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CASE OVERVIEW
The applicant, David B. Gammon, is seeking a conditional use permit to allow for 348 multifamily
residential dwelling units at a density of approximately 14.25 units per acre on property containing
approximately 24.73 +/- acres. The R-2 zoning district currently allows for multifamily residential
dwelling units at a maximum density of 15 units per gross acre with a conditional use permit. The
property is located at 24224 Cox Rd. (Va. Route 226), North Dinwiddie, Virginia and is further
defined as Tax Map Parcel No. 21-3. As indicated in the Dinwiddie County Comprehensive Land Use
Plan, the subject property is located within the Urban Area, which allows for residential uses for this
general area.
The proposed market-rate multifamily development will consist of 348 units and per the proffer
conditions green space, pool and clubhouse, onsite management, available garage parking, and the
three-bedroom apartment units will be limited to 20% of the overall development (69 units).
ATTACHMENTS


Rezoning/CUP Application, Location Map, 348-Unit Apt. Conceptual Site Plan, Traffic Impact
Study, VDOT Traffic Study Review Letter, ARCADIS Memorandum, Wastewater Capacity
Analysis

LAND USE AND ZONING ANALYSIS
The subject property is located on the north side of Cox Rd. (Route 226) approximately 650 feet from
the intersection of Sterling Rd. (Route 603) and Cox Rd. (Route 226), North Dinwiddie. The applicant
is requesting the rezoning of approximately 24.37 +/- acres from Residential, Limited, R-1 to
Residential, General, R-2 with proffers in order to develop the property for multifamily development.
The R-2 zoning district allows up to six dwelling units per gross acre by-right and no more than 15
units per gross acre with a conditional use permit. If the property is rezoned to the R-2 zoning and the
property is developed for a single permitted use on a lot, the minimum lot area required is 10,000
square feet, and for lots containing or intended to contain more than a single permitted use served by
public water and sewage disposal systems, the minimum lot area shall be as follows: two units, 12,000
square feet; three units, 14,000 square feet; and for each additional lot above three and additional 1,000
square feet is required. The applicant has requested to construct 348 multifamily dwelling units, which
equates to a density of approximately 14.15 dwelling units per acre on the subject property.

The surrounding land uses include the railroad right-of-way to the north at the rear of the subject
property, which is zoned B-1, Business Limited, and on the other side of the railroad is the Vulcan
mine property zoned M-2, Industrial General, with a conditional use permit. To the east the land uses
include low-density single-family residential development, Rohoic Farms subdivision, which is zoned
R-1, Residential Limited, and Western Heights Baptist Church, which is zoned R-1, Residential
Limited. To the south the subject property fronts on Cox Road (Route 226) and across Cox Rd. is
vacant property split-zoned B-1, Business Limited, on the front and with R-2, Residential General for
the remainder of the property. Bordering the subject property on the west are three single-family
residential lots zoned R-1, Residential Limited. Further west is the Somerset manufactured home park
that is zoned R-2, Residential General.
The property under review is designated by the Comprehensive Land Use Plan (the “Plan”) as being
within the Urban Planning Area. As such, the general area is expected to accommodate future medium
to low-density residential development. Chapter XI of the Comprehensive Plan outlines the policies,
goals, and objectives of the County, and Housing Goal (1) states “Encourage and develop a mix of
housing types to reflect the diversity of the County”. In addition, the Housing Objectives include (a)
Develop a mix of housing types in growth areas of the County.; (b) Encourage infill housing.; and (h)
Maintain an affordable housing in the County. As previously stated, this general area has low and
medium density development; thus, this general area may be considered an area where a diversity of
housing types is compatible with the Plan. The proposed development is consistent with the Plan’s
Housing goals and objectives for this general area.
Generally, the composition of the Residential, General, District, R-2 “is composed of certain medium
to high concentration of residential uses, ordinarily located between residential and commercial areas,
plus certain open areas where similar development appears likely to occur”. Within this general area,
there is anticipated residential development that will occur. The proposed R-2 zoning is an appropriate
transitional residential zoning to buffer the B-1, Business, Limited, District zoned property.
OVERVIEW OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACTS
Public Utilities, Public Safety & School System Impacts
The following are the preliminary comments from the Water Authority’s on-call Engineer, ARCADIS,
(see ARCADIS Memorandum, Wastewater Capacity Analysis) based on the preliminary site plan for
the multifamily zoning.
Planned flows for the wastewater are from the northern portion of the subject property eastward
through gravity collection sewers to the Ferndale Wastewater Pump Station (#14) (North of Cox Road,
Contract D) and ultimately discharging into the Cattail Run trunk sewer at the Rockdale Road outfall
(manhole no. 26). The planned flows from the southern portion of the subject property have been
routed into the sewer line at the intersection of Sterling Road and Cox Road, continuing southward
through the 8-inch diameter gravity collection sewer (south of Cox Road, Contract E) and discharging
into the Cattail Run trunk sewer at the Sterling Road Outfall (manhole no. 44). The unit flow rate used
for the study is 300 gallons per day (gpd) per acre. Currently, there is approximately 500,000 gallons
per day of overall sewer capacity and the proposed project will utilize 104,400 gallons per day.
The report summary indicates that:
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1.
Adequate capacity is calculated to currently exist for the addition of up to 213 new multifamily
units @ 300 gpd/unit on the northern side of the subject parcel through the Contract D gravity
collection sewer infrastructure to the Ferndale Road Pump Station.
2.
Adequate capacity is calculated to currently exist for the addition of up to 300 new multifamily
units @ 300 gpd/unit on the southern side of the subject parcel through the Contract E gravity
collection sewer infrastructure to the Sterling Road outfall on the Cattail Run trunk sewer (manhole no.
44).
3.
Adequate capacity is calculated to currently exist in the lower portion of the Cattail Run trunk
sewer from the Sterling Road out all (manhole no. 44) downstream to the metering station near
manhole no. 1.
4.
Further information is required to verify the catchment areas used in HME’s analysis to
calculate the contributing sewer flows for predevelopment flows in the Contract D and E gravity
collection sewers are accurate.
5.
Analysis was not completed to determine if adequate capacity currently exists between the
Ferndale Road Pump Station outfall southward through Contract B infrastructure (15-inch diameter
gravity collection sewer) to the Rockdale outfall (Cattail Run trunk sewer manhole no. 26).
Public water will be supplied to the project from the proposed primary connection point to the existing
12-inch waterline on Cox Rd. (Route 226) between Chesdin and Sterling Roads. There is also a
secondary connection point to the 6-inch waterline on Greenway Road. The developer’s engineer
provided an estimated average daily demand of 70,000 gallons per day (gpd) with the assumption of
350 planned units at an estimated demand of 200 gpd. Overall water capacity is 1.6 million gallons per
day.
The following are the preliminary comments from Public Safety based on the preliminary site plan for
the multifamily zoning.
The new complex would primarily be served for both Fire & EMS from Namozine Station 4 located at
3913 Pelham Avenue. The station is located approximately 2.0 miles from the proposed site and is
staffed with 24-hour career staff for EMS and with volunteer staffing only for fire responses.
Secondary fire response would come from Ford Station 2 located 11.4 miles west of the proposed
complex and Dinwiddie Station 1 located 11.6 miles south of the proposed complex. Mutual aid
responses would come from Chesterfield County and the City of Petersburg primarily.
Secondary EMS response would come from Dinwiddie Station 1, located 11.6 miles south of the
complex or McKenney Station 3 located 23.1 miles south of the proposed complex. Mutual aid
responses would come from Chesterfield County and the City of Petersburg primarily.
It is anticipated that at full build out of 348 units, the proposed complex would generate approximately
40 EMS responses and 10 fire responses per year. It would be anticipated that the bulk of the fire
responses would be related to service calls (lift assists, alarms, water leaks, etc.). Each apartment unit
will have sprinklers for fire protection.
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Dinwiddie County Sheriff’s Department
We did meet with Mr. Gammon in reference to the proposed apartment complex on Cox Road. We
discussed the possible need for a fence around the perimeter, not to keep the residents of the apartment
complex in, but to keep foot traffic coming from across the railroad tracks. I think the fence would cut
down on potential crime where subjects could break in to vehicles or commit other crimes and have a
quick escape route away from the area. Dennis Hale, Chief Fire and EMS, ran some preliminary
numbers for calls for service for police, fire and EMS over the past three years and to date for 2022 at
Rohoic Woods. I provided them to Mr. Gammon.
Year
2019
2020
2021
2022

Fire
6
3
19
17

EMS
22
19
43
17

Law
129
122
146
33 - as of May 2022

The percentage of calls at Rohoic Woods versus the rest of the county is very low. Most of the calls for
service at Rohoic Woods have been to unlock cars, domestic disputes or loud music complaints.
We are aware that there will be increased traffic and increased calls for service if the apartment
complex comes through. This will be the same for the apartments that are proposed near the Aldi
Distribution Center. We will deal with these incidents as they arise and as the county grows, it is
inevitable that we will have to ask for funding for more deputies.
The following are the preliminary comments from Dinwiddie County Public Schools based on the
preliminary site plan for the multifamily zoning.
For related impacts on the public school system, students who would reside in the Cox Road complex
would be zoned for Sutherland Elementary School, Dinwiddie Middle School, and Dinwiddie High
School. While the middle and high schools could absorb the additional students, Sutherland may
require additional planning. In addition to the 500+ students who are enrolled at the school, we do
house a number of programs at the school that require the use of entire classrooms for small numbers
of students. The capacity at Sutherland is 600 students; however, because of the special programming,
the current enrollment of 510 makes adding additional classrooms difficult. The school system fully
supports the 348 multi-family dwelling units and stands ready to do whatever is necessary to ensure the
students housed there can be accommodated at Sutherland Elementary School, without adding portable
classroom structures. For information, the Rohoic Woods apartments located on Duncan Road
currently has 27 elementary students, 20 middle school students, and 31 high school students. Rohoic
Woods is a 240-unit apartment development on 19.84 acres with 36 one-bedroom units, 132 twobedroom units, 48 three-bedroom units, 12 two-bedroom townhomes, and 12 three-bedroom
townhomes.
For estimating the number of students that the proposed 348-unit multifamily development consisting
of would generate, the ratio of 0.32 students per unit is used. Given this ratio of students per unit, it is
estimated that 38 students would be attending Sutherland Elementary School, 31 students would be
attending Dinwiddie Middle School, and 42 students would be attending Dinwiddie High School. As
Dr. Weston, Superintendant of Dinwiddie Public Schools, indicated the capacity at Sutherland
Elementary school is 600 students and the current enrollment is estimated at 511 students; Dinwiddie
Middle School has a capacity of 1200 students and the current enrollment is estimated at 935 students;
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and Dinwiddie High School has a capacity of 1600 students and the current enrollment is estimated at
1236 students. There is existing capacity at the schools in the attendance area to accommodate the
students generated by the proposed development.
Note: The following is additional information provided to Planning staff from Dr. Weston after the
July 13, 2022 Planning Commission meeting:
In addition to the comments provided relative to the schools, I would also like to include that we have
a large number of employees who are in need of affordable housing. Many teachers are forced to live
in surrounding communities making the retention of those individuals difficult, especially when they
pass several school divisions on their way to work. Having access to affordable housing would make
Dinwiddie County Schools even more marketable.
Transportation Impacts
The rezoning request does not require a Chapter 527 TIA, and County Planning staff required a traffic
impact study based on a scoping document under County and VDOT review. New traffic counts were
conducted on Tuesday, May 3, 2022 from 7:00 – 9:00 AM and 4:00 PM – 6:00 PM at the Cox Rd. and
Sterling Rd. intersection and the traffic count on this section of Route 226 are approximately 4,000
average daily trips. Intersection capacity analyses were performed for existing conditions (2022),
future conditions without development (2024), and future conditions with development (2024) during
the weekday AM and PM peak hour traffic conditions at the study intersections. Future traffic
conditions were estimated based on anticipated background growth and the proposed development
plan. The study included looking at Cox Road at Sterling Road and Cox Road at the proposed site
driveway entrance.
Cox Road (Route 226) is a minor arterial with a 2019 VDOT AADT of 9,800 vehicle trips per day
(vpd) and a speed limit od 45 mph. Sterling Road (Route 603) is a major collector with a 2019 VDOT
AADT of 1,700 vehicles per day and a posted speed limit of 35 mph. Existing and future turning
movements (2024) at the intersection of Cox and Sterling Roads operate at an acceptable level of
service and all movements operate at LOS B or better with 95th percentile queue lengths of one
vehicle or less.
Future conditions with the proposed development (2024) indicate that 348 multifamily units generate
139 (33 in and 106 out) AM peak hour trips and 177 (111 in and 66 out) PM peak hour trips with a
weekday total number of trips equaling 2,346. The capacity analysis indicate that the study
intersections operate at an acceptable level of service (LOS). All traffic movements remain at LOS B
or better, with the exception of the northbound Sterling Road approach, which becomes LOS C. the
threshold for LOS C is 15 seconds and the northbound delay is projected to be 15.2 seconds in the PM
peak hour (an increase of 2.2 seconds). To note all movements have 95th percentile queue lengths of
two vehicles or less.
The turn lane warrant analysis indicates that a westbound right turn taper is warranted at the site
driveway entrance on Cox Road during the PM peak hour only. An eastbound left turn lane is not
warranted at the site driveway entrance.
Related vehicular crash data for the area indicates that over the past six years there were five reported
crashes nearby.
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The VDOT review letter for the traffic impact study is attached to the staff report.
Staff Recommendation and recommended CUP Conditions (Conditions updated on Sept. 14, 2022)
Staff recommends APPROVAL of the request for a conditional use permit to allow for 348
multifamily dwelling units subject to the following conditions (Conditions updated on Sept. 14, 2022):
1. Number of Dwelling Units. The total number of multifamily dwelling units on the Property
shall not exceed 348 dwelling units. The Property is defined as the 24.73-acre site.
2. Size of Dwelling Units. No dwelling units constructed on the Property shall contain more than
three (3) bedrooms. The percentage of three (3) bedroom dwelling units shall not exceed more
than 20% of the total number of dwelling units or 69 three (3) bedroom dwelling units. This
condition helps mitigate the impact of the project to Dinwiddie County Public Schools and
public utilities.
3. Site Density. The number of multifamily dwelling units shall not exceed a density of 14.5 units
per gross acre of the 24.73 site acreage, except that no density requirement may be enforced if
the property is subdivided for phasing purposes so long as the maximum number of units on the
overall 24.73-acre site (the Property) does not exceed 348 dwelling units.
4. Conceptual Layout Plan. The Property shall generally be developed as shown on the conceptual
site plan exhibit “Overall Layout” dated June 30, 2022, as attached. Modifications to the
conceptual site plan may be allowed or modifications as needed to satisfy VDOT, COE/DEQ,
County Health Department, DCWA, County Planning Director and Zoning Administrator or
other regulatory agencies without further review by the Planning Commission or Board of
Supervisors, but in each case modifications must be approved by the Planning Director.
5. Pedestrian Connectivity. Sidewalks and walkways shall be generally provided internal within
the Property, including along internal driveways that provide general circulation, to provide
connectivity among parking areas, residences, and amenities.
6. Landscaping. Landscaping shall be provided around the perimeter of all buildings, between
buildings and driveways, within medians and within common areas not occupied by
recreational facilities or other structures. Landscaping shall be designed to minimize the
predominance of building mass and paved areas, define private spaces and enhance the
residential character of the project. The exact numbers, spacing, arrangement and species of
plant materials, including any trees along the Project’s frontage on Cox Road and along internal
driveways, shall be approved pursuant to a landscape plan at the time of site plan review.
Foundation planting beds shall be incorporated within such landscape plan along the façades of
buildings which face public streets and internal driveways and shall (i) have a width of at least
four feet from the building foundation except where sidewalk or hardscape features prohibit;
(ii) be defined with a trenched edge or suitable landscape edging material; and (iii) include
medium shrubs spaced a maximum of six (6) feet apart or an alternate plant variety approved at
the time of site plan review.
7. Sod and Irrigation. Sod and irrigation shall be required for the Property’s frontage on Cox
Road directly in front of buildings and within focal points, except where such areas have been
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improved with hardscape, planting beds, in front of or around stormwater management ponds
or other areas where grass is not grown or where irrigation is not allowed within easements.
8. Site Lighting/Light Poles. Light poles on the Property shall have a maximum height of twenty
(20) feet. Sidewalks, walkways and other pedestrian areas shall be lit by pedestrian-style lights
in accordance with a lighting plan to be approved at the time of site plan review. Except for the
lighting inside buildings, any lighting installed on the Property shall be directed downward and
inward to the site to avoid casting lighting on adjacent properties or into the night sky.
9. HVAC Screening. Ground-level HVAC equipment shall be screened from view from public
streets in a manner approved at the time of site plan review.
10. Building Height. All principal and accessory buildings shall have no more than three (3)
stories.
11. Garage doors. Any garages shall be in general conformance with the architectural appearance
as approved at the time of site plan review. Enhanced features shall include a minimum of one
of the following: raised panels, decorative panels, arches, hinge straps or other architectural
features on the exterior that enhance the entry (i.e., decorative lintels, shed roof overhangs,
arches, columns, keystones, eyebrows, etc.). Flat panel garage doors are prohibited.
12. Utilities. The public water and wastewater systems shall be used for domestic purposes and
shall be subject to all design and construction requirements and standards of the Dinwiddie
County Water Authority (DCWA).
13. Right-of-Way. The Owner shall be responsible for the dedication of a portion of Owner’s
property to the Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) or Dinwiddie County, as it may
be applicable, for public ingress and egress to the Property.
14. Building Elevations and Architecture. Development of the Property shall be in general
conformance with the architectural appearance shown on the photos made a part of the zoning
proffers with approved modifications by the Planning Director.
15. Building Materials. Permitted materials for building exteriors shall be limited to a combination
of brick, brick veneer, glass, stone or cultured stone, architectural masonry, cementitious
siding, high-grade vinyl (a minimum of .042 nominal thickness as evidenced by manufacturer’s
printed literature), engineered wood (e.g. LP Smartside), architectural-grade metal panels,
insulated panels, textured concrete tilt-up panels, tile, concrete tile, or a combination of any of
the foregoing or other materials comparable in quality as approved by the Planning Director.
Architectural treatments, such as windows, doors, cornices, accent bands, trim, etc. shall be
constructed of metal, fiberglass, E.I.F.S., stucco, vinyl or other materials comparable in quality
as approved by the Planning Director. A minimum of fifteen percent (15%) in the aggregate for
each building of the exterior portions of the building wall surfaces facing any public road,
excluding windows, doors, breezeways, gables and architectural design features, shall be
constructed of brick, brick veneer, stone, stone veneer, textured concrete tilt-up panels, tile,
concrete tile, cementitious siding, and any other masonry material or combination thereof. No
more than thirty-five percent (35%) of the exterior portions of a building’s wall surface,
excluding windows, doors, breezeways, gables, trim and architectural design features, shall be
constructed of high-grade vinyl. No building shall be covered with or have exposed to view
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any painted or unfinished concrete block, or industrial-grade metal, unless otherwise
specifically approved at the time of site plan review. Any sloped roofs shall be constructed of
textured fiberglass shingles, architectural asphalt shingles, cedar shakes, composition shingles,
metal or other materials comparable in quality as approved by the Planning Director.
16. Site Amenities. As part of the apartment development, a resident clubhouse totaling a minimum
of 3,000 square feet and other recreational amenities to include hardscaped areas, a pool having
a minimum size of 2,000 square feet, and patio/courtyard shall be provided. Prior to the
issuance of a certificate of occupancy (C.O.) (whether temporary or final) for the 150th
dwelling unit, the clubhouse, pool, and patio/courtyard shall be constructed and operational.
17. Site Fencing. Black vinyl coated chain-link fence, a minimum of 6 feet in height, shall be
provided along the north, east, and west property lines of the apartment development. Fencing
may be located internal to any buffers, tree save areas, and/or phasing lines. The portion of the
fencing along the property line between the apartment development and Rohoic Farms
subdivision shall be an opaque wood or opaque vinyl fence a minimum of 6 feet in height with
a neutral color such as brown, tan, or green. Garages along the exterior of the apartment
development may serve as a barrier in lieu of fencing. Decorative fencing, a minimum of 4 feet
in height, shall be provided along the frontage of Cox Road (Route 226) directly in front of
buildings. The remainder of the frontage shall be black vinyl coated chain-link fence or other
materials comparable in quality as approved by the Planning Director, a minimum of 6 feet tall.
18. Site Access. The Property and apartment development shall only be accessed from Cox Road
(Route 226). One secondary emergency-only access driveway from Greenway Road (Route
1343) to the Property and the apartment development shall be allowed. At the entrance to the
emergency driveway, there shall be a gate with a lock that is acceptable to Dinwiddie County
Public Safety Fire and EMS. The gate shall be closed and locked at all times except for
emergency personnel usage and for brief periods of time not to exceed three hours when
maintenance to the gate is necessary. The emergency gate shall include privacy screening
and/or solid board material.
19. Buffer Areas. A 50-foot landscaped buffer shall be provided along the east property line of the
Property. A 10-foot landscaped buffer shall be provided along the north and west property
lines of the Property. Except for site grading cut and fill slopes, utility easements, emergency
access, maintenance and removal of diseased and dying or invasive vegetation, the 50-foot
landscaped/wooded buffer shall be left in an undisturbed state. Where clearing and grading
does occur within the 50-foot buffer, a single row of evergreen trees, a minimum of 6 feet in
height, shall be planted a minimum of 10 feet on center, except within easements and/or fill
slopes of dams where prohibited.
20. Construction Access. With the exception of connection to existing utilities, construction access
to the Property and apartment development shall only be from Cox Road (Route 226).
21. Site Construction Activities. No construction shall be allowed on Sundays at any time, except
to address the direct physical effects of a declared federal, state, or local disaster.
22. Road Improvements. Prior to the issuance of a final certificate of occupancy (C.O.) for the
150th dwelling unit, the following improvements to Cox Road (Route 226) shall be constructed
by the Owners: (1) A westbound right turn lane and taper, with minimum lengths of 100 foot
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taper and 100 foot storage, shall be required to be installed on Cox Road (Route 226) at the
project's entrance onto Cox Road, and (2) an eastbound left tum lane and taper, with minimum
lengths of 50 foot taper and 50 foot storage, shall be required on Cox Road (Route 226) at the
project's entrance onto Cox Road, to the extent that during site plan review it is determined that
said improvements can be constructed without requiring acquisition of "offsite" Right of Way
from adjoining property owners. To the extent that it is determined that said eastbound left turn
lane and taper cannot be constructed without requiring acquisition of "offsite" Right of Way
from adjoining property owners, the obligation to provide said left turn lane and taper
improvements shall not be required.
23. Onsite Parking. A minimum of two (2) parking spaces per dwelling unit shall be provided on
site. Garage parking spaces shall count toward the total number of required parking spaces.
24. Playground Area. As part of the overall apartment development, a playground area with
playground equipment shall be provided on site. Prior to the issuance of a certificate of
occupancy (C.O.) (whether temporary or final) for the 150th dwelling unit, the playground area
shall be constructed and the playground equipment shall be installed.
25. Trash Dumpsters. Trash dumpsters shall be provided on site and shall be enclosed, except for
handicap opening access, within an opaque vinyl or wooden fence or brick wall of a sufficient
height to screen the dumpsters from view at grade level.
26. Emergency Entry to Apartment Units. The owner shall create an emergency entry system for
the apartment dwelling units which shall be coordinated between the owner and Dinwiddie
County Emergency Services and Public Safety to provide emergency access to each individual
apartment unit.
27. Conflict Provision. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this conditional use
permit and any proffers, the most stringent provision for the owner shall apply.
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
Since this is a zoning matter, the standard statement regarding the Planning Commission
recommendation on this zoning matter must be read. In order to assist, the following motions are
included as follows:
Motion to recommend approval to the Board of Supervisors with conditions:
BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A)
(3) & (7) it is stated that the public purpose for which this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the
requirements of public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice, I move
that conditional use permit request, C-22-3, as presented, be recommended for approval with
conditions to the Board of Supervisors.
Motion to recommend disapproval to the Board of Supervisors:
BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A)
(3) & (7) and Zoning Ordinance Sections 22-22 and 22-2 it is stated that the public purpose for
which this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the requirements of public necessity, convenience,
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general welfare and good zoning practice, I move that conditional use permit request, C-22-3, as
presented, be recommended for disapproval to the Board of Supervisors as the issuance of a
conditional use permit would not be in compliance with the intent, purpose, and design of the
Dinwiddie County Zoning Code.
Mr. Bassett asked if there were any questions from the Planning Commission.
Mr. Tucker asked if the developer were to build homes, how many could they build with the current
zoning.
Mr. Bassett said the property is currently zoned R-1, Residential Limited, and at that zoning
classification the applicant could build fifty-four (54) single family dwelling units.
Mr. Tucker said his second question deals with the proffer statement and the recommendation for the
CUP. He wanted to know if the Sunday construction hours, which currently say 12 a.m. to 2 p.m.
could say “No work will be done on Sunday’s.
Mr. Bassett said you can certainly ask the applicant if they are willing to proffer Sunday to be a no
work day during the build out of this project.
The Chairman asked if there were anymore questions for Mr. Bassett. He said since there are none
would the applicant or their representative like to come forward and add anything.
Mr. Jeff Geiger, the applicant’s representative, 2100 East Cary Street, Richmond VA provided the
following presentation:
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Mr. Geiger concluded his presentation by asking the Commissioners to consider an approval of the
rezoning from R-1 to R-2 as well as an approval of the Conditional Use Permit for an active, nomaintenance private community to support the County’s workforce and the County’s businesses.
Also, he said the applicant is in agreement with added condition of no work being done on Sunday’s.
The Chairman asked Commissioners if there were any questions for the applicant’s representative. He
said since there are none he was opening the public hearing portion of the case. The Chairman
mentioned that the Planning Commission had received to date petitions with over six hundred and
twenty (620) signatures to include about thirty (30) all in opposition of the Amendment, Rezoning and
Conditional Use Permit that is being presented tonight.
Below is a list of citizens that wrote a letter opposing the Amendment A-22-5, the rezoning P-226 and the Conditional Use Permit C-22-3 of a proposed apartment complex project on Cox Road.
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Below is a list of citizens who signed petitions opposing the Amendment A-22-5, the rezoning P22-6 and the Conditional Use Permit C-22-3 of a proposed apartment complex project on Cox
Road.
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The Chairman then asked if anyone had signed up to speak. Below are the citizens who were present
and signed up to speak.
Cheryl Martines, 23718 Sparrow Court, N. Dinwiddie said my husband and daughter have been a part
of the Fire Department and Emergency services and are both lifetime members. There is more to what
the Fire Department does than what you may see on a piece of paper. We need more volunteer EMS
workers. The Sheriff’s Department needs more deputys and the school system needs more teachers in
order to support this apartment complex project. The traffic is already hard to deal with on Cox Road.
We do not have any sidewalks to accommodate people walking to the stores, which means they are
walking on the road to get and forth. This project will only add more problems to the road. Until we
can get more services and staff, we cannot approve this case. I request you vote no to this apartment
complex.
Ed Grube, 24512 Delkeith Road, N. Dinwiddie said brought his own with the intent of the history
surrounding the area. I’m glad a lot of neighbors have showed up tonight. I know a traffic study was
done, but I still believe the road cannot handle a complex of this size. I believe everyone has a right to
do with their land what they choose, but fifty-four homes sounds a lot better to me than three hundred
forty-eight units to me. I recommend this area remains an R-1 district. I want to conclude with this
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thought, “Vision without community support is hallucination.” I request you vote no to this apartment
complex.

George Stephens, 4721 Fairway Road, North Dinwiddie VA made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Janet Hammel, 4516 Fairway Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Chris Rizzo, 24301 Driver Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
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Kaitlin Madali, 5115 Sterling Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
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Martin Madali, 5115 Sterling Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Victoria Rizzo, 24301 Driver Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Michael Latham, 24403 Wedgewood Road, North Dinwiddie VA said he worked at the complex such
as this that had three hundred and eighty five units (385). They also had a two lane road and now it is
being upgraded to a three lane road because of the additional traffic. Also, there is a fire station within
a one mile from the complex that is fully staffed and in 1.5 miles there is a police station. This
complex does not have any of that going for it. We need to fix our infrastructure before we move
forward with something like this. Just three or four weekends ago the complex that I mentioned had
six vehicle broken into and on any given weekend there are one to four police calls that happen. I
cannot stress it enough, we need infrastructure before moving forward with this project. As for the
traffic study that was done, I would like to know if Sterling Road and Route one were included in the
study. Because I dare say that out of the one thousand people that will be in the complex there will
probably be three or four hundred cars coming from the complex and most likely will take Sterling
Road. That is why I would like to know if the traffic study included Sterling Road and Route 1. I
request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Woody Crawford, 24201 Yosemite Road, North Dinwiddie VA wanted to know what is being done for
schools as this apartment complex will add more students to our school system. He said he is also
concerned about the traffic. He asked what is going to be done about the grocery store. There is
hardly product on the shelves now. He said he is not opposed to plan growth. He would support
another subdivision going there but not a three hundred and forty eight unit apartment complex. He
said the applicant’s agent mentioned that the County would be receiving money from the government
if the apartment are built. He wanted to know how much money the County was going to get. Lastly,
he asked if there is any truth to the story that if the applicant gets these apartments approved, they will
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be buying the property across the street to build more apartments. I request you vote no to this
apartment complex. I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Wilson Rivera, 24313 Driver Road, North Dinwiddie VA said working for a towing company, he
believes there will be a lot of vehicles illegally parking in this complex when it is completed.
However, while it is being built out, a large majority of those vehicles will be coming through our
subdivision parking their cars on our narrow streets. He said the gate that is being purposed will
eventually not just be used by the Fire Department or EMS. Once it is opened, it will become a
thoroughfare for all the residence in the back of the complex to use. Once again flooding our
subdivision with unwanted traffic. He said apartment complexes like these bring more crime to an
area and the Sheriff Department is already stretched thin and the same goes for our Fire and EMS.
Apartment complexes like these also bring usual trash to the area. Trash such as refrigerator, stoves,
washing machines, dryers and dishwashers. Instead of putting those items in the trach bin, they will
be left on the side of it. Trash companies don’t pick of those items on a regular bases, which means
that area will become an unsightly blight to our subdivision. I request you vote no to this apartment
complex.
Beth Conn, 5210 Chesdin Road, North Dinwiddie VA, said she is in agreement with what everyone
has already said. She said she wants to emphasize to the Commissioners that not enough time and
thought has been given to Sterling Road and its inability to handle the traffic and to address the
flooding when it rains. Trash is a big problem also on Sterling Road and that needs to be addressed. I
request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Arnette Wheat, 5223 Chesdin Road, North Dinwiddie VA, said she is in agreement with what
everyone has already said as well. She said she wanted to emphasize that fact that no matter what the
study says, Dinwiddie Schools cannot handle the amount of children that will be generated by three
hundred and forty eight units (348). She also said transient and resort living go hand in hand. You
will not have anyone in the apartments saying, “I’ve lived here for thirty (30) years”, “I grew up in
Dinwiddie” and “That I want to be in Dinwiddie.” She said getting mail is already a problem now and
adding these units will only add to that issue. She asked if we wanted quality or quantity. She
concluded by saying, “All money is not good money.” I request you vote no to this apartment
complex.
John Isom, 19917 Cox Road, Sutherland VA, said he read the traffic impact study and the other
associated documents. He has also read the proffers that have been presented. He said nothing will
mitigate the negative impact if this property is rezoned for this proposed development. If the goal is
get more money for schools and fire stations, this Commission should be trying to attract more
industries and jobs. I agree with others who have said this project would negatively affect our schools
and we need more infrastructure. He said he came up with some numbers that better illustrate the
impact study. Each unit will have two parking spaces, which generates a possible six hundred six
(696) vehicles accessing Cox Road from a single entrance and exit. Out of the 348 units, 279 will be
two bedroom units and 69 will be three bedroom units. Let’s use one person per bedroom as a
minimum residence baseline. The two bedroom units generates 594 occupants and the three bedroom
units generate 207 occupants. This is 801 occupants as a minimum baseline. This extreme density of
residence will cause problems that will have to be addressed in the future. I believe the best way to
solve a problem is to prevent it from becoming one in the first place. It is undeniable that high density
residential areas have higher rates of thefts, drugs robbery, assaults and worst. There are additional
negative effects such as noise, litter, congestion and vandalism on the quality of life for the
surrounding residents. Dinwiddie County has low rates of crime, but the construction of a high density
residential project is kin to injecting an aggressive cancer into a healthy body. It will spread and the
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entire body will become sick. Denial for this project is in the best interest of the County and all the
residence. In closing, “when someone makes a mistake they suffer the consequences, but when a
Commission member makes a mistake we suffer the consequences. I request you vote no to this
apartment complex.

Nicole Hebbe, 4702 Fairway Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
97

Steve Berry, 24406 Driver Road, North Dinwiddie VA, said he agrees with what everyone has said
about this project. He said I want to emphasize the crime rate that I believe could come because of this
project. I use to live in a community in Colonial Heights like this one and when the businesses arrived
and apartment complexes began being built my community became rental properties and all that
brought a lot of crime. That is why I moved away from there to this subdivision. Our roads in the
subdivision are small and our on-street parking is none existent. If anyone does decide to park on the
road, it makes the road a one lane road. Driveway ingress and egress is also difficult in our
subdivision. This subdivision has a lot of older residents who range in the 60 to 80 years of age. What
happens when there is an emergency and everyone in the apartment complex cannot exit from their one
way in and out? They will have to come through our subdivision and those drivers will not be
considerate of the aged person in our subdivision. We don’t want over population in our area. I
request you vote no to this apartment complex.

Maureen Jones, 4903 Sterling Road, North Dinwiddie VA, made the following remarks:
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I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
Betty Bowen, 5110 Sterling Road, North Dinwiddie VA, said Sterling Road is a dangerous road. I’ve
seen every kind of vehicle accident on Sterling Road there is to see. The only thing I have not seen in
my life time on Sterling Road is death, but if you all allow this complex to be built, I’m sure I will see
that. I don’t believe Cox Road was designed to hold the kind of traffic this complex will produce. I
know Sterling Road cannot handle the traffic. I have looked at other places where this complex could
be built. There are lots on Route 460 that would work. There are some lots on Route 1 that would
work. I am not opposed at having new roofs in Dinwiddie County and I’m not opposed at having a
new apartment complex in Dinwiddie County. I am opposed at this apartment complex being built on
Cox Road. I request you vote no to this apartment complex.
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Rick Fisher, 25102 Steven Ave, Petersburg VA, said first he would like to say no to the request being
heard tonight surrounding the apartment complex. Secondly he told the members their voices could
help change what happens related to this case when it goes to the Board of Supervisors. One of the big
things that happens when a project such as this is put into a community is individual taxes are
increased. I’m not against growth. I just don’t believe this location is best for this project.
The Chairman asked if there was anyone else signed up or present who wanted to speak. He said since
there is no one else signed up to speak he was closing the public hearing portion of the case. The
Chairman said we would take a ten minute break and then resume the meeting.
The Chairman brought the meeting back to order and asked the Clerk to put 3 minutes on the
countdown clock, so that the applicant’s agent could respond to the statements made by the citizens.
Mr. Geiger said he wanted to touch on a few things. He said a lot of the things that the citizens said
were not based on facts. The facts are and have been provided in the staff report presented by Mr.
Bassett. The gentlemen that mentioned a road going from two lanes to three lanes was not correct.
That road is still a two lane road. The gentlemen that mentioned the gate will not remain closed is
incorrect. Proffers are like the law and when they are voted on only you, at a subsequent Planning
Commission public hearing meeting, can change them. My client is obligated to follow what has been
proffered.
Also, we are not proffering a gate, we are proffering a wall that will continue around the entire length
of the property fifty feet behind mature trees. As to the traffic study, Sterling Road was included in the
study. There will be on-site management watching everything that is going on involving the property.
So, trash build ups, possible car break in and other things can be addressed right away. Our goal is to
create the same community that is next door to this project. We want our community to be pedestrian
friendly, active and social environment. We just want to diversify your housing stock. We do believe
the schools along with Fire and EMS can handle to apartment complex. All the other items that the
citizen brought up are CIP issues. They are items that are dwelt with in the budget. You use the CIP
to determine what you want to see built and developed and where you want to see them in the County.
All of which is design to bring revenue into the County. These units will start at $1,300.00 and we
believe this project will set the thresh hold for the quality of development for any others that follow
and it will bring the revenue that the County needs for the items, infrastructure and services that have
been mentioned. I asked that this Commission recommend approval the rezoning and conditional use
permit request that are before you.
The Chairman asked if there were any questions for the applicant’s representative. He said since there
are none is there anything the Commissioner’s want to discuss.
Mr. Cunningham asked Donald Adams, Dinwiddie County’s Sheriff, if this apartment complex at
buildout would put a strain on the workload in his department.
The Sheriff said as of today we receive about 240 calls a year at Rohoic Woods Apartments a year,
which is about 20 calls a month. With this new complex I do not know how many calls we may get. I
do believe that this complex will increase the services and create a burden my department, but I can’t
give a definite number of calls it may generate yearly. The Sheriff said he wanted to clarify two things
that was said about Dinwiddie Sheriff Department. The first was Dinwiddie deputies not handling
accidents. That was something that was true but after having to wait 2 hours before a State Trooper
100

could make it to the scene of an accident in Dinwiddie, I started having my deputies work accidents.
The second thing that was mentioned had to do with not having an outpost in Dinwiddie County. We
do have an outpost that is located in the Elite building on Rout 460.
Mr. Hayes asked the Sheriff what the comparison per capita was between Rohoic Woods apartments
and the rest of the northern end of the County.
The Sheriff said it is about same.
Mr. Titmus asked the Sheriff what his staffing was based on.
The Sheriff said The State of Virginia authorizes him one deputy for every fifteen hundred (1,500)
citizens. However, over half of his office is funded by Dinwiddie County. This apartment complex at
buildout, by The State of Virginia’s standards would almost authorize me to have another deputy.
Mr. Cunningham asked Chief Dennis Hale, Dinwiddie County’s Public Safety Director, how this
apartment complex would affect the response times of fire and EMS with the additional calls this
complex will demand.
Chief Hale said any increase in call volumes will affect response time. In this area, response time
currently is about seven minutes. What delays us in this area, is when we have second calls. The
Namozine station in this area ran over 1,800 calls last year. The other 2,400 calls were split between
all the other stations in the County.
The Chairman said if there is no other questions or discussion from the Commissioners, he would
entertain a motion for case, P-22-6.
Mr. Cunningham made a motion the read the following: BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure
compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A) (7) it is stated that the public purpose for which
this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the requirements of public necessity, convenience, general
welfare and good zoning practice, I move that rezoning, P-22-6, as presented be recommended for
disapproval to the Board of Supervisors. It was seconded by Mr. Titmus and with Titmus, Mr.
Simmons, Mr. Cunningham, voting “YES” and Mr. Harvell, Mr. Hayes, Dr. Prosise and Mr. Tucker
voting “NO” P-22-6 disapproval was not accepted. (3 Yes - 4 No)
Mr. Drewry said because there was not enough “YES” votes to carry the motion, the motion was
denied and the members had to make another motion concerning P-22-6.
Mr. Hayes made a motion and read the following: BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure
compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A) (7) it is stated that the public purpose for which
this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the requirements of public necessity, convenience, general
welfare and good zoning practice, I move that rezoning, P-22-6, as presented be recommended for
approval with proffers, to the Board of Supervisors. It was seconded by Mr. Harvell and with Titmus,
Mr. Simmons, Mr. Cunningham, voting “NO” and Mr. Harvell, Mr. Hayes, Dr. Prosise and Mr. Tucker
voting “YES” P-22-6 approval with proffers to the Board of Supervisors. (4 Yes - 3 No)
The Chairman said if there is no other questions or discussion from the Commissioners, he would
entertain a motion for case, C-22-3.
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Mr. Hayes made a motion the read the following: BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure
compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A) (3) & (7) it is stated that the public purpose for
which this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the requirements of public necessity, convenience, general
welfare and good zoning practice, I move that conditional use permit request, C-22-3, as presented, be
recommended for approval with conditions including the changes to condition 20 and 24 to the Board
of Supervisors.
It was seconded by Mr. Harvell and with Mr. Hayes, Mr. Harvell, Dr. Prosise, Mr. Tucker voting
“YES” and Mr. Simmons, Mr. Titmus and Mr. Cunningham voting “NO” C-22-3 was approved with
conditions to the Board of Supervisors.
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ACTION
Motion for approval with conditions by the Board of Supervisors:
BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A)
(3) & (7) it is stated that the public purpose for which this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the
requirements of public necessity, convenience, general welfare and good zoning practice, I move
that conditional use permit request, C-22-3, as presented, be approved with conditions by the
Board of Supervisors.
Motion for disapproval by the Board of Supervisors:
BE IT RESOLVED, that in order to assure compliance with Virginia Code Section 15.2-2286(A)
(3) & (7) and Zoning Ordinance Sections 22-22 and 22-2 it is stated that the public purpose for
which this Resolution is initiated is to fulfill the requirements of public necessity, convenience,
general welfare and good zoning practice, I move that conditional use permit request, C-22-3, as
presented, be disapproved by the Board of Supervisors as the issuance of a conditional use
permit would not be in compliance with the intent, purpose, and design of the Dinwiddie County
Zoning Code.
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