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; 
no open, outdoor storage of materials, including tires, is permitted.

6. The existing nonconforming sign on the site shall be removed as part of 
site development. Any new signage will be permitted in compliance 
with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance.

7. Any new owner or operator of the property must certify with the Zoning 
Administrator that the party will be undertaking the same or like 
endeavor and that their operation will remain in compliance with the 
approved Special Use Permit.

8. A permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its 
designated agent for failure by the applicant(s) to comply with any of 
the listed conditions or any provision of Federal, State, or local 
regulations.
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Recommendation
•Planning Commission recommended denial of the special 
use permit request in a 6 (aye) to 0 (no) vote. 

•Planning Commission found the proposed use does not 
comply with guidance of Comprehensive Plan; use is not 
appropriate for Community Mixed-Use area near gateway 
and on designated corridor; concerns with number of 
existing automobile service uses on the corridor and the 
associated visual impact
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AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A PETITION FOR A SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO OPERATE  A STAND-ALONE 
VEHICLE REPAIR SHOP AT 601 EAST WYTHE STREET PARCEL IDENTIFICATION NUMBER 012270012 IN 

THE B-2, GENERAL COMMERCIAL ZONING DISTRICT  

 

WHEREAS, the City of Petersburg Zoning Ordinance establishes zoning districts and permitted uses 
within each district, including uses subject to the approval of a special use permit; and 

WHEREAS, the City received a petition from Ibrahim Al Tamimy, on behalf of 601 E Wyth St LLC, owner 
of 601 property at East Wythe Street,  located in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning District for a 
special use permit to operate a stand-alone vehicle repair shop pursuant to Article 23, Section 4 of the 
Zoning Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant will be improving the existing parking area and providing plantings and lighting 
along the street frontage; and 

WHEREAS, the applicant intends to develop the subject property in accordance with the application and 
architectural site plan entitled “601 Wythe St Service Center" dated December 31, 2025, including 
limitations on the intensity of the use and storage of vehicles on site; and 

WHEREAS, the Comprehensive Plan designates the property as Community Mixed-Use on the Future 
Land Use Map and the property is within a designated corridor; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council have considered a number of conditions as listed below to mitigate potential 
adverse impacts to surrounding properties and 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 ORDAINED that City Council does hereby recommend approve a petition for a 
Special Use Permit to operate  a stand-alone vehicle repair shop at 601 East Wythe Street subject to the 
following conditions: 

1. The site shall be developed in substantial conformance with the application and Architectural 
Site Plan prepared by Purecraft Homes titled “601 Wythe St Service Center” dated December 31, 
2025. This shall include the following: 

a. All site improvements shown on the site plan, including the parking lot repairs, 
landscape screening, lighting, and on-site amenities shall be in place prior to the 
issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the facility. 

b. The facility shall adhere to the “Operational & Use Restriction” section, including 
restrictions on storage, hours of operation, hazardous materials, and noise levels. 

c. The parking area shall be reserved for employees and visitors; vehicles shall not be 
stored on the site overnight. 

d. All vehicle service uses shall be occur within the existing building. 
2. The business shall be limited to routine service and maintenance uses and shall not include 

vehicle sales, storage or sales of tires, towing or storage of vehicles, or vehicle repair consisting 
of the serving or rebuilding of engines and transmissions, vehicle suspensions, vehicle electrical, 
hydraulic, or fuel systems, or the provision of major overhauls and maintenance. 
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3. The expansion of the building footprint or the addition of any uses beyond what is defined in the 
application and plans or otherwise allowed by-right in the B-2, General Commercial Zoning 
District, shall require a new special use permit. 

4. In addition to the landscape plantings shown on the site plan, landscape plantings shall be 
provided along the South Old Church Street frontage where possible; plantings shall be subject 
to review and approval by the City Arborist and shall be installed prior to the issuance of a 
certificate of occupancy for the facility.  

5. The property shall be kept and maintained in a clean, orderly manner; no open, outdoor storage 
of materials, including tires, is permitted. 

6. The existing nonconforming sign on the site shall be removed as part of site development. Any 
new signage will be permitted in compliance with the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 

7. Any new owner or operator of the property must certify with the Zoning Administrator that the 
party will be undertaking the same or like endeavor and that their operation will remain in 
compliance with the approved Special Use Permit. 

8. The permit may be revoked by the City of Petersburg City Council or its designated agent for 
failure by the applicant(s) to comply with any of the listed conditions or any provision of Federal, 
State, or local regulation.  
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Title: Date: 1/26/2026  
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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GENERAL�NOTES LEGEND+ DRAWING�LIST+
1.

GENERAL�CONSTRUCTION�NOTES:GENERAL�CONSTRUCTION�NOTES:

THESE�DRAWINGS�ESTABLISH�THE�COLLABORATIVE�RELATIONSHIP�BETWEEN�THE�DESIGNER�AND�THE�CLIENT,�
WITH�THE�DESIGNER�PROVIDING�CREATIVE�SOLUTIONS�AND�EXPERTISE�TO�FULFILL�THE�CLIENT’S�VISION�AND�
PROJECT�REQUIREMENTS.

2. ALL�CONSTRUCTION�WORK�SHALL�BE�DONE�IN�ACCORDANCE�WITH�ALL�APPLICABLE�BUILDING�CODES�AND�
ORDINANCES�OR�AGENCIES�HAVING�JURISDICTION�OVER�THIS�PROJECT.�

4. ESTABLISH�AND�MAINTAIN�PROJECT�SAFETY�DURING�CONSTRUCTION�TO�PROTECT�PERSONNEL,�TENANTS,�
AND�BUILDING�OCCUPANTS.�REQUIREMENTS�INCLUDE,�BUT�SHALL�NOT�BE�LIMITED�TO�OSHA�PART�1926�LATEST�
EDITION.�

5. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�ARRANGE�ALL�INSPECTIONS�AND�TESTS�AS�SPECIFIED�OR�REQUIRED�BY�
THE�BUILDING�DEPARTMENT�AND�SHALL�PAY�ALL�COSTS�AND�FEES�FOR�SAME.�THE�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�SECURE�
ALL�BUILDING�PERMITS�AND�UPON�COMPLETION�OF�THE�PROJECT�(PRIOR�TO�FINAL�PAYMENT)�DELIVER�TO�THE�
OWNER�A�CERTIFICATE�OF�OCCUPANCY�OR�USE�FROM�THE�BUILDING�DEPARTMENT.

6. ALL�PLUMBING�AND�ELECTRICAL�WORK�SHALL�BE�PERFORMED�BY�STATE�LICENSED�CONTRACTORS.�
CONTRACTORS�SHALL�SUBMIT�ALL�REQUIRED�PERMITS,�CERTIFICATES,�AND�SIGN-OFFS�TO�OWNER�AND�
RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER�FOR�THEIR�RECORDS.

7. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�VERIFY�ALL�DIMENSIONS,�BE�FAMILIAR�WITH�THE�EXISTING�CONDITIONS,�
AND�BRING�ANY�DISCREPANCIES�TO�THE�ATTENTION�OF�THE�ARCHITECT�PRIOR�TO�SUBMISSION�OF�CONSTRUCTION�
PROPOSAL�AND�BEFORE�COMMENCEMENT�OF�THE�WORK.�THE�DRAWINGS�REFLECT�CONDITIONS�REASONABLY�
INFERRED�FROM�THE�EXISTING�VISIBLE�CONDITIONS�BUT�CANNOT�GUARANTEED�BY�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER.�
DRAWINGS�MAY�BE�SCALED�FOR�ESTIMATING�PURPOSES�AND�FOR�GENERAL�REFERENCE�ONLY.�FOR�ALL�OTHER�
DIMENSIONS�OR�LOCATIONS�CONSULT�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER�OR�REFER�TO�DIMENSIONS�ON�DRAWINGS.�
VERIFY�ALL�DIMENSIONS�IN�THE�FIELD.

8. CONTRACTOR�SHALL�FIELD�VERIFY�ALL�MEASUREMENTS,�LOCATIONS,�AND�CHARACTERISTICS�OF�ALL�WORK�
AND�EQUIPMENT�(WHETHER�SUPPLIED�BY�THE�OWNER�OR�OTHERS)�WITH�THE�SUPPLIER�OR�MANUFACTURER�
PRIOR�TO�THE�START�OF�RELATED�WORK.�

9. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�LAY�OUT�ALL�WORK�AND�BE�RESPONSIBLE�FOR�ALL�DIMENSIONS�AND�
CONDITIONS�FOR�TRADES�SUCH�AS�ELECTRICAL,�PLUMBING,�ETC.

10. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR/CONSTRUCTION�MANAGER�SHALL�PROVIDE�AND�MAINTAIN�ACCESS�TO�THE�
PREMISES�AT�ALL�TIMES.

11. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�KEEP�THE�CONSTRUCTION�SITE�FREE�AND�CLEAR�OF�ALL�DEBRIS�AND�
KEEP�OUT�ALL�UNAUTHORIZED�PERSONS.�UPON�COMPLETION�OF�WORK,�THE�ENTIRE�CONSTRUCTION�AREA�IS�TO�
BE�THOROUGHLY�CLEANED�AND�PREPARED�FOR�OCCUPANCY�BY�OWNER.�ALL�MATERIALS�AND�DEBRIS�RESULTING�
FROM�THE�CONTRACTOR'S�WORK�SHALL�BE�REMOVED�FROM�THE�SITE�AND�DISPOSED�OF�PROPERLY.�CARE�SHALL�
BE�TAKEN�DURING�CONSTRUCTION�THAT�NO�DEBRIS�OR�MATERIALS�ARE�DEPOSITED�IN�ANY�RIGHT�OF�WAY�AREA.

12. THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�BE�RESPONSIBLE�FOR�PROTECTING�ALL�EXISTING�AND�NEW�CONDITIONS�
AND�MATERIALS�ON�THE�SITE.�ANY�DAMAGE�CAUSED�BY�OR�DURING�THE�EXECUTION�OF�THE�WORK�IS�THE�
CONTRACTOR'S�RESPONSIBILITY�AND�SHALL�BE�REPAIRED�TO�THE�OWNER'S�SATISFACTION�AT�THE�
CONTRACTOR'S�EXPENSE.

13. ANY�VARIATIONS�FROM�INDICATED�DIMENSIONS�OR�CONDITIONS�SHALL�BE�BROUGHT�TO�THE�IMMEDIATE�
ATTENTION�OF�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER.�

14. NO�CHANGES�ARE�TO�BE�MADE�WITHOUT�THE�APPROVAL�OF�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER.�

15. NO�CUTTING�OR�DAMAGE�TO�BUILDING�STRUCTURAL�COMPONENTSNO�CUTTING�OR�DAMAGE�TO�BUILDING�STRUCTURAL�COMPONENTS �WILL�BE�ALLOWED�WITHOUT�WRITTEN�
AUTHORIZATION�FROM�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER.

16. PROVIDE�BRACING,�BLOCKING,�AND/OR�STRUCTURE�AS�REQUIRED�TO�FACILITATE�INSTALLATION�OF�ALL�
WALL�AND�MILLWORK�MOUNTED�EQUIPMENT,�IN�NEW�AND�EXISTING�WALLS.�THE�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�BE�THE�CONTRACTOR�SHALL�BE�
RESPONSIBLE�FOR�DETERMINING�THE�SUPPORT�REQUIRED�TO�MAINTAIN�THE�INTEGRITY�OF�THE�WALLS�AND�RESPONSIBLE�FOR�DETERMINING�THE�SUPPORT�REQUIRED�TO�MAINTAIN�THE�INTEGRITY�OF�THE�WALLS�AND�
THE�SECURITY�OF�THE�EQUIPMENT.THE�SECURITY�OF�THE�EQUIPMENT.

17. ALL�WOOD�BLOCKING�SHALL�BE�FIRE�RETARDANT�TREATED.�PROVIDE�WOOD�BLOCKING�IN�ALL�STUD�WALLS�
AT�MILLWORK�AND�SPECIAL�ITEM�ANCHORING�POINTS.�WOOD�BLOCKING�SHALL�BE�MOISTURE�TREATED�IF�MOISTURE�TREATED�IF�
LOCATED�IN�DAMP�LOCATIONS�OR�ADJACENT�TO�CONCRETE�OR�MASONRY�CONSTRUCTIONLOCATED�IN�DAMP�LOCATIONS�OR�ADJACENT�TO�CONCRETE�OR�MASONRY�CONSTRUCTION .�IF�WOOD�BLOCKING�
IS�NOT�PERMITTED�BY�CODE,�THEN�METAL�STRIPS�SHALL�BE�USED.

18. THE�CONTRACTOR�IS�RESPONSIBLE�FOR�FIELD�DIMENSIONS�OF�ALL�MILLWORK,�GLASS,�DOOR�OPENINGS,�
AND�OTHER�STRUCTURES�PRIOR�TO�COMMENCEMENT�OF�FABRICATION.�

19. ALL�WORK�SHALL�CONFORM�IN�QUALITY�TO�ACCEPTED�INDUSTRY�STANDARDS.�ALL�MILLWORK�SHALL�
CONFORM�TO�A.W.I.�PREMIUM�GRADE�STANDARDS,�UNLESS�OTHERWISE�NOTED.

20. THE�MATERIALS�USED�FOR�CONSTRUCTION�OF�SPACE�SHALL�NOT�CONTAIN�ASBESTOS,�P.C.B,�OR�ANY�OTHER�
HAZARDOUS�MATERIALS�OF�ANY�TYPE.�MANUFACTURERS'�NAMES�AND�TRADEMARKS�SHALL�NOT�BE�
PROMINENTLY�VISIBLE�TO�THE�PUBLIC.

21. ALL�WALLS�TO�BE�LAID�OUT�AT�90-DEGREE�ANGLES�UNLESS�OTHERWISE�NOTED.�

22. THE�SCOPE�OF�WORK�OF�ALL�TRADES�IS�TO�INCLUDE�ALL�MATERIALS�AND�LABOR�REQUIRED�TO�TOTALLY�
COMPLETE�THE�PROJECT�AND�BE�FUNCTIONALLY�CONSISTENT�WITH�THE�DESIGN�INTENT�AS�EXPRESSED�IN�THE�
CONSTRUCTION�DOCUMENTS.�

23. ALL�UTILITIES�SHALL�BE�CONNECTED�TO�PROVIDE�GAS,�ELECTRIC,�AND�WATER�TO�ALL�EQUIPMENT�ALL�UTILITIES�SHALL�BE�CONNECTED�TO�PROVIDE�GAS,�ELECTRIC,�AND�WATER�TO�ALL�EQUIPMENT�
WHETHER�SAID�EQUIPMENT�IS�IN�CONTRACT�OR�NOT.�EQUIPMENT�SHALL�BE�GUARANTEED�TO�FUNCTION�WHETHER�SAID�EQUIPMENT�IS�IN�CONTRACT�OR�NOT.�EQUIPMENT�SHALL�BE�GUARANTEED�TO�FUNCTION�
PROPERLY�UPON�COMPLETION.PROPERLY�UPON�COMPLETION.

24. ALL�APPLIANCES,�FIXTURES,�EQUIPMENT,�HARDWARE,�ETC.�SHALL�BE�INSTALLED�IN�ACCORDANCE�WITH�
MANUFACTURER'S�SPECIFICATIONS�AND�PROCEDURES.

25. THERMOSTATS�SHALL�NOT�BE�LOCATED�IN�THE�CENTER�OF�A�WALL,�ON�AN�ACCENT/SPECIALTY�WALL,�OR�IN�A�
LOCATION�WHICH�CONFLICTS�WITH�FURNISHINGS�WITHOUT�THE�ARCHITECT'S�APPROVAL.

26. WRITTEN�WORDS�TAKE�PRECEDENCE�OVER�DRAWN�LINES.WRITTEN�WORDS�TAKE�PRECEDENCE�OVER�DRAWN�LINES. �LARGE-SCALE�DETAILS�AND�PLANS�TAKE�
PRECEDENCE�OVER�SMALLER�DETAILS�AND�PLANS.

27. MINOR�DETAILS�NOT�USUALLY�SHOWN�OR�SPECIFIED�BUT�NECESSARY�FOR�PROPER�AND�ACCEPTABLE�
CONSTRUCTION,�INSTALLATION,�OR�OPERATION�OF�ANY�PART�OF�THE�WORK�AS�DETERMINED�BY�THE�RESIDENTIAL�
DESIGNER�SHALL�BE�INCLUDED�IN�THE�WORK�AS�INDICATED�ON�THE�DRAWINGS.

28. ALL�ARCHITECTURAL�DRAWINGS�AND�CONSTRUCTION�NOTES�ARE�COMPLIMENTARY.�WHAT�IS�INDICATED�AND�
CALLED�FOR�BY�ONE�SHALL�BE�BINDING�AS�THOUGH�CALLED�FOR�BY�ALL.�NO�DEVIATION�FROM�THE�DRAWINGS�
SHALL�BE�MADE�WITHOUT�THE�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER�WRITTEN�AUTHORIZATION.

29. ALL�WORK�SHALL�BE�GUARANTEED�FOR�ONE�YEAR�AFTER�FINAL�APPROVAL.�THE�GENERAL�CONTRACTOR�
SHALL�SIGN�THE�WRITTEN�GUARANTEE�AS�PROVIDED�BY�THE�OWNER.�THE�GUARANTEE�SHALL�COVER�ALL�
GENERAL�AND�SUBCONTRACTOR�WORK.�ALL�DEFECTS�DISCOVERED�DURING�THIS�PERIOD�SHALL�BE�REPAIRED�TO�
THE�OWNER'S�SATISFACTION�AT�THE�CONTRACTOR'S�EXPENSE.

30. ALL�DIMENSIONS�ARE�TO�FACE�OF�STUD�ALL�DIMENSIONS�ARE�TO�FACE�OF�STUD� OR�CENTERLINE�OF�STRUCTURE�UNLESS�OTHERWISE�NOTED.

31. DOOR�AND�WINDOW�DETAILS�ARE�INDICATED�ON�THE�DOOR�AND�WINDOW�SCHEDULES.�DOOR�AND�WINDOW�
DIMENSIONS�ARE�TO�CENTERLINES�OF�UNITS�UNLESS�OTHERWISE�NOTED.
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SCOPE�OF�WORK

THE�PROJECT�INCLUDES�THE�ADAPTIVE�REUSE�OF�AN�EXISTING�
COMMERCIAL�BUILDING�TO�OPERATE�AS�A�SERVICE�CENTER�
AT�601�E�WYTHE�STREET,�PETERSBURG,�VIRGINIA.�WORK�
INCLUDES�SITE�IMPROVEMENTS�SUCH�AS�RESURFACING�AND�
STRIPING�OF�THE�PARKING�AREA,�INSTALLATION�OF�
FRONTAGE�LANDSCAPING�AND�BEAUTIFICATION�ELEMENTS,�
AND�THE�ADDITION�OF�PEDESTRIAN-SCALE�SITE�LIGHTING�TO�
ENHANCE�SAFETY�AND�VISUAL�QUALITY.�MINOR�EXTERIOR�
AND�INTERIOR�IMPROVEMENTS�MAY�BE�PERFORMED�AS�
REQUIRED�FOR�CODE�COMPLIANCE,�WITH�NO�EXPANSION�OF�
THE�BUILDING�FOOTPRINT�OR�OUTDOOR�STORAGE�PROPOSED.

DISCLAIMER

IN�ACCORDANCE�WITH�THE�CODE�OF�VIRGINIA�§�54.1-402,�A�
LICENSED�ARCHITECT�IS�NOT�REQUIRED�FOR�THE�DESIGN�OF�
SINGLE-FAMILY�HOMES,�DUPLEXES,�OR�OTHER�RESIDENTIAL�
STRUCTURES�OF�UP�TO�TWO�STORIES.�THESE�DRAWINGS�HAVE�
BEEN�PREPARED�BY�A�QUALIFIED�RESIDENTIAL�DESIGNER�AND�
ARE�INTENDED�FOR�USE�WITHIN�THE�SCOPE�OF�RESIDENTIAL�
PROJECTS�AS�PERMITTED�BY�VIRGINIA�LAW.
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SCALE: �1"�=�10'-0"
1

ARCHITECTURAL�SITE�PLAN

GENERAL�PROJECT�NOTES
THIS�SITE�PLAN�IS�SUBMITTED�IN�SUPPORT�OF�A�SPECIAL�USE�PERMIT�(SUP)�FOR�A�SERVICE�CENTER�USE�AT�601�E�
WYTHE�STREET,�PETERSBURG,�VIRGINIA.

THE�PROPOSED�SERVICE�CENTER�IS�A�LOW-IMPACT�COMMERCIAL�USE�CONSISTING�OF�OFFICE-BASED�AND�LIGHT�
SERVICE�OPERATIONS.

ALL�ACTIVITIES�ASSOCIATED�WITH�THE�USE�SHALL�OCCUR�ENTIRELY�WITHIN�THE�EXISTING�BUILDING.

NO�EXPANSION�OF�THE�EXISTING�BUILDING�FOOTPRINT�IS�PROPOSED�UNDER�THIS�APPLICATION.

THE�PROPOSED�USE�IS�COMPATIBLE�WITH�SURROUNDING�COMMERCIAL�AND�MIXED-USE�DEVELOPMENT�ALONG�THE�
CORRIDOR.

SITE�LAYOUT,�ACCESS,�&�PARKING

LANDSCAPING�&�BEAUTIFICATION

LIGHTING�&�SAFETY�

OPERATIONAL�&�USE�RESTRICTION

EXISTING�PAVED�AREAS�WILL�BE�REPAIRED,�RESURFACED,�AND�RESTRIPED�TO�ACCOMMODATE�EMPLOYEE�AND�
VISITOR�PARKING�AS�SHOWN.

PARKING�SPACES�ARE�INTENDED�FOR�STANDARD�PASSENGER�VEHICLES�ONLY.

NO�LOADING�DOCKS,�TRUCK�BAYS,�FLEET�STORAGE,�OR�HEAVY�VEHICLE�CIRCULATION�IS�PROPOSED.

SITE�ACCESS�SHALL�UTILIZE�EXISTING�CURB�CUTS;�NO�NEW�CURB�CUTS�ARE�PROPOSED�UNLESS�REQUIRED�BY�THE�
CITY.

VEHICULAR�CIRCULATION�IS�DESIGNED�TO�ALLOW�SAFE�AND�EFFICIENT�INGRESS�AND�EGRESS�TO�PUBLIC�RIGHTS-
OF-WAY.

LANDSCAPING�IMPROVEMENTS�ARE�PROPOSED�ALONG�THE�STREET�FRONTAGE�TO�ENHANCE�THE�SITE’S�VISUAL�
APPEARANCE�AND�STREETSCAPE�CHARACTER.

PROPOSED�LANDSCAPING�SHALL�INCLUDE�NATIVE�AND�URBAN-TOLERANT�TREE�SPECIES�SUITABLE�FOR�STREET�AND�
COMMERCIAL�ENVIRONMENTS.

ACCEPTABLE�TREE�SPECIES�MAY�INCLUDE�WILLOW�OAK�(QUERCUS�PHELLOS),�NUTTALL�OAK�(QUERCUS�TEXANA),�
OVERCUP�OAK�(QUERCUS�LYRATA),�RED�MAPLE�(ACER�RUBRUM),�DISEASE-RESISTANT�AMERICAN�ELM�(ULMUS�
AMERICANA�CULTIVARS),�EASTERN�REDBUD�(CERCIS�CANADENSIS),�SERVICEBERRY�(AMELANCHIER�CANADENSIS),�
SWEETBAY�MAGNOLIA�(MAGNOLIA�VIRGINIANA),�OR�CRAPE�MYRTLE�(TREE�FORM),�SUBJECT�TO�CITY�APPROVAL.

SHRUBS�AND�GROUNDCOVER�PLANTINGS�SHALL�BE�LOW-MAINTENANCE�AND�ARRANGED�TO�PROVIDE�SCREENING,�
SHADE,�AND�AESTHETIC�ENHANCEMENT.

ALL�LANDSCAPING�SHALL�BE�INSTALLED�AND�MAINTAINED�IN�ACCORDANCE�WITH�CITY�STANDARDS�AND�BEST�
PRACTICES.

SITE�LIGHTING�IS�PROPOSED�TO�ENHANCE�PEDESTRIAN�AND�VEHICULAR�SAFETY�AND�SECURITY.

ALL�EXTERIOR�LIGHTING�SHALL�BE�DOWNWARD-DIRECTED,�SHIELDED,�AND�NON-GLARE�
PRODUCING�TO�MINIMIZE�IMPACTS�ON�ADJACENT�PROPERTIES.

NO�FLASHING,�ANIMATED,�OR�EXCESSIVELY�BRIGHT�LIGHTING�IS�PROPOSED.

HOURS�OF�OPERATION�SHALL�BE�LIMITED�TO�STANDARD�DAYTIME�BUSINESS�HOURS.

NO�OUTDOOR�STORAGE�OF�MATERIALS,�EQUIPMENT,�OR�VEHICLES�IS�PERMITTED.

NO�VEHICLE�REPAIR,�MECHANICAL�WORK,�MANUFACTURING,�OR�INDUSTRIAL�PROCESSING�SHALL�OCCUR�ON�SITE.

NO�HAZARDOUS�MATERIALS�SHALL�BE�STORED�OR�USED�ON�THE�PROPERTY�BEYOND�TYPICAL�OFFICE�OR�SERVICE-
RELATED�SUPPLIES.

NOISE�LEVELS�GENERATED�BY�THE�USE�SHALL�BE�CONSISTENT�WITH�THOSE�OF�A�SMALL�OFFICE�OR�PROFESSIONAL�
SERVICE�USE.

COMPLIANCE�NOTES

ALL�SITE�IMPROVEMENTS�SHALL�COMPLY�WITH�APPLICABLE�CITY�OF�PETERSBURG�ZONING,�BUILDING,�FIRE,�AND�
ACCESSIBILITY�CODES.

ANY�FUTURE�MODIFICATIONS�TO�SITE�LAYOUT,�PARKING,�LIGHTING,�LANDSCAPING,�OR�USE�SHALL�REQUIRE�CITY�
REVIEW�AND�APPROVAL.

THIS�SITE�PLAN�IS�SUBMITTED�FOR�ZONING�AND�PLANNING�APPROVAL�PURPOSES�AND�DOES�NOT�SUPERSEDE�
DETAILED�CONSTRUCTION�OR�ENGINEERING�DOCUMENTS.
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ARCHITECTURAL�RENDERING�NOTES

RENDERINGS�ARE�CONCEPTUAL�AND�ILLUSTRATE�THE�INTENDED�ARCHITECTURAL�CHARACTER,�
SITE�ENHANCEMENTS,�AND�BEAUTIFICATION�IMPROVEMENTS�FOR�THE�PROPOSED�SERVICE�
CENTER.

THE�BUILDING�DESIGN�REFLECTS�A�LOW-PROFILE,�MODERN�COMMERCIAL�AESTHETIC�
COMPATIBLE�WITH�THE�SURROUNDING�CORRIDOR.

FRONTAGE�LANDSCAPING�INCLUDES�NATIVE�AND�URBAN-TOLERANT�TREES,�SHRUBS,�AND�
GROUNDCOVER�TO�ENHANCE�STREETSCAPE�APPEARANCE�AND�SOFTEN�SITE�EDGES.

PAVED�PARKING�AREAS�ARE�IMPROVED�TO�CREATE�AN�ORGANIZED,�CLEAN,�AND�VISUALLY�
COHESIVE�SITE.

PEDESTRIAN-SCALE,�DOWNWARD-DIRECTED�LIGHTING�IS�PROVIDED�TO�ENHANCE�SAFETY,�
VISIBILITY,�AND�SITE�CHARACTER.

STREETSCAPE�ELEMENTS�AND�PLANTINGS�ARE�INTENDED�TO�SUPPORT�CITY�BEAUTIFICATION�
GOALS�AND�NEIGHBORHOOD�REVITALIZATION.
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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: Date: 1/25/2026  
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 
•	 Offices 
•	 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 traffic 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, offices, 
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

252  | 
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PROPERTY ADDRESS OWNER MAILING ADDRESS CITY, STATE, ZIP
601 E WYTHE ST 601 E WYTH ST LLC 12803 NIGHTINGALE DRIVE CHESTER, VA 23836
23 S LITTLE CHURCH ANAND M.S. MONICA ROYAL INN MOTEL 11806 MIDDLE COFF DR CHESTER, VA 23836
613 E WYTHE ST BETHANY BAPTIST CHURCH TRUSTEE PO BOX 69 PETERSBURG, VA 23804
602 E WYTHE ST BHASIN VEENA 602 E WYTHE ST PETERSBURG, VA 23803
612 E WYTHE ST BHASIN VEENA 602 E WYTHE ST PETERSBURG. VA 23803
555 E WYTHE ST KHUZDAR LLC 18099 SW 54TH ST MIRAMAR, FL 33029
548 E WYTHE ST MORRISON AND MARY BOATRIGHT 548 E WYTHE ST PETERSBURG, VA 23803
622 E WYTHE ST TRP WYTHE STREET OWNER LLC 11100 W BROAD ST GLEN ALLEN, VA 23060
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    6.c
.  

 

City of Petersburg 
     
 Ordinance, Resolution, and Agenda Request 

  

 
    
DATE: March 3, 2026 
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
    
THROUGH: Garry Cozier - Budget Manager 
    
FROM: March Altman, Jr. 
    
RE: First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the 

FY26 Grants Fund Budget 
 

  
PURPOSE: First Read & to Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 
Grants Fund 
  
REASON: First Read & to Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 Grants 
Fund 
  
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the ordinance. 
  
BACKGROUND: The Department of Public Works & Utilities received $7,674.52 from DEQ for a Litter 
Grant & $750,000 from DCR for Wilcox Lake Grant. 
The Petersburg Bureau of Police received a grant from DOJ for $27,684 for JAG24 Grant. 
  
COST TO CITY:  
  
BUDGETED ITEM: Grants 
  
REVENUE TO CITY:   
  
CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE: 3/17/2026 
  
CONSIDERATION BY OTHER GOVERNMENT ENTITIES:  
  
AFFECTED AGENCIES: Streets Division, Stormwater Division, Petersburg Bureau of Police 
  
RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION:  
  
REQUIRED CHANGES TO WORK PROGRAMS:  
  
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. Grant Ordinance - CFPF6.LitterFY26.JAG24 
2. City of Petersburg Round 6 Notification Letter - CFPF-25-06-58 
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3. Award Letter 
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26-ORD-TBD 
Adopted:  00/00/0000 

 

 
AN ORDINANCE MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
COMMENCING JULY 1, 2025, AND ENDING JUNE 30, 2026, FOR THE GRANTS 
FUND 
    

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Petersburg, Virginia: 

I. That appropriations for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, in the Grants 
Fund, are made for the following resources and revenues of the City, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 2026. 

 

 

II. That there shall be appropriated from the resources and revenues of the City of 
Petersburg for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, and ending June 30, 
2026, the following sums for the purposes mentioned: 

 

 

Previously adopted Revenues $0.00 

ADD: 
 
CFPF6 – Wilcox Lake $750,000 
DEQ Litter Grant $7,674.52 
Edward Byrne JAG 24 $27,684 
 
Total Revenue $785,358.52 

Previously adopted Expenditures $0.00 

ADD: 
 
CFPF6 – Wilcox Lake $750,000 
DEQ Litter Grant $7,674.52 
Edward Byrne JAG 24 $27,684 
 
Total Expense $785,358.52 
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Stefanie K. Taillon  Frank N. Stovall 
Secretary of Natural and Historic Resources Deputy Director 

for Operations 

Andrew W. Smith Darryl Glover 
Acting Director Deputy Director for 

Dam Safety, 

Floodplain Management and 

Soil and Water Conservation 

Laura Ellis 
Deputy Director for 

Administration and Finance

600 East Main Street, 24th Floor  |  Richmond, Virginia 23219  |  804-786-6124 

State Parks • Soil and Water Conservation • Planning and Recreation Resources 

Natural Heritage • Dam Safety and Floodplain Management • Land Conservation 

January 15, 2026 

J. March Altman, Jr.

Office of the City Manager

135 North Union Street

Petersburg  , Virginia 23803

maltman@petersburg-va.org

Re:  Community Flood Preparedness Fund (CFPF) 

       CY2025 Round 6 Grant Application: 3642 

Grant Number: CFPF-25-06-58 

       Application Category: Project 

       Community Name: City of Petersburg CID: 510112 

       Primary Contact: Darryl Walker 

       Primary Contact Email Address: dwalker@petersburg-va.org 

       Requested Grant Amount: $637,500.00 

       Approved Grant Amount: $750,000.00 

Dear J. March Altman, Jr.: 

This letter is to advise you that the Department of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) received your 

request to fund a Project application.  If the application category listed above is different from the 

initial application, a change was necessary based on DCR’s assessment of the project or activity.  A 

change in application category may have resulted in the recalculation in the CFPF and match 

percentages represented above. 

DCR, in consultation with the Secretary of Natural and Historic Resources and the Chief Resilience 

Officer of the Commonwealth of Virginia, has reviewed you application and your request for funding is 

approved.  The total approved funding is as follows: 

• Approved CFPF Approved Amount: $750,000.00

• Approved Match Amount: $0.00

• Approved Total Project Cost: $750,000.00

In the coming weeks, you will receive an award package and grant agreement from Virginia Resources 

Authority (VRA) that will include an Award Letter detailing any changes in award amounts and 

conditions related to the award.  Grant specific conditions, if any, will be incorporated into your award 

document and are as follows: 
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• The applicant must submit the proposed plans to a Certified Floodplain Manager for their

endorsement.

• The applicant must submit the proposed project plans to the Regional Dam Safety Engineer for

approval.

The above condition(s) must be completed and returned to DCR within 30 days of receipt of this letter. 

If more than 30 days is needed to fulfil these condition(s), please notify DCR. 

Your Grant Agreement will include all requirements related to this award including information on how 

to receive reimbursement, submit reports, and requirements for final deliverables for completed projects 

or activities.  This package must be signed and returned to VRA within 90 days of receipt or funds will 

be rescinded. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at Jake.Shaw@dcr.virginia.gov. 

Sincerely, 

Jake Shaw 

Grants Manager,  

Dam Safety and Floodplain Management 

cc: Darryl M. Glover, Deputy Director, DCR 

Angela Davis, Division Director, DCR 

Tony Leone, VRA 
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Commonwealth of Virginia 
VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

www.deq.virginia.gov 
Stefanie K. Taillon 

Secretary of Natural and Historical Resources 
 Michael S. Rolband, PE, PWD, PWS Emeritus 

Director 

November 25, 2025 

March Altman 
City Manager 
City of Petersburg 
135 N Union Street 
Petersburg, VA 23803 

Dear March Altman: 

I am pleased to inform you that a total grant award of $7,674.52 has been approved for the City of 
Petersburg Litter Prevention and Recycling Program activities and the Extended Polystyrene (EPS) 
campaign for the period of July 1, 2025 to June 30, 2026.  
 
The total grant award amount above includes the following:  
Non-Competitive Grant Award: $7,674.52  
 
Processing of the grant awards is underway, and a payment for this amount should be received within 
the next two weeks if funds can be transferred electronically (EDI) or in thirty days if processing by check 
is required.  
 

If you have any questions or need additional information, please contact Prina Chudasama at 
prina.chudasama@deq.virginia.gov or at (804) 659-1530. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Sanjay Thirunagari 
Programs Manager 
Division of Land Protection & Revitalization 

This e-mail message and any attached files are for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may 
contain privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure information. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original 

Page 82 of 127



    6.d.
  

 

City of Petersburg 
     
 Ordinance, Resolution, and Agenda Request 

  

 
    
DATE: March 3, 2026 
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
    
THROUGH: Garry Cozier - Budget Manager 
    
FROM: March Altman, Jr. 
    
RE: First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the 

FY26 Utilities Fund Budget & FY26 Streets Fund Budget 
 

  
PURPOSE: First Read & to Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 
Utilities Fund Budget & FY26 Streets Fund Budget. 
  
REASON: First Read & to Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the FY26 
Utilities Fund Budget & FY26 Streets Fund Budget. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the ordinance. 
  
BACKGROUND: The Streets Fund has carryover funding that was encumbered last fiscal year for Oak Hill 
Road Bridge Replacement $1,651,259. The Utilities Fund needs to increase the budgeted amounts due to the 
utility rate increase which went into effect this calendar year $1,121,109. 
  
COST TO CITY: $2,772,368 
  
BUDGETED ITEM: Amendment 
  
REVENUE TO CITY: $2,772,368  
  
CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE: 3/17/2026 
  
CONSIDERATION BY OTHER GOVERNMENT ENTITIES:  
  
AFFECTED AGENCIES: Streets Division, Utilities Division 
  
RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION:  
  
REQUIRED CHANGES TO WORK PROGRAMS:  
  
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. Ordinance - Utilities FY26 Amendment 
2. Ordinance - Streets FY26 Amendment 
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26-ORD-TBD 
Adopted:  00/00/0000 

 

 
AN ORDINANCE, AS AMENDED, SAID ORDINANCE MAKING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JULY 1, 2025, AND 
ENDING JUNE 30, 2026, FOR THE UTILITIES FUND 
    

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Petersburg, Virginia: 

I. That appropriations for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, in the Utilities 
Funds Budget, are made for the following resources and revenues of the City, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026. 

 

 

II. That there shall be appropriated from the resources and revenues of the City of 
Petersburg for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, and ending June 30, 
2026, the following sums for the purposes mentioned: 

 

Previously adopted Revenues $15,874,619 

ADD: 
 
Utility Rate Increase $1,121,109 
  

Total Revenue $16,995,728 
  
  

Previously adopted Expenditures $15,874,619 

ADD: 
 
Utility Rate Increase $1,121,109 
 
 

 

Total Expense $16,995,728 
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26-ORD-TBD 
Adopted:  00/00/0000 

 

 
AN ORDINANCE, AS AMENDED, SAID ORDINANCE MAKING 
APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR COMMENCING JULY 1, 2025, AND 
ENDING JUNE 30, 2026, FOR THE STREETS FUND 
    

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Petersburg, Virginia: 

I. That appropriations for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, in the Streets 
Funds Budget, are made for the following resources and revenues of the City, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 2026. 

 

 

II. That there shall be appropriated from the resources and revenues of the City of 
Petersburg for the fiscal year commencing July 1, 2025, and ending June 30, 
2026, the following sums for the purposes mentioned: 

 

Previously adopted Revenues $10,641,039 

ADD: 
 
Streets Carry Forward from FY25 $1,651,259 
  

Total Revenue $12,292,298 
  
  

Previously adopted Expenditures $10,641,039 

ADD: 
 
Oak Hill Bridge Replacement $1,651,259 
 
 

 

Total Expense $12,292,298 
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    6.e
.  

 

City of Petersburg 
     
 Ordinance, Resolution, and Agenda Request 

  

 
    
DATE: March 3, 2026 
    
TO: The Honorable Mayor and Members of City Council 
    
THROUGH: March Altman, Jr., City Manager 
    
FROM: Brittany Flowers 
    
RE: First Read and Schedule a Public Hearing for Consideration of an Amendment to the 

Code of Ordinance, Section 106-109, Real Estate Tax, to Change Elderly and Disabled 
Gross Amount; and Section 106-112, Change the Amount of the Exemption 

 
  
PURPOSE: To request City Council consideration for a First Read and to schedule a Public Hearing to amend 
Sections 106-109 and 106-112 of the City Code regarding Real Estate Elderly/Disabled Tax Relief Program. 
The amendment increases the gross income and amount of the exemption. 
  
REASON: To assist our elderly/disabled more due to an increase in real estate assessment. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: Approve amending Sections 106-109 and 106-112 to increase the gross income and 
total amount of exemption for the elderly/ disabled tax relief. 
  
BACKGROUND: The proposed amendment increased the gross income and total amount of the exemption for 
the elderly/disabled tax relief. 
  
COST TO CITY:  
  
 BUDGETED ITEM:  
  
 REVENUE TO CITY: Decrease in revenue due to approvals of the elderly/disabled tax relief program.  
  
CITY COUNCIL HEARING DATE: 3/17/2026 
  
CONSIDERATION BY OTHER GOVERNMENT ENTITIES:  
  
AFFECTED AGENCIES: Commissioner of the Revenue 
  
RELATIONSHIP TO EXISTING ORDINANCE OR RESOLUTION:  
  
REQUIRED CHANGES TO WORK PROGRAMS:  
  
ATTACHMENTS:  
1. Sec.106109.Generalprerequisitestogrant 
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    Created: 2025-12-03 09:10:40 [EST] 

(Supp. No. 20) 

 
Page 1 of 1 

Sec. 106-109. General prerequisites to grant. 

The exemption provided for in this division shall be granted to persons subject to the following provisions:  

(1) That the title to the property for which the exemption is claimed is held, or partially held, on July 1 of 
the taxable year, by the person claiming the exemption.  

(2) That the head of the household occupying the dwelling and owning the title, or partial title, thereto is 
65 years or older, or is permanently and totally disabled, on June 30 of the year immediately preceding 
the taxable year.  

(3) That the gross combined income of the owner during the year immediately preceding the taxable year 
shall be determined by the commissioner of the revenue to be in an amount not to exceed $45,000.00. 
$50,000.00 The gross combined income shall include all income from all sources of the owner and of 
the owner's relatives living in the dwelling for which exemption is claimed; except that the first 
$4,000.00  $6,000.  of income of each relative, other than the spouse of the owner, who is living in the 
dwelling, shall not be included in such total.  

(4) That the total combined financial worth of the owner and of the spouse of the owner, as of May 1 of 
the year immediately preceding the taxable year, shall be determined by the commissioner of the 
revenue to be in an amount not to exceed $80,000.00. The total financial worth shall include the value 
of all assets, including the equitable interest, of the owner and the owner's relatives living in the 
dwelling for which the exemption is claimed but shall not include the fair market value of the dwelling 
and the land upon which it is situated, not exceeding one acre, for which the exemption is claimed.  

(Ord. No. 04-49, 6-15-2004; Ord. No. 08-15, 2-5-2008; Ord. No. 12-83, § 1, 12-18-2012; Ord. No. 24-12, 4-16-2024) 

Sec. 106-112. Amount of exemption. 

The person qualifying for and claiming exemption under this division shall be relieved of 100 percent of the 
real estate tax levied on the qualifying dwelling and land if the combined household income of the owner is $0—
$25,000.00 $30,000.00 with a maximum tax relief of $1,500.00 $1,700.00. The person qualifying for and claiming 
exemption under this division shall be relieved of 50 percent of the real estate tax levied on the qualifying dwelling 
and land if the combined household income of the owner is $25,001.00 $35,001.00 —$45,000.00  $50,000.00 with 
a maximum tax relief of $1,500.00. $1,700.00  

(Code 1981, § 34-75(a); Ord. No. 12-83, § 1, 12-18-2012; Ord. No. 24-12, 4-16-2024) 
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                      TAX RELIEF
For Real Estate: Elderly & Disabled
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                          PURPOSE
City Council to discuss and improve the 

increase of the gross income and assets from 
the current City Codes §106-109 and §106-112
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                        § 106-109. - General Prerequisites to Grant       

1. That the title to the property for which the exemption is claimed is held, or partially held, on July 1 of the taxable year, by the person 
claiming the exemption.

2. That the head of the household occupying the dwelling and owning the title, or partial title, thereto is 65 years or older, or is 
permanently and totally disabled, on June 30 of the year immediately preceding the taxable year.

3. That the gross combined income of the owner during the year immediately preceding the taxable year shall be determined by the 
commissioner of the revenue to be in an amount not to exceed $45,000.00. The gross combined income shall include all income from 
all sources of the owner and of the owner's relatives living in the dwelling for which exemption is claimed; except that the first 
$4,000.00 of income of each relative, other than the spouse of the owner, who is living in the dwelling, shall not be included in such 
total.

4. That the total combined financial worth of the owner and of the spouse of the owner, as of May 1 of the year immediately preceding 
the taxable year, shall be determined by the commissioner of the revenue to be in an amount not to exceed $80,000.00. The total 
financial worth shall include the value of all assets, including the equitable interest, of the owner and the owner's relatives living in the 
dwelling for which the exemption is claimed but shall not include the fair market value of the dwelling and the land upon which it is 
situated, not exceeding one acre, for which the exemption is claimed. 

(Ord. No. 04-49, 6-15-2004; Ord. No. 08-15, 2-5-2008; Ord. No. 12-83, § 1, 12-18-2012)

The exemption provided for in this division shall be granted 
to persons subject to the following provisions:
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                        § 106-112. – Amount of Exemption

The person qualifying for and claiming exemption under this division shall be 
relieved of 100 percent of the real estate tax levied on the qualifying dwelling and 
land if the combined household income of the owner is $0—$25,000.00 with a 
maximum tax relief of $1,500.00. The person qualifying for and claiming exemption 
under this division shall be relieved of 50 percent of the real estate tax levied on 
the qualifying dwelling and land if the combined household income of the owner is 
$25,001.00—$50,000.00 with a maximum tax relief of $1,500.00.
(Code 1981, § 34-75(a); Ord. No. 12-83, § 1, 12-18-2012)

The exemption provided for in this division shall be granted 
to persons subject to the following provisions:
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                    PROCESS
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YEAR APPLICATIONS

MAILED
APPLICATIONS DENIED DENIAL REASON

2022 358 19 OVER INCOME

2023 463 23 ASSETS > 70,000
OVER INCOME

2024 566
(SET TO BE MAILED)

27
Exceeds established 

income amount 

2025 327 29 Above the $45,000 
eligibility threshold
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©  UVA – Weldon Cooper Center for Public Services

0 50,000 100,000 150,000 200,000 250,000 300,000 350,000 400,000 450,000

Prince George Co

Powhatan

Petersburg

Mecklenburg

Hopewell

Glouster Co

Dinwiddie Co

Chesterfield Co

Caroline Co

Accomack Co

Population by Locality (as of January 2025)
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Location Income Cap Assets Cap Relief Cap

Accomack Co. 36,704 80,000 500.00

Caroline Co. 50,000 100,000 1,000.00

Chesterfield Co. 65,400 514,000 % based on income

Dinwiddie Co. 50,000 100,000 No Cap
< 5 acres

Glouster Co. 40,000 100,000 600.00

Hopewell 32,500 100,000 850.00

Mecklenburg Co N/A N/A N/A

Petersburg 45,000 80,000 1,500.00

Powhatan 75,000 250,000 1,600.00

Prince George Co 55,000 130,000 No Cap

Current Program Limits by Locality
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Income Limit Assest Limit Cap Limit

35,000

70,000

1,200

45,000

80,000

1,500

50,000

80,000

1,700

Current & Proposed Program Limits

Prior Current Proposed
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Thank You!                        
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Finance Monthly Update

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE

February 2026
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AGENDA

FY26 Budget to 
Actuals

FY25 Collection 
Analysis

FY25 Audit 
Finding 

Remediation
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BUDGET TO ACTUALS
GF Department FY26 BUDGET

Expended Thru 1.31.2026:
58% of YR Completed

Remaining Budget 
Balance % of Budget Expended

CITY COUNCIL 362,216 108,275 253,941 29.89%

CITY CLERK 418,563 228,611 189,952 54.62%

CITY MANAGER 1,193,189 683,607 512,582 57.15%

CITY ATTORNEY 511,900 212,303 299,597 41.47%

HUMAN RESOURCES 1,233,781 682,422 548,359 55.45%

COMMISSIONER OF REVENUE 494,408 291,317 203,091 58.92%

ASSESSOR 683,469 446,296 237,173 65.30%

CITY TREASURER 489,328 388,567 100,761 79.41%

FINANCE 1,152,659 656,742 495,916 56.98%

CUSTOMER CARE & COLLECTIONS 916,230 458,987 457,244 50.10%

INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 1,331,238 735,166 596,072 55.22%

PROCUREMENT 356,476 137,551 218,925 38.59%

REGISTRAR 657,371 395,084 262,287 60.10%

CIRCUIT CT. JUDGES & ADMIN 96,667 57,804 38,863 59.80%

GENERAL DISTRICT COURT 79,400 7,063 72,337 8.90%

MAGISTRATES 3,000 -32 3,032 -1.06%

JUVENILE & DOMESTIC RELATIONS 8,750 941 7,809 10.75%
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BUDGET TO ACTUALS
GF Department FY26 BUDGET

Expended Thru 1.31.2026:
58% of YR Completed

Remaining Budget 
Balance % of Budget Expended

CLERK of the CIRCUIT COURT 1,093,879 662,076 431,803 60.53%

SHERIFF 2,293,156 1,486,136 807,020 64.81%

COMMONWEALTH ATTORNEY 1,810,537 1,125,289 685,248 62.15%

VICTIM WITNESS - CITY 26,286 3,307 22,979 12.58%

POLICE DEPARTMENT 12,999,236 7,358,584 5,640,652 56.61%
911 EMERGENCY 
COMMUNICATIONS 2,010,963 926,647 1,084,316 46.08%

FIRE DEPARTMENT 9,983,823 6,520,994 3,462,829 65.32%

REGIONAL JAIL SERVICE 3,546,522 1,979,588 1,566,934 55.82%

11th DISTRICT COURT 114,827 71,993 42,834 62.70%

VJCCCA SUB-TOTAL 253,830 117,698 136,132 46.37%

CODE ENFORCEMENT 1,362,061 846,654 515,407 62.16%

ANIMAL CONTROL 334,714 146,556 188,158 43.79%

ENGINEERING 1,390,264 322,102 1,068,162 23.17%

REFUSE COLLECTION 2,394,000 1,336,992 1,057,008 55.85%

GROUNDS 1,358,068 627,842 730,226 46.23%

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT 3,427,767 2,289,515 1,138,252 66.79%

CPO CENTER/VCRC 106,416 63,004 43,412 59.21%
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BUDGET TO ACTUALS
GF Department FY26 BUDGET

Expended Thru 1.31.2026:
58% of YR Completed

Remaining Budget 
Balance % of Budget Expended

SOCIAL SERVICES 11,589,663 6,502,782 5,086,881 56.11%

CHILDREN'S SERVICES ACT 4,477,855 3,333,482 1,144,373 74.44%

TRANSFER TO SCHOOLS 12,977,018 7,569,927 5,407,091 58.33%

RECREATION & LEISURE SERVICES 1,034,464 828,833 205,632 80.12%

CEMETERIES 82,013 26,875 55,138 32.77%

TURF MANAGEMENT 646,689 1,524,844 -878,155 235.79%

GOV'T RELATIONS 1,433,456 568,832 864,624 39.68%

PUBLIC LIBRARY 1,551,034 852,868 698,165 54.99%

PLANNING 1,033,601 505,922 527,679 48.95%

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 564,423 327,495 236,928 58.02%

NON-DEPARTMENTAL 14,853,788 4,485,129 10,368,659 30.20%

DEBT SERVICE 7,295,881 3,833,171 3,462,710 52.54%

TRANSFER TO OTHER FUNDS 3,169,286 3,169,286 0 100.00%

TOTALS 115,322,949 64,905,127 50,417,822 56.28%
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BUDGET TO ACTUALS
Fund/Department FY26 BUDGET

Expended Thru 1.31.2026:
58% of YR Completed

Remaining Budget 
Balance

% of Budget 
Expended

STREETS
Streets Operations Sub-Total    10,641,039             5,727,138      4,913,901 53.82%

PUBLIC UTILITIES
Wastewater Sub-Total      7,822,614             5,013,106      2,846,528 63.78%
Water Sub-Total      8,052,005             4,868,479      3,146,506 60.74%
TOTAL PUBLIC UTILITIES FUND    15,874,619             9,881,585      5,993,034 62.25%

STORMWATER
Stormwater Services Sub-Total      1,410,564                689,193          721,371 48.86%

DOGWOOD
Dogwood Golf Sub-Total      1,515,186             1,201,722          313,464 79.31%

MASS TRANSIT
Paratransit Sub-Total          301,016                210,396            90,620 69.90%
State/Projects Sub-Total          824,888                336,303          488,585 40.77%
Administration Sub-Total      4,486,581             2,336,894      2,149,687 52.09%
Maintenance Sub-Total          907,397                688,309          219,088 75.86%
TOTAL MASS TRANSIT FUND      6,519,882             3,571,903      2,947,979 54.78%
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FY25 Collection Analysis

The Budget Manager and CFO review 
past performance and future projects 
to estimate the proposed budget 
amount. City Manager approves budget 
to be submitted to City Council.

Page 110 of 127



Real Property ASSESSED VALUE
• $33,712,833

Real Property ADOPTED BUDGET
• $28,882,796

Real Property COLLECTED REVENUE
• $31,971,395

FY25 Collection Analysis
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Real Property ASSESSED VALUE
• $33,712,833

Real Property ADOPTED BUDGET
• $28,882,796

Real Property COLLECTED REVENUE
• $31,971,395

FY25 Collection Analysis

94.8%

Collection 
Rate
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Category Result Comment

Real Property – Budget $28,882,796 Based on prior year(s) performance

Real Property – Actual $31,971,395 Major factor in increase in 
Unassigned Fund Balance

+$3,088,599

Real Property Budget vs Actual
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Tax Category
FY25 Amended 

Budget 
 Actual Revenue 

(Audited) 
Collection 

Percentage
Personal Property Taxes - 
Vehicles

$7,700,000 $8,746,358 114%

Machinery & Tools Taxes $1,500,000 $1,892,069 126%

Local Sales & Use Taxes $6,500,000 $6,313,919 97%

Consumer Utility Taxes              $1,458,000 $587,336 40%

Business License $3,500,000 $4,686,931 134%

Lodging Taxes  $750,000 $929,117 123%

Meals Taxes $4,000,000 $4,408,032 110%

Other Significant Categories
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FY25 Audit Finding Remediations

In recent years, there were eleven unresolved audit findings.

In FY 2025, the Finance Department addressed these findings, fully resolving seven.

The FY 2025 ACFR notes the four remaining findings. 

Each finding has a draft policy/procedure in progress.
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• The City failed to perform monthly reconciliations between the Utility 
Billing Subsidiary System and the General Ledger.

• Update: Customer Care & Collections is coordinating with the CFO's office to 
establish a formal monthly reconciliation process between the Utility Billing 
Subsidiary System and the General Ledger. Policy and procedures are 
nearing completion.

2025-001 Material Weakness - Utility Billing 
Reconciliation
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• During the prior fiscal years, the City was not reconciling the property tax delinquent lists to the 
taxes receivable accounts as reported in the general ledger monthly or at year-end.

• Update: The Customer Care & Collections Department will establish a formal monthly 
reconciliation process in conjunction with the Treasurer's Office. Bill postage is initiated prior to 
the transaction date recorded in the register, which has led to discrepancies between the CC&C 
Department and the Treasurer's Department. To address these challenges, CC&C's solution 
configuration necessitates clearly defined departmental ownership to ensure the consistent use 
of a reconciliation template—incorporating routine reporting, supervisory oversight, and an 
escalation procedure for unresolved variances. Effective implementation of this framework will 
enhance receivables accuracy, minimize year-end adjustments, and strengthen financial controls 
within the BAI system and across both departments.

2025-002 Material Weakness - Reconciliation of 
Property Tax Delinquent Lists to General Ledger
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• The Auditor required significant adjustments to the financial statements for 
compliance with GAAP. These adjustments affected various accounts, including 
receivables, capital assets, debt, revenue, and expenditures.

• Update: Accounting staff will record year-end GAAP adjustments and strengthen 
business processes. The City has hired qualified personnel to enhance internal 
controls. Finance will assess training needs, implement internal reviews of 
reconciliations, and aid the Treasurer’s Office and Customer Care with revenue and 
receivables. These steps aim to improve financial statement accuracy and minimize 
future audit adjustments.

2025-003 Material Weakness- Material Audit 
Adjustments Proposed by the External Auditor
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• The City has not matched the cash amounts reported for each fund with the total 
cash shown in Fund 999 for several years.

• Update: The Treasury department, with assistance from Finance, will introduce an 
official monthly reconciliation process. This includes completing necessary 
administrative steps such as setting month-end cut-off dates, recording cash 
balances for each fund, performing prompt reconciliations, investigating any 
discrepancies, posting adjustment entries, and verifying as well as prioritizing 
corrective actions. A reconciliation worksheet will also be prepared to display any 
resolved variances.

2025-004 Material Weakness - Lack of 
reconciliation of cash reported in funds to cash in 

Fund 999
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City of Petersburg, Virginia

Department of Public Works & Utilities

1

Presenter:  Randall Williams, Assistant Director  of Public Works & Utilities
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Water Main Breaks (January & February)

Utilities Division Highlights

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

Ø Total of 24 Water Main Breaks (Jan-9 & Feb-15)
Ø City staff completed 21 of the 24 (~88%) of them.
Ø Contractors repaired the other 3.
Ø Unseasonably cold temperatures; not to mention the snow & ice.
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Industrial Tank Area (Swamp) Water Main Break

Utilities Division Highlights

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

Ø Water main break in the 
Industrial tank area (swamp 
area)

Ø This was a 12” water line.
Ø Worked with Hopewell to 

obtain drone footage to find 
the leak

Ø Multiple city tank levels 
impacted

Ø Southern Construction 
completed the repair

Ø In the process of purchasing a 
drone for Utilities

Ø We have an employee that is 
certified to operate a drone & 
will have a backup operator
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Oak Hill Rd Bridge Road Temporary Bridge

Street Operations Division Highlights

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

                                                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                        

Ø Oak Hill Road Temporary 
Bridge:  The temporary bridge 
was delivered on February 25, 
2026, with a tentative 
reopening date of  March 27, 
2026.

Ø The permanent bridge project 
is currently in the design 
phase (90%).
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Downtown Beautification – Parking Lots 

Street Operations Division

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

                                                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                        

Ø Lot paved & striped on Sycamore Street across 
from Dixie (~ 32 parking spaces including 
handicapped)

Ø Seal coated & striped the Cruisers parking lot 
(~89 parking spaces)

Ø In the process of adding 5 handicapped parking 
spaces at the back of the lot near Circuit Court 
on Henry St.
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Downtown Beautification – Sidewalk Improvements

Street Operations Division

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

                                                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                        

Ø Sidewalk Safety Improvements: A contractor is continuing the repairs to the hazardous sidewalks 
located along E. Bank Street & S. Sycamore St

E Bank St. E Bank St. S. Sycamore St. 
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Activities

Facilities Management & 
Grounds Division Highlights

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future

                                                                                                                                                                      
                                                                                                                        

FACILITIES DIVISION
Ø 800 Arlington St. – Replaced generator & had rental removed; also, had HVAC unit 

replaced in the break room.
Ø HEALTH DEPARTMENT - Completed painting of exterior columns and trim at front 

entryway. Completed masonry work at side entry steps and landing. 
 

GROUNDS DEPARMENT
Ø ICE & SNOW REMOVAL – Cleared sidewalks/entrances to city buildings; placed salt 

down to prevent slips & falls;
Ø Employee use the skid steer for various parking lots on Union St. (behind city hall 

& the rear entry of the fiscal management building).
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  Questions?

8

City of Petersburg, Virginia

Rebuilding Our Foundation for a Brighter Future
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