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To·: 
FROM: 
RE: 

ZONING 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 Cnunty (.',•mrl"·~ Cuurt, l)rinn• WUii.ln\, Vir~tnll\ Z2192·Q2UI 
(70J) 3J5-~M30 ~"·tru 631· J iUJ 

Auqust 14, 1989 

cas Chasten, Planner II, DDA ~.C 
Donna Eaton, Planner I. zoning~'~ 
SD88-12P, Doves overlook 

(5th submission) 

R-10, SUburban Residential 

ZONING AUTHORIZATION 

Denied 

COMMENTS 

Please be advise that this office is unable to approved this 
plan until the issues involved with Doves overlook has been 
resolved. 

1. Doves Landinq (SD90-02P) shows a future connection to 
this site. 

2. Will there be a future connection to Park River Drive? 
If so, then Park River Drive should extended to this 
site. 

If you have any questions, please call. 

~,mr~~~)n 
MW AUG 1 4 198Q- ~u.. 
DEPARTMl:NT UF Df~£LUPMLi~' 

AOMINISTNA TrON 

")o 
} 
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COUNT & OF PRINCE \\.ILLIAt-.·1 .I • 

I (. .. unn \.. '"""'''' l """' l'!"llh, ''•••••·u·• \ ll~nu.& :.:I"~ .. :•·! 
I ;-,,Jr JJ~.,,fi)(l \I,·Ch• !'.~ i · i :,. • 

: I .. ·,;. ·' 

TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

ZONING 

August 14, 1989 

cas Chasten, Planner II, DDA ~ 
Donna Eaton, Planner I. Zoning ~·& 
SD90-02P, Doves Landing 

(1st submission) 

R-10, Suburban Residential 

ZONING AUTHORIZATION 

Denied 

COMMENTS 

Please be advise that this office is unable to approved this 
plan until the issues involved with Doves Overlook nas been 
resolved. 

1. Doves overlook does not show access to this property. 

2. The propose ponds must meet all yard setback for the 
zoning district which it's located. 

3. Minimum lots acreage must be met outisde the flood plain 
for those lots located within the flood plain . 

4. Delineate the building restriction line on the plan. 

If you have any questions, please call. 
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COUN,. f OF PRINCE WILUAM 
1 Cuun•y Cumpa~a C.uun. Pnn~~ 'h•ilwm. Vusan .. 221'12·'1~01 

(703) 335-6980 Meuo 631-1 iUJ .. • 'l\ {L.· \ t '-· 

&~c.· 

: ,t '· u. ... ·~'\H ', r 
AUMl!''l~ TRA Till!'. 

Richard E. Lawson 
Oiredor 

.b \t~ \~1 

.. 

August 18, 1989 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Castor Chasten, Planner II 

3im G. Dingus, Engineer I~ 
SD90-02P, Doves Landing tf' 
1ST Submission 

The above-referenced plan has been reviewed by the Plan Review 
Branch. The following comments and/or recommendations are as 
follows: 

GENERAL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

5. 

6. 

Show the County tracking number on the cover sheet (SD90-
02P). 

The existing road system, for Doves Overlook {SD88-12P) and 
this plan, does not have a safe and efficient capacity for 
access for the proposed subdivision of this magnitude 
unless they are upgraded. 

Show the existing right-of-way.and route number for Doves 
Lane. 

This plan has no access to a public road, (until SD88-12P 
is final approved); therefore, a second access should be 
made on Doves Lane. 

Applicant should dedicate the necessary right-of-way and' 
make the improvements to Doves Lane for a second entrance 
to the proposed site (PWC-D&CSM 401.01 new Section 601.01)." 

Show a detail connection t~ proposed Smith Field Road in 
Doves Overlook and correct the street name of Flamingo 
Court to Smithfield Road. ~ 

7. There is 
overlook 

a discrepancy with the bearing ad~~~~ ~ ~ . 

I· I . . I 
1! I ~ I . - .I ~I 

• EXHIBIT 

J ( a wsan 1/ I c,~,s-

of (1.02 1 07") please resolve. z,~~, Hl.; " V/)c:;,fl'1 

,: , ,:·ldlGJ z ~9569 . ~ut! -
~-!.1: .. :.:.:: ·- •. 
-.,_VACliENT fR.· 0&'/ELOF.!C:IT 

'•• ~lt~IIN!~"rnA Yl:l~ 



cast:or Chast.en 
Page 2 
August 18, 1989 

.·-

8. Show the phasing plan for development, unless the total 
development will accrue at one time. 

9. Add the following note to the plan: 
"Additional sidewalks may be required within the dedicated 
right-of-way, sh~uld the Board adopt a new policy." 

10. A. Show the trails typical sections and maintenance note 
for the pedestrians trails. 

B. Trails may be used in lieu of sidewalks in easements 
and maintained by Homeowners Association. 

11. Label category III between Pigeon and Peacock Courts. 

12. Label category II between Peacock and Gull courts. 

13. Show square feet of the well lot. 

14. Show all proffers if applicable. 

15. Show the use, acreage and access to all parcels and 
maintenance responsibility. 

16. · Cannot locate parcel "H" on the plan, please clarify. 

17. SD88-l2P, Doves overlook and off-site water and sewer must 
be approved prior to this plan. 

18. A 456 review may be required, check with Zoning. 

19. Show all adjacent property owners and use. 

STORM SEWER i ~ 

1. Note the source for the 100 year approximate flood limits. 

2. FEMA Study on existinq conditions was made in 1979; 
therefore, the flood study must be updated for all lots 
within the 100 year flood limits on final plans. Note on 
this plan. ~ 

3 •. · Flood Hazard use permits will be required on final plan. 
"Note". 

4. Show all major storm sewers on preliminary plan. 

~-.... r7" ...... 
; . ,_' \ 

•·•';fl''tr1"3 •' ~· .. (, . 



Castor Chasten 
Page 3 
August 18, 1989 

s. The SWM may have to be relocated on final plans. 

6. BMP must be provided with final desiqn. 

If you have any questions, please advise. 

J'GO:dan/jgd818cl 

pc: Nimet El Alaily· 
VDOT 

_ Z~S8 
p ( ; .... · 74 
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COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

1 County Complex Court. Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6980 Metro 631- \703 

Richard E. lawson 
Director 

September 13, 1989 

Greenhorne & O'Mara 
9300 Grant Avenue 
Manassas, Virqinia 22110 

RE: Application File #: 
Project Name: 

Dear Sir: 

SD90-02P 
Doves Landing 

FIRST SUMMARY LETTER 

The first review of the above-referenced application has· been 
completed. 

Numerous deficiencies were noted during this review and we are 
unable to recommend approval at this time. 

When you have addressed the d~ficiencies indicated by the agencies 
listed below, please submit to this off ice four·t.een ( 14) sets of 
corrected plans and/or plats f~r further review. 

Plan Review - 8/18/89 
VDOT - 8/24/89 
Service Authority - 8/15/89 
Zoninq - 8/14/89 

Mapping - 8/17/89 
Park Authority - 8/2/89 
Soil Scientist - 8/2/89 

In addition to addressing thA comments from the review agencies, 
please include the comments irom the Plan Analysis as indicated in 
this letter. 

PLAN ANALYSIS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Please be advised that all lots infout of the floodplain must . .... 
meet ~ ;_ - . . - . 

Show and delineate on the plan theOf!N"~ZQ.r.tliJ!IIii!i' for all 
the lots within the flcodplain, i.e. o area. 

Identify and label the stream runninq through the site. 

I \ t ' ~ ~ '.' · I t • 
. ' · t . I I) . 



Greenhorne & O'Mara 
Re: SD90-02P, Doves Landing 
September 13, 1989 
Page 2 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Lot 90 looks like an unbuildable lot because of the d&M 
.. ·:· -~ 

f' '0 :_ OL ) •+~ ~: • ~ .. • •• • Provide more information and revise accordingly • 

In accordance to Prince William county Design and Construction 
Standards Manual, Section 705.03 "Stormwater Management 
Facilities shall be set back at least 50 ~e~~ from any 
structure containi a dwelling unit ..... ", mr.aw•IP&Uk&t 
Also or.. Stormwater Management Facilities. 
(Pri.nce Desig!1 & Construction Standard~ M~n''t?.l-
Section 

Provide more information on Lot A and show Lot H. 

Plans and plats reviewed under the normal processing proc~dure must 
be resubmitted by TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 14, 1989. 

If ycu have any · further questions concerning the status of your 
application, please refer to the Department of Development 
Admin: .. stration plans status computer printout for progress. 
otherwise, please call 335-6980 between 9:00 A.M. and 1:00 P.M. for 
information. 

Ekp 
Plan 

EE:mlh/S913C 

s, f) 

Planner I 

pc: Omni Development, Inc. 
1601 Carlin Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 

,., ~ ~..-o· 
tw tt'U 



COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Complex Court. Prince William. Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6980 Metro 631-1703 \ '\ (t ·"\ ( L.: 

C' n 
&<.\ 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

Richard E. lawson 
Director 

August 18, 1989 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Castor Chasten, Planner II 

Jim G. Ding~s, En9ineer I~ 
SD90-02P, Doves Landing t1'. 
1ST Submission 

The above-referenced plan has been reviewed by the Plan Rev~.ew 
Branch. The following comments and/or recommendations are as 
follows: 

GENERAL 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4 .. 

s. 

Show the County tracking number on the cover sheet (SD90-
02P). 

The existing road s¥stem, for_ Doves overloo~ _LSp~~=~2P) and 
this I?]. an, a6119\8FnaWT'i1fe ttt\Htt·'1!rf'n!leni!"Capac1 ~y··tor'· 1 
lllikllfor the proposed subdivision of this magnitude 

Show the existing right-of-way and route number for Doves 
Lane. 

This plan has no e.ccess to a 
is finalgjGproved); therefore, _.-aa• aut a iii. 
Applicant should 
make the 
to the propos 

IIIII the necessary ~¥ and 
to ~~ for a~~ft8~Ht"rinc• 
PWC-D&CSM 401.01 new Section 601.01). 

6. Show a -·14¥d8Htii8titsM t!lllpiUpatmf18mltif'flilta4R6i'it in 
Doves Overlook and correct the street name of Flamingo 
Court to Smithfield Road. 

7. There is a discrepancy with the be~ring 
overlook of 4.fJIO,.WipWI'aftR6be. 

l \ I ' I ) • ... ' ) () ,;~~.:~I ::t\•cN"" 1)- ['-~ ·-l, .... , .. , '-~··¥·-I.W IJ , .. 'L•! .:· .. ·• 
I . ( . J ' • ~~~.f'N~~T:~-\ 1:~ .. ---



Castor Chasten 
Page 2 
August 18, 1989 

8. Show the phasing plan for development, unless the total 
development will accrue at one time. 

9. Add the following note to the plan: 
"Additional sidewalks may be required within the dedicated 
right-of-way, should the Board adopt a new policy." 

10. A. Show the trails typical sections and maintenanc~ note 
for the pedestrians trails. 

B. Trails may be used in lieu of sidewalks in easements 
and maintained by Homeowners Association. 

11. Label Category III between Pigeon and Peacock Courts. 

12. Label Category II between Peacock and Gull Courts. 

13. Show square feet of the well lot. 

14. Show all proffers if applicable. 

15. Show the use, acreage and access to all parcels and 
maintenance responsibility. 

16. Cannot locate parcel "H" on the plan, please clarify. 

17. SD88-12P, Doves overlook and off-site water and sewer must 
be approved prior to this plan. 

18. A 456 review may be required, check with Zoning. 

19. Show all adjacent property, owners and use. 

STORM SEWER k SWM 

1. Note the source for the 100 year approximate flood limits. 

2. FEMA Study on existing conditions was made in 1979; 
therefore, the flood study must be updated for all lots 
within the.lOO year flood limits on final plans. Note on 
this plan. 

3. 

4. Show all major storm sew~rs on preliminary plan. 

f \ I ' t , '., : f } , • , 1 



castor Chasten 
Page 3 
August 18, 1989 · 

s. The SWM may have to be relocated on final plans. 

6. BMP must be provided with final design. 

If you have any questions, please advise. 

JGD:danjjgd818cl 

pc: Nimet El Alaily 
VDOT 

f ~ t I I I '.' 
, •• t : 



RAY D. PETHTEL 
COMMISSIONER 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 

C~~ ~\\AS1 E. f'} 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1 077i MAIN STREET 

FAIRFAX. 22030 

DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 
1 COUNTY COMPLEX COURT 
PRINCE WILLIAM, VIRGINIA 22193 

VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
SITE PLAN REVIEW 
NORTHERN VIRGINIA DISTRICT OFFICE 
10777 MAIN STREET 
SUITE 111 
FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA 22030 

SITE PLAN /1 S~ ~() - 0"2.? --------------

CLAUDE D. GARVER. JR. 
DISTRICT ENGINEER 

SUBDIVISION ~~---------------- / 

NAME OF DEVELOPMENT __ J[~~~§----~~~1~-~------------------~
DATE .. TRANSMITTED:_~~Sl--~~~-\~S, 

WE HAVE COMPLETED OUR REVIEW OF THE ABOVE REFERENCED PLAN AND OFFER 
THE FOLLOWING COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. 

j) ___ A~-~~~1lo.N11~--~~--~~---~~-~_wt_s ___ ~b.Y1.1l __ ~i __ £~~~Q __ _ 
____ _i~--l~~~~~~----1~-~H~.sdi.ll~ __ to_~~-~~--~q_~~---~\\1~~---

-----~tiHt~---1.~!.~--~l5_t_ 'fO ~1\.i-fltlc-. ~U&L\~ R._q_PrVS ~----------

~--~ ~~~ s~e ~-~~-~-~-~--
_____ M_~---~Y.tt.'-.Wi'l~LEL_\\.tsP-_tN_~~--~.rr~-'i~~~-1~::4:-~m!. __ 
?t) __ ~ @(~~-~'( __ 'II£ __ ~_9AS_~--'E~~t!L1~J.----------
______ t~lU~-~-~-~~~--~--JM~~~~--_f~~--~-
-------~~--~~~----------------------------~-----------------
4) ~fflO~A\.. 1\\-W\.P '~ C'~'f\N&E,N1' utoN tt~ ~9U.UfteU. b~l -~wol\<.. tbtl~i.<.-(\~~ 

CC: 1t~. '01:\ 'l!~~E ~"k • , 

~~:T:~::. ~;:~ GLENr~:~:~: ~9 
OEPAR1MtN1 •1'- r~r:'J~lOPt 

t •• \i ~ ~l 
TRANSPORTATION FOR THE 21ST CENTURY ____.. 

'5 
, I I I II •• i l 

• • . I I . 
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Department of Engineering 
& Wastewater 

Prince 
William 
Counly 

&rvice Aulhorily I John W. Groschen, Director 

4 County Complex Court • Prince William, Virginia 22192 • Telephone (703) 335· 7900 / 1 
d L/1/i!iil 

August 15, 1989 I 1 ,,). 

l}_,j'','() ~ t; /d"i7~" 
MEMORANDUM () I I 

r-.:::-::--:-------
TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Debbie Kearnes 
Planner II 

Rick Visger ~ 
Engineer.!! 

SD90-2P, Doves Landing 

ffd&&~nw&m 
AUG t 7 1989 

i 
GRIDIHDktt.: " C'MkU r:uc j' 

MANAUAS 1 
n • , 

I have reviewed the referenced plan and have noted the 
following as requiring revision to the plan prior to approval: 

1. The owner of this site will coordinate with the owner of the ~ 
adjacent Doy~s;!l ~verlook site to ~-~~eiitraliy-rlocated.
sewa~e·•piunp_. st;at!Chili& This pump station will be 4e&igned ·to' 
t~ter:tha"itoiieiilpio aF-DDahl:lr.ID1l't 

2. The following items must be noted on the preliminary plan 
and these issues must be resolved prior to the approval of 
the final plans •. 

a) the waste water pump station for this project proposes 
to tie into the Service Authority's CIJC!Jtfail-·Btinch 
~~~S~p~qr. The Cockrell Branch Interceptor was not 
deslgned·~o receive flows from this area. Therefore, 

b) 

the ~ des-· ~.this ~ite ~~~~Tcli'fMinct ~ 
nnlol a48111Wil -~ 11i. _e.._~s-e4 for th~s 
developm~nt and · fi~WfliiT""~rovide fundi~-to' 
-W'tfil·!t'oijlftiY. · ·~. Any connections to the 
Cockrell Branch system will be designed in such a 
manner so that it conforms with the planning to serve 
the Cabin Branch drainage shed. 

Siiim~t~~ecsystem 
area~? 

The additional demand generated by Doves Overlook flaY.' / 
-~ ·taequir·e r.!"'add:!t1"8ftal7'1Zt·ca"i"KoEC and other water system ""

... improvements to be built into the Manassas Southside 
sy~~em. ...e.\f«iTO~~Di~l"'f.,r 

'~ : . I 
. ·.·,; 

Df!?,~J:.• • ·~·· - . .. .: ...... 
. r,i · ~t· • · .. :· ·. ·• ::, ~ 



TO: Debbie Kearnes 
Planner II 

FROM: Rick Visger 
Engineer II 

RE: SD90-2P, Doves Landing 

c. This development will dedicate well lots to the Service 
Authority as part of the final design review and 
approval. The well lots must meet all Service 
Authority and Virginia Department of Health Criteria. 
The number and location of the well lots will be 
determined during final plan review. 

RDV/jkw 

cc: John W. Sloper 
John w. Groschan 
John T. Bailey 

I. 
l. t 

.'f 



TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

ZONING 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 Cuunty (,f1nph.•x Cuurt. Prill(l' \\'illi!1m, V•r~i""' :!21 Y2-4ZO 1 
(i03) 335-~KJO Ml•tru 631-li03 

August 14, 19B9 

cas Chasten, Planner II, DDA f) a 
Donna Eaton, Planner I. Zoning A/'~ 
SD90-02P, Doves Landing 

(1st submission) 

R-10, Suburban Residential 

ZONING AUTHORIZATION 

Denied 

COMMENTS 

Please be advise that this office is unable t~ved this 
~~p the issues involved with • 1 J21 ~ WDiaiit 

1. 

2. The propose ponds must meet all yard setback for the 
zoning district which it's located. 

3. Minimum lots acreage must be met outisde the flood plain 
for those lots located within the flood plain . 

4. Delineate the building restriction line on the plan. 

If you have any questions, please call. 

r~~~~~~ 
UEPARlMENT OF ·CEVELO?MENT 

ADMINISTRATION ' I ( \ ! ) o •t j ( • 
' • I I t 
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f!_ D~ 
~~R~g~:od~~~D~~J!::~~ WILLIAMh ~~~ c\ I~ I ~F!lJ~·!~: 
~~~-~. · · ia 22192-5308 <J o tf)w. "\ 

~~~~'-11~ - 631-1703 ~y~~t1 I . iF 
AUG 1 7 \9i!!l ·It & Y( jill 

Chorlcs E. McN<>IdUi!Jii\(f1 !.:tr~ 1 Uf IJ~'IllM,.,tl~l ~ · Date S 11 ·r I €·19 
Director AOM\N\S\HAT\ON l 1 I 

,. . .. :/It ~-_t.. r 1/ ·1. .) / 
Project Control Officer Development Name: ' · 1 I v t L '-·. /· (til , A /(--
Development Administration ' 

TO: 

THRU: C.E. McNoldy .· 7 
Director of Mapping ..,({ ~ 

FROM: Stephen T. Palmer p~ 
,. . " . ;, ,. ' ... ' ? ;--";:1 (.. . 

DDA File No: ____ ._·..:..~ b(....:.)~:./__;,;, .(.,_·_-__;:l:;.,..,_}t_. _' ~-_:_ _____ ... __ .. :... .... .;_lt:.. . ..:.···~~-~ .:.......:/! ... ~ 
Certified land Surveyor 

Preliminary Review Comments 
__ ... --·-· ---· ---- ·----·-·-·---

~· su...-d8\alfuifEoM~-'1t~&imatlxtaehid~~!@lf_:) 
__ All street name(s) are approved and are shown on plan:- · -

;g= Provide street name(s) as indicated on plan. 

~ srr:it ;;:;,~ts}l:rtfift IUUCU..CWI WUMWii4Ci&iiiCIMI'......_ 
__ Preliminary plan must be resubmitted with corrections for approval. 

___ Preliminary plan may be approved. 

_ \-Comments may be reviewed for on signature set. 
~.\ · . 
.t~· Rnal Review Comments 

..v-: . 
f .. _._ Survey data is not complete. Sff Additional Comments/ Attached Checklist. 

__ Addresses have been assigned. Developer must add to each lot/unit on original plat/plan, resubmit for approval. 

__ A4dreeses have not been assigned. See Additional Comments/Attached Checklist. 

- .. -·· Addresses have not been added to submitted plat/plan. These must be added to original and resubmitted. 

-·--Addressing is not correct. Correct original plat/plan and resubmit for approval. 
__ Final plat or plan may be approved. 

__ Comments may be reviewed for on signature set. 

CJ'f.' T7J 5Mff11FtEZ.O ,e D 

f I I I I l . . • 1 • 
• ' • I I I 

If you have questions you may contact the Director 335-6840. 



!::, ~ Prince W.lliam County 

t ~ PARK AL TTHOIUrnr 

Ausust 2, 1989 

Mr. Castor Chasten 
Planner II 
Department of Development Administration 
1 County Complex Court 
Pr·ince William, Va 22192 

Subject: SD90-02P, Doves Landing 

Dear Castor: 

G ~ l-~ 
r)·?Z~'·' 

;t'' 
! 

:. t. O'I.."J'J ;!I J' 
Sfe .... OI1 (.~•IISII(]for. 

M .'o"'e: f.lo• !I 
Jerry Go·~ZM:I 

J1m :·Jt.r.s~,. 

'N'..J·/roe • .•on;:,•d 
•: .,;ames 0 Connor ;r 

Ds;one ~ '~'" 

I have reviewed the above referenced development proposal and offer 
the following comments: 

o The recreation obligation will be satisfied with a contribution 
of narOW4¥'7tP'!nade payable to the Board of County Supervisors 
for park purposes; 

0 

0 

Sincerely, 

Tom Iurino 
Planner 

TI:pw 

mmrq~~~t 
~~ AUB-?. 1Q9Q llij 
· .. tf'.i\:1•r· OF DEVELOPMENT 

AOJ,liNISTRATiON 

Park Authority Administration Complex 

t \ I I ( ' • .• I ( ' 
, ' I 1 I,) 

'----George Hellwig Memorial Park • 14420 Bristow Road • Manassas. Virginia 221 J 1 • (703) 335-7060 metro 631-1402 or 631-1403 ---
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Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Complex Court. Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6980 Metro 631-1703 

August 2, 1989 

TO: 

!-'ROM: 

RE: 

Caster Chasten,. Planner II 

John Elde~~~oil Scientist 
(! . ., v . 

SD~90-2P Doves Land1ng; TM#65-l-73; 
Brentsville Magiste~ial District; 
72.2 Acres; 107 Lots 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

~ ... r,-r:l r;. '",) t,~ ~;; \"~ 
ol •f • . I \ • ,, ''" ~~ ' ·- ' . . . '- • .. • : ~·! . • t 'I ~ 't"".J ~ '· .... - --·...1- ...... ~ ': .; 

AUG :~ 19&1 

! '~ :.- ;:\! ~ ~.-· ·-:- .• . . 
,.., !:• .•~ ~I :: ~ ! :; ~ I :1 f. ; 

As per your request the following describes soil characteristics 
relative to development for single family residential subdivision. 

Dominant upland soils of this parcel have formed partly in old 
alluvium and partly in residuum that weathered from sandstone of the 
triassic portion of the piedmont plateau. These soils have a brown 
to light yellowish brown loam surface layer abqut 10 inches thick; a 
yellowish brown to yellowish red silty clay loam to clay subsoil 
layer that ranges from about 24 to 48 inches thick; and a substratum 
of partially weathered bedrock. Depth to bedrock ranges from about 
3 to more than 6 feet. Main problems for residential uses of these 
upland soils are slow internal ~rainage and in places high content 
of clay. Depth to bedrock may interfere with deeply excavated uses 
in afew places. Good drainage should be provided for basements and 
other below ground uses. Footings should be placed on firm soil 
materials. 

The alluvial and colluvial soils are on flood plain positions and in 
swale areas. Flood plain soils make up about 1/3 of this parcel and 
are situated along Occoquan River. The colluvial soils are in swale 
areas and subject to seasonal wetness from runoff and seepage from 
higher lying area. These soils are poorly suited to homesites due 
to flood hazard and to seasonal wetness. It appears that lots are 
designed so as to permit building outside of the flood plain zone. 

Lots such as 77, 78, 79, 80, Bl, 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 91 and other 
lots in similar landscape positions should be adequately drained to 
prevent wetness problems in· and around house sites. These soils are 
poorly suited for basement due to wetness. Footings on the soils 
should be placed deeply on firm soil materials or on bedrock. 

JE:dan/je82cl 

( \ ( ~ , ' .. , J ' l r 1 · I · , l 



Grflenhorne 0 '1\f a r a, In c. 
9300 Gn. r ;J.VENUE • SUITe 102 • MANASS;.S. V !110 • (i03) 369·1 JJ6 (Metra 96a-9040) 

ENGINEERS ARCHITeCTS Pl..~NNERS SCI ENTlS"iS SURVEYORS 

~r. ~enyonz !dim, ?!~er ! 
Oeoar~men~ of Oevelaamen; !dmf:is;:a~ian 
l c~un~7 Cc.plax C~u~ 
?rince iilli£a. V1 11192·9101 

1!: !anlica.~ian :i!e !a.: SD 90-01! 
P :a j ac::. ~ame : Daves ta.nci!.nz 

Dear Si:: 

loveabe: ll, t989 

.'!; .. · .· _, 

?HOTOG RAMMETR ISIS 

: .,.. ... .;.::s 

3alav are list:ed. c.h.e :-as9anses cc ~a =~=s~ SWIUilaq tat~!r for Daves 
t..and.i!lg. 

?t.Hl ~'fll'!S!S 

1. !~e lots ~:a~ tlclude !l:ad~l£~ •i::~ ::am ~ave 1 ~~i~~ ~= ~o.aoo 
square fee~ out: of ~~e floadpl~~. 

2. ·the plm de!,L::,.ea.~as ~e ~uildabla lot 1:aa for ,:r ~:.a lots -.;:.:~:.:l :!:.e 
:!.oocipl.J.ia.. 

; . !~e S"t:eam :-.mni:t~ :::~ugh ;!:.e si:e :.a.s been l.a.bell~d a5 a::. 11 '2:a.med 
::~but~rr ;o Occoquan C:aek. 

•· :: is 9l~ed ~~ di7e=~ or pi~e ;~e swa.!l :e:aam ·~:: :l ~~~ec~i:g 
L~t 39, :Qr2eriy t~~ 90. 

5. ·! 50' se~ ~acx l!:e is snovu 1:ound :~e ?r~9ased a~:r: ~a~~~ ~a:a~9~eac 
ponds. lc::sss aasement;s i:O r..:te it.~cvaz:ar 3ana~e!lu:nt. :ac~l~:~as ~=a 
s hovu au t.!le p l4D.. 

5. Lot. ! is 1D. iP'PZ:a%i..:lat3 b.al! 1c:a ::ac~ •ilic::,. :.~ sapa=a~ad ::~ID :.~a 
=9s~ af ::e ::ac~ JT ~e Oc~aquan ii7er. !he 1:aa be~~eea :~e :7o (2) 
c:ac~l !.s ill:~s~:az:aci on ~e plm •ilen one piJ.css ?a=:a! .:. ~9 a~a.i:ls~ 
~e nate~ !~e. 1s can Je se~n ::am ;~s ~xe=:ise, :~e :7a ~a:cais 1:a 
se~arat.ad by ~a~er. ~~~ ! is a O.l~ 1c:a ;:1c: •ilic~ :l propcsad :or 1 
pump st.a~!an. 

7~ ?as~ disc~ssians 7i~~ ~e ~or--he~ 7L=6~i~ !lac:~=~= c~ac h~ve 
!.:uii:at.aci :~t ~e a!:ac~:ic :.i!les i!ld. 90!.as C:.lll Oe :a i.CC1C.all. ;"''! a=a 
i:1 c.i::La procass a:f tac:ani!..::m.i:1~ :=.is i.!lior~z::.au • 

.. .. 
1 

EXHIBIT 

~~-~ 
IOS()2tS-

J.NN~?t)LIS .. \10 • J.";"L.-lNT~. G.-l • J.UACAA. ·:~ • !Aa..:·u.cQAE. '.iQ • C:.JL.~s:u:~. '1.1 • CUL'Jii-f ~ . .:. • ::<i'IJ"7 ' 
~J.&AFJ.X, 'I~ • ~~e:NBE!...i. \10 • •.!SSaUAG. 'l.t, • \C.a.N..t.SS;.s. 'lA. • CAl..:.NCO . . =•- • :l.,t.&..;:Gn 'IC 

.=-oc:<'Jtl!..:. MO • i" ..lMPA, :a_ • ·,•n:~a ii.O.W.A 3e.~c:-t • 
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Mr. ::!-cpanyoag ::c 
Doves t.a.nci!:g 
November lJ, 1989 
?age 2 

l. t~e c:acxi:g Qumaer (SD 90-0Z!) is sna~-n au ~e ~~ver snee~. 

2. 

~. 

(,', 
• •• f 

':./ 

!~e pl~n for Doves Overlook (Su 88-12!) shovs an ~~erparcel cannec~ar 
and au upgraded :oadvay vhic~ ~ill ~ancile ~e 1~060 V?D cam~g f:om ~~e 
Ooves ~~d!:a subdivision. 

:~e 30' presc::ip~ive rigi:u~-of-~ay for Doves t.me ends pr!:dr :.a t!la 
applic~~·s propar~7. ~ereiar~. our prope~7 ~oes aa~ aave ~cc~ss t~ 
Ooves Lane. The rou~e ~umber :ar Daves Lane is 550 and is shovu cu ~e 
pl~. Sae de~~il au pl~. 

!~e pl~ 7ill have access to a public road vnen Doves Overlook 
{ SD 38-l.l!) i.s approved. !.c:orciing ~a Scc:ioa. 601. Ol, s !.:lgle famil7 
~e~:~c!leci ~~ellillg uni:. s ices s!u.ll llave ::cn:3ge on e::is~i:lg s~3.:! 

~ai:~~i:ed publi: s~:!e~s or ~:=ee~s apprQved or ~ouded :a b~ 

c=us:~c:.ad ;o a s~~dari 1c:ep~-aole :or add!:ion :o ~e ~0! iys~em. 
7~ara:~ra, :~a ~r~posed suo-division ~ill ~ve ~c:ess once ~eves 

·Jve: !.oaic: is J:ppr~ved ~nd bonded. A.s s~l.~ad i.:. lllsve: 3 ll:lcie:- :~e ~l~ 
:a,riav sec~!on. above, :!le 30 1 pr9sc::.;n:.ive :iakl:-.Jf • .-ay for Doves L.u1e 
UlCis ?=:.o~ :o :~e app!.:.::m-;; I s ~rape=-:7. !hera:ora, t..:le a.ppi.ic~r. -=~ 

~ac ~cka a second ac:ess ;o ucves t~e. 

!~ s~l.~ad ~ .!lls-.e: t. above, ~e a;s'9licm1; 1 s ;::::'9er~7 daes :::1.0~ ac::as s 
:~ ~aves Lace ~s ~e ?rasc:i~~i?e aaseme~~ a~cs be~ora :~e a~pii::an~~s 

~=~pe=-:7 ~eg~s. ls 5~1~ed ~ Ans•er ~ a.bcve, Scac~.:.on 5ul. Ol s~z:as 

:uly :~a: s~sla !1mil7 ~e~ac~ed d~ell~~ un!: si:es snall ~ve :=on~
~~e oa. ax~s;~g s~3.~a ~a~e~~ed ?ubl.ic s~:ee~s Jr s~:ee~s appr~ed ~d 
"Jat:.ded :o ';)e c:cns~:-.1c~ad :.o s;3.~e s~~da.::is. ~e ;Jrape=-:.7 .:a~:. oa.l7 ~a 
~e~el.~9eci l..:-:e: Doves Over loa~ ( SiJ aa-L.:US) !..a ap-pr::Jved l!:.ci bonded. 
3Gc~ion ~ul.Ol ~oes co~ :aqui:a a second an::1::e ;o a s~l.C! ~ai~e3.i:ed 

:oaci. Sac~icn 501.19 o: ~e Desi~ i C~ns~~c~i:n St~ea:d ~anual does 
:-aaui.:a a. second. en;:mce ::1 1 s~3.~e :oa.d•a.7, bu~ on!7 •nen 6e 
.:ieve.l.o-pmen: is prQjec:!!d to axcseci 2.,..l.SO 7eh.icles 9e:- da.y. Ou: 
~evela~men: is p~ojec~e4 ~~ '~era~a &~~ro:ima~aly l,060 VPD. 

6. ~ de~3.!ls4 coanec~!on t~ proposed Smi~ie!d !cad 1: Doves Overlook ~s 
ii1avu oa. ::.a pl.m. ~e ~e of :'luinga C~u:-: las been c!l..a.nged. :o 
SGii~.!!el:i ia4d.. 

i. !!le :nai:J. :es.son •ilT a. a..!..sc:~i)mc:y be~•een Doves Overlook 1 s 'lea.:iug and 
::!l.e bear!:& si:lavu on au: plm is t.h.a~ cii..::aran~ d..a.~a iilay uve been 
~:.~!.!..!.:eel ::lr aa.C:.:::. p.L.u:.. Eovever. our su.7'"'7ey did indic1~e :!la; :!le 
~~mman oouneary oe~7eeu Dove$ OverlooE·~ ou: ?ra~e~7 •as a. s~:a!~h~ 
l~e ~d ou: survey di~ laca~a sever~l i:~ p~~es "ihi~ •e ~sed ~Q se~ 
==..:. s !..!.:e • 



; :- :- • .. .-1 .- ,;; ••• • •. 

M:. £k~er.?ons !d. 
Doves t.anc!!.:& 
Novembe: Lj, 1989 
:'~18 3 

a. !t ~his tiae, i~ is ~at anticipated ~na~ :~is projec~ ~ill be bu!~: ~ 
pb.asas. 

9. !~e nate •1dcii~:ional si:ievalks aay be :equi:ed v:.~~.!:l :~a de<i!:a.tad. 
r!.iilt-of-vay. sb.oulci the aaa~ci 1dapt a.· nev palic:7 • O.as been !dciad t:l 
the p!.m. 

:o. A.. 1 :ypicsl sec1:ian for ~e t:-sils mel a uin~s1Ullc:a a.aca :~r ~~e 
pedes~=~ t:ails have been added to ~. pi~. 

3. AekDovladaement is ~cie or ~e c:ammen~ t~t t:ails ~aj oe use4 ~ 
l.iau of sidevall:s i.:1 easeme~ts md u..inta!.ned by :cmea~,.e :s 
!ssoc:i.acioa.. 

ll. !~e l~bel Category !!! ~s been added be:7eeu Pigeon and Sie~a C~u~s. 

I o 
-~. 

.:.-.. 

squa:a o: ~~ •ell lot is shovu on pl.m. 

~·-=--.._ .... re:au.!..:.lg ::~se . 

:~. !~e ~se. ac:esae ~d ac::ass t~ ?s::els •1• - •s• a:a s~ovc c~ :~a ~l~. 
!~e ~a~~enance ai ~se c:mmcn &:tas 7i~l be ~e ~es~a~s~b~:!:; :: :~e 
Ecmeavue:s•s 1ssoci£tian. 

:5. ?a::el '!• ~s ~e ~a::el designa:sd :Qr ~e pump s~~~iau ~~ ~l L:c1~ad 

be~~e~n lo;s ~az ~d 103. 

17. ie u:ders~and ~at Daves Overlaa~ ~d ::e ar:-i~~a ;a:a: ~~ se•e: ~~s~ 
Je £ppr:lved ai~e: p~ia: :~ ~r c:nc:~::antl7 qi~ au: tl~. 

r~e :ev!.eve: :or ~:e C~unC7 ZQ~g ai:!:s did ~a; ~<iiC1t! i ~== =~v~av 
wOUld Oe :eedeci in b.e: :ev~ev. :•.1:~ecara, unde: ~e !.:.:.~~ O::~.ai:.C2 
~a:-: !mendmen~ #88-ll. ?ubl.!.c :a.c::J..!.~.!.es, adopcad by :.::.e :oa:~ ot 
Sa:.~e:-risa:s ~u July ll, 1985, ::!lis or:i!:la:o.cs c:laa:!.y · 1~3-tas :;ac ~e 
sl!bmisaian of 1. si~e or su.bc:!ivision plm • sha.ll. c:s;.!.:~l:a s~::.:iau: 
ap~l!ca;.!.ou far 1. dece~tiaQ as to pl~ canior.:i:7•. 

l. !. :oca au the plm inciic:~taci '?"'=""" as U. sau:::s =~= :.:e !.·JO 7ea.: 
appr~~a :laod liai:s. 

2. 

. . 
1 ~ac:.a has been adtieci ~Q the ?lan :!:at s;~:as 
submi::a.l of ::.he :.!:lal ~lms, ~e :lood s;uci.T 
all lots •i~in ~e ~oo ~ear :!:lad i!2i:s. 

., .. ~ ~ ---
a.t :=e :!:le ar 
Je ::;ci1:ad :or 



~=· £~~«nyons £4ia 
Caves Lo~ncii:s 

Novembec ll, 1989 
?age ~ 

·=:=-·.·---::·.: .~.,. .... 

3. ! :oca has been added inciica~!ng ~~~ floou ha:~rd use pe~i~s ~ill 
~. :aqui:eci au final pl~s. 

". lll a joe s;oa sevet>s are shavu aa. the ?:-e.Limina.q talan. 

6. 3H! vill be provided vith f~l desi~. 

l. .\ dec..ail ':las beau provided vi!.ic:b. il!..~sc.:ac.es t.!le road -;h..ich c:mnec~s 
~is si;a to ~s~~~ public :cads. 

2. !~al s~ta pl~s ~ill desigca~e ~erag~~e qay ncv c~!!ed Sipes iay as a 
s~;e:elavac.ed :aad i: ac:Qrdanc= vi~ VDO!'i !C-~ St~da:~s. 

;. ~~e ?l~ ~av ~~!ca~es ~e s:~r2vac.e~ nanageMen: ~onds a ~i:i:u= ae 
so• - ao• ==~m ?~=~s=~e iay. 

... . l deta!.l on ~~e ?l.m sh.ovs t~e :-aaci :let.•ar!c i.:1 :.:e gene:al a.:aa o:! 
Doves ;:.,mdi:l· 

!s a.ov all0'-"11 an ;!:.e plm. Ca.tegaq Z!! ~as be~a. acicied :o ~e ?laxt 
~e~•e=~ ?~~ean ~d Si3nna C~u::s ~d Ca.~agorr ~= ~s ~e~~ a.dded bet7ee~ 
Si.a!:!l:.A md !ympan!. C~u:-:s. 

:. ~: !.s ~e a.1J-pl.i:mc' s u.nsiers~ancii::i ~~~ t.!le sideva.lks 7i:.!:.i:l ~e 
:ubl..:.: ::!.p~.s-~i·•ay ~ill oe U.!.::n~.l.i::led. oy '100!, ai:d. :_:e •al.r.ia7s 
vi:~~ ~e camman £raas •ill be ~ai::~~ed jy Someavue:s !sscci~~!wn. 

??.!NC! i"!!.!.!.!l! COUNT! S!l.V!CZ !OT!Ol!':'!' 

:~a ~vue:- or Doves L.md.i:11 vill caordi::ace v1.t.:. tile ava.er ai t!le Doves 
Overlook :~ pr~~da a can::a!l7 loc~~ad sevage pump s~~ti~ v~c~ ·~~ 
08 iasipci ~0 S8r1'8 Ue.i: l:tJQ cievela~exu:s. 

2. !!le preli.MLi:a.ar,. ,lm i:lc!uaes :!:.a :al!avi:1c a.at.as c:Jacar .,, issues 
vaic~ ~us; be :asolved pr~ar ~a £~9rQval oi :~ ~l£DS. 

a. 

~. 

~e S\:aas or ~a S4rTic:: !ucari~7 • s C~c:x:ell !rmC 
m4 ~:a c~-pac:.!.~7 vi.ll oe &cici:esseci by :!te a~rplic.ant: 

suaaiss!~ a£ ~- :·~·l ~l~. . . 

i:~ar-:=llt.:l r:: 
ciu:i:g ~e 

nta ques~icu c:m.ca~•ns :!1e capaci:7 'li :.!:.e ~ana.ssas Sauuside 
1•-;e:: Sys~as ;ooi ': 1 -- be a.dd::essed by clle a.'P-plicm.~ du:!.:i :.::.e 
suamis.s.!.on Qi :!l.e :: ... ,1 pl.ms. 



Mr. £kpenyoug £dis 
Doves Lanci!.:l& 
November 13, 1989 
?a.se s 

2. c. ""h.e aoalican~ ~ill address ~he dedicl.tion o£ 9ell !.o.:s ~a t!le 
S•r:vic:·~ Auco~:ic7 as p&:l; of the :i:la.l ciesigu :e,riev pr:;c:ass. The 
number mel location of c!le pca9oseci 'i'ill Lacs 'llil! be ciece::~i:led 

dur~s !inal plan reviev. 

SO!t SC!~~T!ST COMHEHTS 

the soil sc:ian.:ist 1 s :apa~ provides iniormat!.on canceci:=.g t.!le soil 
t:~es and provides some ~dditional ~civisory comment:s bu~ does ~o.: ask any 
spaci.1! ques~io.Bs t:o vhich ~• c~ :espcnd. 

ZON!NG 

!~e :an~g oi!ice ~dicatas it is anabla to a9prave the plan until ~e 
issues !.::.volveci vitll Daves Ove:look have beeu resoi"reci. !:. i.s :)1!: uncie:
s~~d~i :~at Ooves Overlook is go~g ~ou1n 1 :ou:~ Qr !i~~ :~vi~v ::Qm 
:!le C~unty I ou; :.!le issues a~eucioneci by ti!.e :an.ing :evieve: =.:e O.QC 

out:ll:led i.:1 ~er comments. 

Doves Overlook is sh.avi:g ac::~ss :~ r:..: s p;oper-:y v:.a Smi:~=.!.e!.d ioa.ci 
~x~anaed sao~ en ;~e Daves Ove=iaok pl£n. 

2. The s~oavater ~gement: pancis aee~ ::.!le 50 • se~bac!s: =~qu.!.:emen:l 

ouc.l.!.:ed !.:1 Sac-:.!.aa. 705.0.3 of ~e De sip mci C.:ns"t.:.:.c:~icu S ~.mcia.r:.s 
"' . -All1la..!.. 

• . !!le ll.in.imum Lac ac:=aage or !.0' 000 square :aet is shovn QU~S :.ae ~e 
:lcad~l~~ :~r ~ase lacs located pa--:ly ~i-~;n ~e :1oaci9la~. 

t.. ! :nical la; l.ayou; del!:le.at:ing ~e build '"I :es:::.c-:icn Li:les :::..as 
been shavu o~:. tile plm. 

l. The Qvaers, u~e. ~ :age far a!l adja~g prQ9er-~es a:~ sho~ an ~e 
plm. 

2. ~e :.r:: U.lJ !.4enr.i!!csc:.au =w.aaber us been c!wlgad i:1 tile :i~.!.a bloc:k 
~d g~er~! ~~es ~o :as4 ~s iallavs: 063-01-~00-00iJ. 

; . Dove lane us been !.abellsci i!1 tile pim. 

a. 

,., ~ 76' 
t- i: . 



~~. ~k~enyong £~is 

Doves t~ndi!ll 
November 13, 1989 
?~ge o 

?AL~ !UL'!OI.IT?' 

- = : :- . ~ ~ ~- : . . :- • ~ . . : : 

! . The rs1vieve~ i:d..i=stas rtcrsac.ian obliaacian ;oil!. be sa~is:.:.ad . by a. 
C1SA cou~:~buciou. 

2. The OtJen SlJ&C:a vil! be awed mel uinc.~~ecl by £ E!ameovuer• s 
l.ssaci£c.iau.. 

3. T~e pl.u: !:Ldiesc.es tile t"'o (2) ;rails ~ill be paved 7!.:!1.1.:1 :ile l~' 
oedes~=~~ &c::ess aarcels <'srce!s 3 and ~) and ~hat ~hese ~=ai! vi!! 
be ?&ved :~aa ?e~eir~e i&T ta ·~e Limit of ~e lOO res: !load9l~in and 
vill be vood chip vi~ ~. !lacdpl&i:. 

!t~ac:hed £re four~een (14) copies of ~e ravised ~lan. 

caa~era;ian ~ this ~at:ar is app~tci£te4. 

!lE:::as 

!:c!.::su:es 

S~cer~ly, 

-r::/'7 1 I 1 
J·l~~y--
:. !.. aod.!S011 
?:-Qjec~ ~ier 

• I 

!our 



r.:OU!':T . OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
I Coun•y ~omp1e1 Coun. Pnnn WiU-.m. V~r~1nsa 22191-QlOl 

Martin E. Crahan 

(703) 335-6980 M~tro 631-1703 l '., 1 ,,\,.\ . 

r' 
Director 

RE: 5/}9t7-0t21P/' 

DATE: JI};1/Y1 
FILE: 

Page 1 of I 

The above-referenced plan has been reviewed by the Plan Review Branch. The 
following comments and/or recommendations are offered: 

I. P-revl ou s- commeJft Genf'rq/.' nr~ 

).. Lht's I''Oyt catz ,,.,t- h-e oyr>:allfU:/.. Li'lfitLL Daves 
Ou.erlaaK ( 5 D~Jr.-t2,!j;2 1 s a oDYO•le J., 

I I 

pc: Reading File (Yellow) 
Engineer (Pink) 

-
i~ EXHIBIT .. . ,~~~i~ 
-

'
\1~ •• ,,, ... •• , 

'·t :..,: ~) I 



COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Complex Court. Prince William. Vi•ginia 22192-9201 

(703) 335-6930 Metro 631-1703 

Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

December 7, 1989 

Greenhorne & O'Mara 
9300 Grant Avenue 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

RE: Application File #: 
Project Name: 

Dear Sir: 

SD90-02P 
Doves Landing 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

SECOND SUMMARY LETTER 

The second review of the above-referenced application has been 
completed. 

Significant deficiencies were noted during this review and we are 
unable to recommend approval at this time. 

Letters of comments from the reviewing agencies were mailed to you 
as we received them. When you have addressed the deficiencies 
indicated by the agencies listed below, please submit to this office 
thirteen ( 13) sets of corrected plans and/ or plats for further 
review. 

Plan Review - 11/27/89 
Zoning - 11/29/89 
Mapping - 12/1/89 

VDOT - 11/27/89 
· Service Authority - 11/29/89 

Park Authority - 11/22/89 

In addi titJn to addressing the comments from the revie·.·! :gencies, 
please include the comments from the Plan Analysis as indicated in 
this letter. 

PLAN ANALYSXS 

The following site development issues 
adequately addressed, with appropriate 
subsequent submission. 

and/or elements must be 
revisions incorporated on 

1. Sipes Way should be designed in its entirety, as an RL-3 
category IV street, and should be designed at no less than a 
RL-3 category road standard; along any segment. Also, identify 
and label the road design standard for Lebanon court, Sienna 
court and Fowl Court. 



···~ 

Greenhorne & O'Mara 
RE: Doves Landinq (SD90-02P) 

cember 7, 1989 
..sge 2 

2. Both, the amount of area in square footage located in and out 
of floodplain must be referenced for each such lot. 

3. If parcels A, C, D, and F are to be used as open space, who is 
responsible for maintenance? Note what useful purpose can 
these parcels serve when most are very small, located in 
floodplain, and no access easements provided to serve these 
areas? (Please address) 

4. A letter of agreement regarding relocation of the Northern 
Virginia Electric Coop•s utility-materials must be provided and 
reproduced on the subject plan prior to preliminary plan 
approval. 

Project Engineer may request a meet~ng with specific review agency 
staff to dis9uss substantive site development issues raised, that 
may need greater clarification. In order to schedule this meeting, 
please contact Kay Ansari at 335-6980, weekdays from 8:30 a.m. to 
~:oo p.m. Please note, such meetings do not circumvent requirements 
~r formal plan submission. 

Plans and plats reviewed under the normal processing procedure must 
be resubmitted by February 12, 1990. 

In accordance with the Prince William County Fee Schedule, please 
remit $200.00 for the 3rd review of your application. 

If you have any further questions concerning the status of your 
application, please refer to the Department of Development 
Administration plans status computer printout for progress. 
Otherwi~~J glease call 335-6980 between 9:00 A.M. and_l:OO P.M. for 
information. 

Very truly.yours, 

e~~~cA~ 
Cas-tor D. Chasten, Planner II 
Plans Analysis and Special Projects 

CDC:kph/S1207G 

pc: Omni Development, Inc. 
1601 carlin Lane 
McLean, VA 22101 



-
ALLONGE 

IS ALLONGE dated this 2Jrd day of January, 1990, to be 

ttached to and forming a part of that certain Deed of Trust 

ota in the original principal sum of THREB IIUNDRED THOUSAND 

ND N0/100 Dollars($JOO,OOO.OO) dated January 16, 1989, 

ada by OHHI HOMES, INC., a Virginia Corporation, and payable to 

he order of The Business Bank. 

W I T H B S S B T H 

That the terms and conditions of said Nota are hereby 

mended and modified as follows: 

1. The due date of said indebtedness shall be changed from 

anuary 16, 1990 to January 1, 1991. 

2. The loan amount is increased to FOUR HUNDRED SIXTY 

FIVE THOUSAND AND N0/100 Dollars ($465,000.00). 

All other terms, conditions and provisions of said Deed of 

rust Note not herein altered and amended shall remain in full 

force and effect. 

WITNESS the following signatures and seals. 

~"a· :-·~ ... 

seen and Agreed: 



·'1 --
TATE OF VIRGINIA 

UHTY OF FAIRFAX, TO-WITt 

The foregoing instrument was acknowledged before me this Zlrd 
ay of January, 1990 by Ronald L. Walutes, President of Omni 
omes, Inc., Ronald L. Walutes, and llelen F. Walutes, personally. 

Hy· commission expires: 11-ll-90 



Gree;,horne & O'Mara, Inc. 
9300 GRANT AVENUE • SUITE 102 • MANASSAS. VA 22110 • (703) 36e.1336 (Metro 968·9040) 

ENGINEERS ARCHITECTS PLANNERS SCIENTISTS 

February 8, 1990 

Mr. Castor D. Chasten, Planner II 
Department of Development Administration 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201 

RE: Application File No: SD 90-02P 
Project Name: Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Chastenz 

SURVEYORS PHOTOGRAMMETRISTS 

~ ... ' ......... 

Below are listed the reponses to the Second SUIIUDary letter for the 
above cited subdivision plan. 

PLAN ANALYSIS· 

1. The question of the variable pavem~nt design of Sipes iay was discussed 
in the first review and the DDA reviewer specifically asked that ve step up 
several categories at their intersections with other roadways. ihile it is 
noted that VDOT has nov noted that variable pavement design is undesirable 
on a continuous street, general note (5) of Section 650.04 of the County 
Design & Construction Standards Manual ··states that changes in typical 
sections, where permitted, shall occur at intersections only, and that they 
can only change to the next lover or higher category. Ve believe that 
changing typical sections at intersections is the general and accepted 
practice in Prince iilliam County and that particularly in a subdivision 
this near to the Occoquan River, it makes sense to reduce the amount of 
impervious surfaces where appropriate. Because of this, we are continuing 
to indicate the variable pavement designs on Sipes Vay. 

2. The plan nov shovs the amount of area in square feet located in and out 
of the floodplain. 

3. Parcels A, C, D, and F are shown as open space and the subdivision vill 
include a Homeowners Association to provide the maintenance of these 
parcels. It should be stated that mast of these parcels vill remain 
undisturbed and not require a great deal of maintenance. The main 
exceptions will be the maintenance associated with the stormwater 
management ponds shown on parcels C & D and the paved pathways shown on 
parcels B & E. Only parcels A & F, the tva smallest parcels, are shown 
without access. 
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Page 2 
Response to Second Summary Letter 
Doves Landing 

4. A letter of agreement regarding the relocation of the Northern Virginia 
Electric Coop • s utility materials has been provided and is reproduced on 
the plan. 

PLAN REVIEV 

1. Previous General comment #2 stated that the existing road system for 
Doves Overlook (SD88-12P) and our plan does not ha~e a safe and efficient 
capacity for access for the proposed subdivision of this magnitude unless 
they are upgraded. As outlined in our response to the first summary letter, 
the plan for Doves Overlook shows an interparcel connector and a roadvay 
vhich is adequately sized for the 1050 VPD coming from the Doves Landing 
subdivision. 

2. It is noted that the plan can not be approved until Doves Overlook is 
approved. 

ZONING 

It is noted by the applicant that the Zoning office will be unable to 
approve the plan until the Doves Overlook plan has been approved. 

1. As stated in the response to the first summary letter, the stormvater 
management ponds meet the SO' setback requirements outlined in Section 
705.03 of the Design and Construction Standards Manual (D Sc CSM) . In 
addition, the stormwater management facilities are not located in any 
required buffer areas and are set back from all property lines a distance 
eqUJll to and at least the minimum of the applicable required yard or 
setback ~stablished in the R-10 zoning district. The ten (10) foot minimum 
setback area is shovn on the plan. 

2. Vith respect to the need for a 4.56 Review for the proposed pump 
station, it is the applicant • s understanding that Zoning text amendment 
#88-ll concerning the provisions of Section lS .1-456 of the State Code 
which was approved last July clearly states that with respect to 
application procedures, • submission of a site or subdivi,ion plan shall 
constitute sufficient application for a determination as to plan conformity 
review under the provisions of this section. • In addition, it is our 
understanding that recent litigation between the County and the proposed 
Doves Overlook subdivision hal determined that a 456 Review vas not needed. 
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Page 3 
Response to Second Summary Letter 
Doves Landing 

MAPPING 

1. The applicant has noted that when the final plats are submitted it will 
be subject to monument funding. 

2. As this plan is a Preliminary plan, we would not be submitting easement 
plats until ve submitted final plans on the project. 

3. When the final plans and plats are submitted on this project, they will 
incorporate the Geodetic data form attached to mapping notes 

4. The name Bavk Court has been changed to Vaitsfield Court. 

5. Sipes Vay has been changed to Sipes Road. 

VDOT 

1. The applicant has noted the statement that VDOT vill not be responsible 
for sidewalk maintenance baaed upon the VDOT Subdivision Street 
Requirements Manual. 

2. ihile it is noted that VDOT finds variable pavement design undesirable 
on a continuous street, Section 650.04 of the D & CSM, General Note (5) 
states that changes in typical sections, where permitted, shall occur at 
intersections only, and that the typical sections can only change to the 
next lover or higher category. ie ~elieve that changing typical sections 
at intersections is the general and accepted practice in Prince Villiam 
County and that for a subdivision this near to the Occoquan River, it makes 
sense to reduce the amount of impervious surfaces where appropriate. 
Because of this, ve are continuing to indicate the variable pavement 
designs on Sipes load. (formerly Sipes Vay). 

3. Comment 3 is a statement which doesn't pose any questions requiring a 
response from the applicant. 

SElVICE AUTHORITY 

1. The centrally located pump station which the Doves Landing's sewage will 
be pumped to is shown on.the Doves Overlook Preliminary Subdivision Plan. 
The pump station is located in the southeast corner of the property 
adjacent to the Occoquan liver. The Doves Landing subdivision will 

n P n n .·J.J 
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Response to Second Summary Letter 
Doves Landing 

... 

utilize a force main to get its sevage to a gravity line located on the 
Doves Overlook site near the terminus of Plover Court and Hoot Owl Lane. 
This gravity line would then take the sewage to the centrally located pump 
station which is described above. 

2. The three notes added to the plans on the last submission have been 
modified to conform to comment 2 and these revised notes are shown on the 
plan. ·· 

PARK AUTHORITY 

1. A note has been added on the plan that a monetary contribution of 
$12,942.60 (122.10 per unit) will be made to the Prince Villiam County Park 
Authority. 

2. As stated on the first submission of the plan, the plan indicates that 
two (2) trails vill be paved vi thin the 15' pedestrian access parcels 
(parcels B & E) and that these trails will be paved from Sipes Road to the 
limit of the 100 year floodplain. A typical section for the paved section 
of the pedestrian trail is shovn on the plan. Although this section shovs 
a 4' paved section, the applicant vill make them 6' as requested by the 
Park Authority. 

Attached are thirteen (13) sets of the corrected plans for your use. 
Your cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 

pc: Omni Homes 

Sincerely .• 

r. 1.. Bodsson 
Senior Planner 



Department of Engineering 
& Wastewater 
John W.-Groschan, Director 

Prince 
William 
County 

&rvice Aulhorily I 
4 County Complex Court • Prince William, Virginia 22192 • Telephone (703) 335-7900 

February 23, 1990 

TO: Castor Chasten, Planner I 
PWC Department of Development Administration 

FROM: Rick Visger ~~ 
Engineer II 

RE: SD 90-02P, Doves Landing 

I have reviewed the above referenced plan and have noted 
the following as requiring revision to the plan prior to 
approval: 

1. As stated in the previous two reviews, there will not 
be a separate pump station to serve Doves Landing. The 
Doves Overlook and Doves Landing projects will work 
together to construct a single pump station that will 
serve both projects. 

RDV/hjl 



Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Complex Court. Prince William. Virginia 22192-9201 
{703) 335-6980 Metro 631-1703 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

THIRD SUMMARY LETTER 

March 7, 1990 

Greenhorne & O'Mara 
9300 Grant.Avenue 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

RE: Application File #: 
Project Name: 

Dear Sir: 

SD90-02P 
Doves Landing 

Gi(EENH01~ i ~ ~ 0 !·fu~,u\, iNr:. 
A.\1\NASSAS 

The third review of the above-referenced application has been 
completed. 

Substantive deficiencies were noted during this review and we are 
unable to recommend approval at this time. 

Letters of comments from the reviewing agencies were mailed to you 
as we received them. When you have addressed the deficiencies 
indicated by the agencies listed below, please submit to this office 
eleven (11) sets of corrected plans and/or plats for further review. 

VDOT - 2/23/90 
Mapping - 2/23/90 
Park Authority - 2/16/90 

Zoning - 2/23/90 
Service Authority - 2/23/90 

In addition to addressing the comments from the review agencies, 
please include the comments from the Plan Analysis as indicated in 
this letter. 

PLAN ANALYSIS - The following site development concerns and/or 
elements must be adequately addressed with appropriate revisions 
incorporated. 

1. Again the applicant is directed to add a note stating that "all 
open space as well as stormwater management facilities will be 
owned and maintained by an established Homeowners' 
Association." 

Also, please be advised that before this project plan can be 
recommended for approval and/or scheduled for Planning 
Commission consideration all remaining development issues must 



Greenhorne & O'Mara 
Re: Doves Landing (SD90-02P) 
March 7, 1990 
Page 2 

be satis 456 Review 

Project Engineer may request a meeting with specific review agency 
staff to discuss substantive site development issues raised, that 
may need greater clarification. In order to schedule this meeting, 
please contact Kay Ansari at 335-6980, weekdays from 8:30 a.m. to 
5:.00 p.m. Please note, such meetings do not circumvent requirement::s 
for formal plan submission. 

Plans and plats reviewed under the normal processing procedure must 
be resubmitted by May 7, 1990. 

In accordance with the Prince William County Fee Schedule, please 
remit $300.00 for the 4th review of your application. 

If you have any further questions concerning the status of your 
application, please refer to the Department of Development 
Administration plans status computer printout for progress. 
Otherwise. please call 335-6980 between 9:00 A.M. and 1:00 P.M. for 
information. 

Very truly yours, 

c (},(]~ </:> / cA !).<it~ 
Castor D. Chasten, Planner II 
Plans Analysis and Special Projects 

CDC:kph/s307c 

pc: omni Development, Inc. 
1601 carlin Lane 
McLean, VA 22101 



Green horne & O'Mara, In c. 
9300 GRANT AVENUE • SUITE 102 • MANASSAS, VA 22110 • (703) 369·1336 (Metro 968·9040) 

ENGINEERS ARCHITECTS PLANNERS SCIENTISTS SURVEYORS 

Mr. Castor D. Chasten, Planner II 
Department of Development Administration 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince Villiam, Virginia 22192-9201 

RE: Application File #: SD90-02P 
Project Name: Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Chasten: 

March 26, 1990 

PHOTOGRAMMETRISTS 

Below are listed our responses to the Third Summary Letter on the above 
referenced application, including our response to the Plan Analysis 
comments. 

PLAN ANALYSIS 

l. · A note on the plan indicates that "all open space including 
stormwater management facilities will be owned and maintained by an 
established Homeowners• Association.• 

It is the applicant • s position ths.t the development issue concerning 
the need for a 456 Review for this development is in fact, not an issue. 
This development will be connecting into public sever and water from the 
adjacent proposed Doves Overlook s~bdivis ion. As you are aware, the 
Preliminary Plan for this subdivision was recently approved by the Prince 
William County Planning Commission. In earlier reviews of the applicant's 
project, several agencies commented that the adjacent Doves Overlook 
subdivision needed to be approved prior to the applicant's project being 
approved. This condition has nov been met. Furthermore, it is the 
applicant's understanding that Prince Villiam County did not conduct a 456 
Review for the Doves Overlook subdivision prior to the approval of its 
Preliminary Plan and would therefore question why one should be needed for 
this proposed subdivision. 

MAPPING 

1. The applicant acknowledges again the need for monument funding and 
Referencing VCS1983N when final subdivision plans are submitted for this 
subdivision. 

2. The name Vaitsfield has been changed to Tranquility Court. 

PRINCE VILLIAM PARK AUTHORITY 

1. The trails are part of the open space and as such will be owned by 
the Homeowners Association for the subdivision. 

2"49{} 
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GREENHORNE & o~MARA. INC. 

Page 2 
Response to Third Summary Letter 
Doves Landing (SD90-02P) 

2. The trail system on the Doves Overlook Preliminary Plan is in the 
approximate location of the 100 year flood plain elevation. Our plan does 
not indicate a formal trail running along the edge of the Occoquan River, 
hovever our plan does provide access from the subdivision to the Occoquan 
River in several locations, and it is highly probable that informal trails 
will be made by residents along the edge of the river. However, it should 
be pointed out the Doves Landing plan indicates that this land is within 
the lots and is not generally pa~t of the open space. 

VDOT 

1. The typical section for Sipes Road between Lebanon Court and 
Smithfield Road is now shown as Category-II. 

2. The applicant again notes VDOT • s recommendation that the County 
place a high priority on upgrading the offsite roads in this area. 

ZONING 

The plan shows the proposed stormwater management ponds to have the 
minimum setbacks of 10' and 15' as prescribed by the R-10 Zoning district. 

As outlined above in our response under the Plans Analysis Section, the 
need for a 456 Review of this project has not been an issue in the earlier 
reviews of this project. As noted earlier, the utilities (i.e. public 
water and sewer) for this project are coming from the adjacent proposed 
Doves Overlook Subdivision. As noted in earlier County reviews, the only 
stipulation vas that the Doves Overlook subdivision be approved prior to 
the proposed Doves Landing subdivision. As you are aware, the Doves 
Overlook Preliminary plan was approved earlier this year. Further, it is 
our understanding that no formal 4S6 Review of that subdivision vas 
undertaken by the County. 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY SERVICE AUTHORITY 

1. The separate pump station serving Doves Landing has been 
eliminated. Through cooperative efforts with the developers of Doves 
Overlook, the Doves Landing subdivision will sewer by gravity to the 
proposed pump station on the proposed Doves Overlook subdivision. This 
eliminates the need for the Doves Landing pump station and force main shown 

,., " (:l·" '-·tv.., 



GREENHORNE & O'MARA. INC. 

Page 3 
Response to Third Summary Letter 
Daves Landing (SD90-02P) 

on our earlier submissions. The plans have been amended to shov this new 
method of severing the subdivision. 

Attached are eleven (11) sets of the revised plans for your review and 
approval. If you should have any questions, please don't hesitate to call 
me. 

Attachments 

Sincerely, 

P. R. Hodgson 
Senior Planner 



TO: 
FROM: 
RE: 

ZONING 

April s, 1990 

Cas Chasten, Planner II, DDA 
Donna Eaton, Planner I, Zoninq 
SD90-02P, Doves Landing 

(4th submission) 

R-10, Suburban Residential 

ZONING AUTBORIZATION 

Subject to the following 

COMMENTS 

/' 

\::-

['i~ 
(- / jtJ 

~--/; 

This plan can not be approved until senior planning 
staff has determine whether a 456 Review is required for 

~ the publ~c ut~lities. 

If you should have any questions regarding the 456 
Review determination, please ccntact Tom Eitler, Planner 
III. 



Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

COU~ ... t OF PRINCE WILUAM 
1 Coun~ Compl~' Coun. Prine• Wilham. V1r~naa 2219'2-9201 
(103) 335-6980 M~tro 631·1703 

DEVELOPME~ "T 
AOMl~lSTkA TlOI\ 

FOOR.Tll SUMMARY LE'l''l'ER 

April 19, 1990 

Greenhorne & O'Mara 
9300 Grant Avenue 
Manassas, Virqinia 22110 

Re: SD#90-02P 
Doves Landinq 

Dear Sir: 

The fourth review of the above-referenced application . has been 
completed. 

Relatively minor plan deficiencies were noted durinq this 
review. However, we are recommendinq that your application be 
approved subject to minor plan corrections. The corrections can 
be addressed on the plans submitted for Planninq Commission 
consideration. 

To help us readily identify the latest chanqes, please submit 
·four (4) additional copies of the plans and/or plats, 
computations or narratives sbowinq the chanqes circled in qre~n. 

These cbanqes are identified by the comments of the review 
"'aqency(ies) listed below. The comments were received by Plans 

Manaqement Center durinq the 're~,..-iev. process. Upon receipt of 
these comments, photocopies were mailed to the enqineer. 

VDOT - 4/12/90 
Mapping - 4/6/90 

Zoninq - 4/6/90 

In addition to addressinq the comments from the review 
aqency(ies), p~ease include th~ comments from the Plan Analysis 
as indicated in this letter. 

PUll AlfALYSXS 



~100 Grant Aven-~ 
Manassas, Virqini 
April 19, 1990 

22110 

The applicant is advised that the subject project plan will not 
be scheduled for Planninq commission consideration, until 
confirmation is received from the Zoninq' Office that a "456 
Reviewt• is not required. Once a favorable determination has 
been made regarding this matter, the scheduling process may move 
forward. 

When the comments of the review agencies and the Plan Analysis 
have been addressed please submit to this office: an additional 

nine (9) sets of the· subdivision plan for Commission 
approval/denial. 

Plans and plats reviewed under the normal processinq procedure 
must be resubmitted by June 18, 1990. 

If you have any further questions concerning the status of your 
application, please refer to the Department of Development 
Administration plans status computer printout for proqress. 
Otberwise, please call 335-6980 between 9:00 A.M. and 1:00 P.M. 
for information. 

Very truly yours, 

e fb4ti(_, ~. ~aailA 
castor D. Chasten, Planner II 
Plans Analysis and Special Projects 

CDC:r:/A0419COC 

· pc: Omni Development, Inc. 
1601 Carlin Lane 
McLean, V1 22101 

no o ,_, J / 
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May 3, 1990 

Prince William county Planninq O!tice 
one Countv Comalex c~urt 
c . !"·'11. - "'i . . 22102 .r1nce N~--~am, ~-~q~~~a __ 

Re: SO i90-02P/Doves La.ndinq 

Dear Sheraan: 

!-fAY 0 J ·go 
Mar.mn, c~ I 
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subdi·rision ?lan. ! ·•ould appr!!ciata it i.f vou ·.;ould contir:n ~:'1 c.as 
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Enclosure 

c::: aarry Ghadban 

002SC 

Very t:~y yours, 

COMPTe:: & DOL.nfG 

J 
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c. Lacey ~mpton, Jr. 
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COMPTON & DULING 
Attorneys at Law 

14914 Jefferson Davis Highway • Woodbridge, Virginia 22191 • (703) 494·2·100 

MEMO-LETTER 

Mr. James Ghadban f'll\lF May 10, 1990 

Omni Homes, Inc. Doves Lane Associates 

P.O. Box 338· 

McLean, Virginia 22101 

Dear Mr. Ghadban: 

Enclosed please find two copies of both the Agreement between 

Omni Homes, Inc. and Doves Lane Associates and the Memorandum of 

Agreement. Please provide a copy to Harry. After your review, 

please call Geary with any comments. 

Encl. 

... ··:· ... , •. ,.., ('-.-: . ..,., .. ~ .. r-·-.~ 1,aw:.c :::2-::~ .• 'l.t:--tt 
'· ··· 'T II'(', !:'lf\Z 

Sincerely, 

Kim Kestner 

Secretary to Geary Rogers 

r•.'lf' IH (•I l('fll r"lt\'.'.'lllnf~'"~'''l II'Jfl '''I I' • • ·· 
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COMPTON & DULING 
Attorneys at Law 

14914 Jefferson Davis Highway • Woodbridge, Virginia 22191 • (703) 494-2100 

MEMO-LETTER 

To Mr. James Ghadban DATE • May 10, 1.990 . 

Omni Homes, Inc. SU&JECT Doves Lane Associates 

P.O. Box 338 

McLean, Virginia 22101 

Dear Mr. Ghadban: 
. -·- ------ .... ·----·· 

_Enclosed please find two copies.of both_ the Agreem!!nt between 

Omni Homes, Inc. and Doves Lane Associates and the Memorandum of 

ACJJ;"~ement. _ Ple_~se. p~ovide a copy to ]larry .• __ After your _review, 

please call Geary _with any_comments. 

---·----- -- ·- --·-

. ---· .. ····--· ·---------- -- ·- --··· - -----· .. --- ----~-~-~~~~~):y_, . ---·-··--·-· ----. :. ····· 

-- . -- -----------
____ En_q,)._. __________ _ 

!lem • ML4N72 1he Drawing eo-d. Dalla. Teaa 7528e..cM29 
i':Wheeter~h:.. 1982 

----------

___ . ___ KintJ~es_tne~ ___________ ... _ ... 

-------- ·--------- ·-

FOt.D AT(-) TO FIT DRAWING BOARD ENVELOPE • EW tOP 
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AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made as of the day 

of 1989 by and between OMNI HOMES, INC. , a 
Virginia corporation ("Omni"), and DOVES LANE ASSOCIATES, a 
Virginia ("Associates"). 

Recitals: 

A. Om.ni is the owner of that certain parcel of land 
located in the Brentsville Magisterial District of Prince 
William County, Virginia, containing 72.68 acres of land, 

known as Prince William County Tax Map Parcel #065-01-000-0073, 
which is the subject of Prince William County Preliminary Plan 

#SD90-02P entitled "Dove's Landing" (the "Project"). 

B. Associates is the owner of that certain parcel of 
land located in the Brentsville Magisterial District of Prince 
William County, Virginia, containing acres of land, 
known as Prince William county Tax Map Parcel # ______________ _ 
(the "Associates Property11 ). 

c. In order to develop and construct homes on the 
Project, it is necessary that certain infrastructure facili~ 

ties be constructed on the Associates Property, all of which 

facilities are depicted on the plat dated 
prepared by Greenhorne & O'Mara, attached hereto as 
Exhibit "A" (the "Plat"), and are described as follows: 

(1) MGD sewerage pump station at the 
location depicted on the Plat ("Pump Station"). 

(2) Gravity flow sewer trunk line from the boundary 
of the Project through th~ Associates Property to the Pump 
Station in the location depicted upon the Plat ("Gravity 

Line"). 



(3) Force 
Station to 

("Off-site Sewer"). 

main and gravity trunk line from Pump 

as depicted on the Plat 

(4) -inch ( __ ") water main from the boundary 
of the Project through the Associates Property to 

as depicted on the Plat (the "Water 
Line"). 

(5) Smithfield Road from the boundary of the 
Project to its intersection with Myna Bird Lane as depicted on 

the Plat ("Smithfield Road"). 

The foregoing are sometimes collectively referred to hereafter 

as the "Facilities". 

D. Omni and Associates have decided to enter into this 
Agreement for the purpose of setting forth omni's agreement to 

reimburse Associates for a portion of the cost of the 
construction of the Facilities upon the terms and conditions 

set forth in this Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises, the sum 
of Ten Dollars ($10.00) and other good and valuable considera

tion~ the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowl
edged, and further in consideration of the mutual covenants 

and promises hereinafter set. forth, Omni and Associates do 
hereby agree as follows: 

1. Agreement to Reimburse. omni hereby agrees to 
reimburse Associates for the reasonable, necessary and 
customary costs of design, engineering, bonding, approval, 

permitting and ·construction of the Facilities (excluding sewer 
and water tap fees applicable solely to the Associates 
Property) ("Costs") upon the terms and conditions set forth in 
this Agreement. Prior to submission of any plans for the 

- 2 -
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Facilities or any portion thereof to any applicable agency of 

Prince William County, Virginia, Associates shall provide Omni 
with a complete set of the plans and specifications for the 

Facilities ("Plans••), certified to Omni as to their accuracy 

a~d completeness by Associates' registered professional 
engineer, and Omni shall have a period of fifteen (15) 
business days ("Approval Period") after receipt of the Plans 

~ to give written notice of its approval, such approval not to 

be unreasonably withheld. In the event that omni fails to 
qive such written notice of approval prior to the expiration 
of . the Approval Period, the Plans will be deemed approved. 
Omni shall have no obligation to reimburse Associates for any 
portion of the Costs of the Facilities for which Plat:ts have 
not been approved by Omni in accordance with this paragraph. 

2. Reimbursement Formula. 

A. Pump Station. With respect to the Pump 
Station, Omni shall reimburse Associates for a portion of the 
Costs of the Pump Station determined by multiplying the total 
Costs of the Pump Station by a fraction, the numerator of 
which shall be the total number of approved building lots 
located in the Project and the denominator of which shall be 
the total number of approved building lots located on the 

Project and the Associates Property. 

B. Gravity Line and Off-site Sewer. With respect 
to the Gravity Line and Off-site Sewer, Omni shall reimburse 
Associates for a portion of the Costs of the Gravity Line and 
the Off-site sewer on an equivalent dwelling unit ("EDU") 
basis which shall be calculated by dividing the. Omni EDU by 
the total EDU generated by the Project and the Associates 

Property. 

c. Water Line. With respect to the Water Line, 

Omni shall reimburse Associates for a portion of the Costs of 
the Water Line determined by multiplying the total Costs of 
the Water Line by a fraction, the numerator of which shall be 
the total number of approved building lots located in the 

I I I \ ' I •• t . I 
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Project and the denominator of which shall be the total number 
of approved building lots located on the Project and the 
Associates Property. 

D. Smithfield Road. With respect to Smithfield 
Road, Omni shall pay Associates. for the total Costs of 
Smithfield Road in the form of a loan to Associates which 
shall be paid into the Escrow Fund defined in Paragraph 4 of 

this Agr~ement and which shall be repaid pursuant to the terms 
of the promissory note ("Note11 ) which is attached to this 
Agreement as Exhibit 11 8 11 • The Note will be secured by a Deed 
of Trust on Section of Dove's overlook in the form 

attached to this Agreement as Exhibit "C". Such Deed of Trust 
shall be subordinate · to any bona fide acquisition, 
construction or development financing Deeds of Trust against 
Dove's overlook. 

3. Determination and Certification of the Costs. The 
Costs shall be determined by a registered professional 

engineer and certified in writing to Omni fifteen (15) 

business days prior to the date upon which Associates desires 
to bond the Facilities with Prince William County. Within 
said fifteen (15) day period, omni shall have the right to 
approve or disapprove the determination of the Costs made by 

Associates' registered professional engineer, Omni's approval 
not to be unreasonably withheld. In the event that Omni 

reasonably disapproves the determination of the Costs, Omni 
shall provide written notice of such disapproval to Associates 

within said fifteen (15) day period and this Agreement shall 
be deemed terminated and of no further force and effect. 

4. Funding Escrow. Provided that Omni has approved the 
determination of the Costs in accordance with ?aragraph 3, 
Associates shall give Omni written notice of the date upon 
which the Facilities have been bonded, such notice to be 

accompanied by written confirmation of such bonding from the 
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appropriate officials of Prince William county in form 

acceptable to Omni. Within ten (10) business days after 

receipt of such notice, both omni and Associates will deposit 

the portion of the Costs for which each is obligated pursuant 

to this Agreement into a cash escrow fund ("Escrow Fund") to 
be held by Real Title Company, Inc. ( "Escrow Agent") , located 
in Fairfax, Virginia. Associates shall be entitled to receive 
draws from the Escrow Fund in accordance with the following 

procedures: Associates shall have the right to request 

payments from time to time, no more frequently than monthly, 
from the Escrow Fund for portions of the Costs of the 
Facilities incurred as the result of work performed on the 

Facilities, for materials for the Facilities that have been 
delivered to the Associates Property, satisfactorily and 
securely stored thereon and adequately insured, and for other 
Costs included that have been incurred through such date. 

Each payment requested by Associates shall be accompanied by 

the following materials (collectively, the "Payment Request") 

and shall simultaneously be sent to Escrow Agent, Omni, any 
lender requesting copies of Payment Requests and the Project 

Engineer (hereafter defined). 

A. a statement signed by Associates listing in 
reasonable detail the Costs for which payment has been 

requested and certifying that such Costs are true and accurate 

(the "Cost Statement"); 

B. invoices confirming each of the Costs· that have 

been certified on the Cost Statement by Associates; 

c. as to any stored materials, a certificate from 
Associates confirming that such materials have been delivered 

to the site, are satisfactorily and securely stored thereon, 

and are adequately insured; 

- 5 -
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D. evidence that payments previously made to 

Associates by Escrow Agent have been properly applied by 
Associates, together with delivery to Escrow Agent of partial 

lien waivers from the general contractor and each of the major 
subcontractors for which all previously drawn funds have been 
requisitioned (major subcontractors are subcontractors, 
suppliers or other parties performing work, each having 
contracts or supplying materials with an aggregate value of 

$100,000.00 or more); and 

E. an engineer's certifica~e from a professional 
engineer selected by Associates and approved by Omni ("Project 
Engineer") confirming that the work for which payment is being 
requested has been performed by Asssociates in a good and 

workmanlike manner, substantially in accordance with the plans 
and specifications for the work, and that such work is in 

place or in any off-site locations where such work has been 
performed. 

s. Self-Help. In the event that the .construction of 

the Facilities is discontinued or abandoned for a period in 
excess of thirty (30) days, or in the event that the 

construction of the Facilities is not completed within twelve 
(12) months after the establishment of the Escrow Fund 

referred to in Paragraph 4, in such event, after thirty ( 3 o j 
days' written notice to Associates, Omni shall have the right 
to draw on the Escrow Fund and enter upon the Associates 
Property for the purpose of completing the construction of the 

Facilities. A memorandum of this Ag~eement in the form 
attached hereto as Exhibit "C" will be executed and recorded 
simultaneously with the execution of this Agreement for the 
purpose of providing record notice of certain obligations of 

the parties pursuant to this Agreement. 

6. Contingency. This Agreement and the obligations of 
both parties hereunder shall be contingent upon obtaining an 
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agreement with the Prince William County Service Authority 
which is reasonably acceptable to both Omni and Associates for 
the purpose of obtaining reimbursement from the Authority for 
any required oversizing of the Off-site Sewer. such reimburse
ment shall be paid to Omni and Associates in accordance with 
their respective contributions to the costs of the Off-site 
Sewer as set forth in this Agreement. 

7. Miscellaneous Provisions. 

A. Force Majeure. Each party shall be excused 
from performing any obligation or undertaking provided for in 
this Agreement (except any obligation to pay any sum of money 
payable hereunder) for so long as such performance is 
p·revented, delayed or hindered by reasons beyond its control, 
including but not limited to strikes, lack of available 
materials, extreme weather, casualty, or Act of God. The 
foregoing shall not prevent another party from performing any 
such obligation or undertaking which any other party ("Excused 
Party") is excused from performing by virtue of this paragraph 
to the extent otherwise contemplated by this Agreement and 
charging the Excused Party for the reasonable costs thereof. 

B. No Partnership. It is not the purpose or the 
"intention of this Agreement to create and this Agreement shall 
not be construed as creating a joint venture, partnership or 
other relationship whereby either party hereto shall be liable 
for the omissions, commissions or performance of the other 
party hereto. 

c. Waiver. Failure of any party hereto to enforce 
a term or condition of this Agreement shall in no event be 
deemed a waiver of the right to do so thereafter. 

D. Entire Agreement: 
including the recitals, which 

Amendment. This Agreement, 
are incorporated by this 

- 7 -
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reference, contains the entire agreement between the parties 
hereto and is intended to be an integration. of all prior or 
contemporaneous agreements, conditions or undertakings between 
them. No change or modification o~ this Agreement shall be 
valid unless the same is in writing and signed by Kettler and 
by an authorized representative of the Authority. 

E. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be 

governed and construed in accordance with the laws of the 
Commonwealth of Virginia. 

F. SeverabilitY. If any term or provision of this 
Agreement shall be determined to be invalid or unenforceable, 
such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect the 
validity of the rema1n1ng terms and provisions of this 
Agreement, and to the extent possible this Agreement shall be 
interpreted and enforced as if such invalid or unenforceable 
provision had not been included in this Agreement. 

G. Further Assurances. The parties hereto shall 
execute and deliver such further instruments and do such 
further acts and things as may be required to carry out the 
intent and purposes of this Agreement as may be reasonably 
requested by any other party hereto. 

H. Headings. The descriptive 
Agreement are inserted for convenience 
constitute a part of this Agreement. 

headings 
only and 

in this 
do not 

I. Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed 
in counterparts, each of which shall constitute one and the 
same instrument. 

J. Assignment. An assignment of this Agreement by 
any party shall only be effective if the assignee acknowledges 
this Agreement and agrees to be bound by its terms and to 

- 8 -
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assume all of the obligations of its assignor hereunder. 
Furthermore, the assignor shall not be released from any of 
its obligations hereunder until the other parties hereto 
acknowledge the assignment and agree in writing to release the 
assignor from its obligations hereunder. 

K. Notice. All notices or requests shall be in 
writing and shall be given by hand delivery or certified mail, 
return receipt requested, postage prepaid, addressed as 
follows: 

(1) If to omni to: 

Omni Homes, Inc. 
1601 Carlin Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22219 

with a copy to: 

Geary H. Rogers, Esq. 
Compton & Duling 
14914 Jefferson Davis Highway 
Woodbridge, Virginia 22191 

(2) If to Associates to: 

Doves Lane Associates 

with a copy to: 

The date of the notice or request shall be the date of 
receipt, if delivered by hand, or the postmarked date thereof. 

( \ i ' I \ '., • ' ' 
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WITNESS the following signatures and seals: 

DOVES LANE ASSOCIATES, a Virginia 

By:~-----------------------------Name: 
Title: 

OMNI HOMES, INC., a Virginia 
corporation 

By: ~N~a-m_e_: ________________________ _ 

STATE OF 
COUNTY OF 

Title: 

--------------------' to wit: 
I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 

and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
whose name as of Doves Lane Assoc1ates, a 
Virginia , is signed to the foregoing 
Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me in 
my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

Notary PUbl1c 

STATE OF 
COUNTY OF~-------_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-__ , to wit: 

day of 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
whose name as of omni Homes, inc., a virginia 
corporation, 1s s1gned to the foregoing Agreement, has 
personally acknowledged the same before me in my aforesaid 
jurisdiction. 

·GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

----

Notary PublJ.c 

0194GHR 
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT 

THIS MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT ("Memorandum") is made this 
day of , 1990, by and among OMNI HOMES, INC., a 

Virginia corporation ( "Omni") , DOVES LANE ASSOCIATES, a 
Virginia ("Associates"), 

------------------------------' a 
{"Associates Lender") , 

TRUSTEE and -----------------' TRUSTEE ("Associates Trustees"). 

RECITALS: 

A. Omni is the owner of that certain parcel of land 
located in the Brentsville Magisterial District of Prince 
William County, Virginia, containing 72.68 acres of land, 

known as Prince William County Tax Map Parcel #065-01-000-0073, 
which is the subject of Prince William county Preliminary Plan 

#SD90-02P entitled "Dove's Landing" (the "Project"). 

B. Associates is the owner of that certain parcel of 

land located in the Brentsville Magisterial District of Prince 
William County, Virginia, containing acres of land, 
known as Prince William County Tax Map Parcel # ______________ _ 
(the "Associates Property"). 

c. Associates, Associates Lender and Associates 
Trustees are parties to that certain Deed of Trust dated 

--------------------' recorded in Deed 
Book at Page among the land records of Prince 
William County, Virginia, encumbering the Associa.tes Property. 

D. Omni and Associates are parties to that certain 
Agreement dated 1990 ( "Agreement••) in which 
said parties agreed to contribute certain funds to an escrow 
fund for the purpose of ·paying for the costs of certain 

f '''H"-.r.·) 
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facilities ("Facilities") more particularly described as 
follows and as depicted on the Plat: 

(1) MGD sewerage pump station at the 

location depicted on the Plat ("Pump Station"). 

(2) Gravity flow sewer trunk line from the bound.ary 
of the Project through the Associates Property to the Pump 

Station in the location depicted upon Exhibit "A" ("Gravity 
Line"). 

(3) Force main and gravity trunk line from Pump 
Station to 

("Off-site Sewer"). 
as depicted on Exhibit "A" 

(4) -inch ( __ ") water main from the boundary 
of the Project through the Associates Property to 

as depicted on Exhibit "A" (the "Water 
Line"). 

(5) Smithfield Road from the boundary of the 
Project to its intersection with Mynah Bird Lane as depicted 

on Exhibit "A" ("Smithfield Road"). 

The foregoing are collectively referred to hereafter as the 
11Facilities11 • 

E. The parties hereto· join in this Memorandum of 

Agreement for the purpose of providing record notice of 
certain obligations of the parties pursuant to ~he Agreement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises, the sum 

of Ten Dollars.($10.00) and other good and valuable considera
tion, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowl
edged, Associates hereby agrees, for the benefit of Omni, that 
upon request by Omni Associates shall execute, grant, convey 
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and record such dedicatioris for public street purposes, 
easements and.any other instruments in favor of the applicable 
governmental authorities of Prince William County, Virginia 
and/or the Commonwealth of Virginia which may be required for 
the purpose of constructing the Facilities as depicted upon 
the Plat, at no cost to Associates. 

Associates further agrees that Omni shall have a right to 
enter upon the Associates Property for the purpose of 
completing the construction of the Facilities in accordance 
with Paragraph 5 of the Agreement. 

Associates Lender and Associates Trustees join in the 
execution of this Memorandum for the purpose of signifying 
their consent to the terms and prov1s1ons hereof, their 
agreement to release those portions of the Facilities which 
will be dedicated for public street purposes, and their 
agreement to consent to any easements required by the 
appropriate authorities of Prince William County, Virginia or 
the Commonwealth of Virginia for the purpose of construction 
of the Facilities as depicted upon the Plat. 

This Memorandum shall be binding upon the successors, 
assigns and successors in title to all of the parties hereto 
and shall be considered a covenant running with the title to 
the real property depicted upon the Plat. 

WITNESS the following signatures and seals: 

,. .-l. 
t_ .... : .s. 

DOVES LANE ASSOCIATES, a Virginia 

By:~----------------------------Name: 
Title: 

- 3 -
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OMNI ASSOCIATES, INC., a Virginia 
corporation 

By: 
r.N~a~m~e~:---------------------------

Title: 

--------------------------------' a 

By: ~N~a-m_e_: ________________________ ___ 

Title: 

, TRUSTEE 

, TRUSTEE 

STATE OF 
COUNTY OF ---------------------' to wit: 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
whose name as of Doves Lane Assoc~ates, a 
Virginia , 1s s1gned to the foregoing Memorandum 
of Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me 
in my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

Notary Publ1c 

- 4 -
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STATE OF 
COUNTY OF --------------------' to wit: 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and state aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
whose name as of Omni Homes, Inc. , a virg·inia 
corporation, Is signed to the foregoing Memorandum of 
Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me in 
my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

___ day of 

Notary Publ~c 

STATE OF 
COUNTY OF ------------------' to wit: 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that 
whose name as of , 
a , 1s signed to the forego1ng Memorandum 
of Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me 
in my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

Notary Publ~c 

STATE OF 
COUNTY OF --------------------' to wit: 

day of 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and State aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
Trustee, whose name is signed to the forego~ng Memorandum of 
Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me in 
my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this 
1990. 

My commission expires: 

_____ day of-·---------

Notary Publ1c 
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STATE OF 
COUNTY OF --------------------' to wit: 

I, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the County 
and state aforesaid, do hereby certify that , 
Trustee, ~hose name is signed to the forego1ng Memorandum of 
Agreement, has personally acknowledged the same before me in 
my aforesaid jurisdiction. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this day of 
1990. ----- --------' 

My commission expires: 

Notary Public 

0195GHR 

- 6 -



Sh.uon E. P:.ndak 
County Attorney 

TO: 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAtvl 
t County Complt!x Court. Pnnce William. Virginia 22192-q!Ol 
(703) 335-6620. Metro 631-1703. FAX (703) 335-6633 

SHER~IAN PATRICK 
Zoning Administrator 

~iay 22, 1990 

FRO~I: ROSS G. HORTON 4ft'
Assistant County Attfrne; 

COUNTY ATTORNEY 

RE: SECTION 15.1-456 RE\'IE\V OF DOVES LANDING, SO 90-02P 

As you are aware, the question of whether a "456 review" is appropriate for 
the extension of public water and sewer lines into the Doves Landing/Doves 
Overlook area was extensively litigated by the County up to the Virginia Supreme 
Court. That court found no reversible error in the trial court's detennination that a 
456 review was not required for the extension of public water and sewer servke to 
the adjacent Doves Landing subdivision. In light of th:1t dete.nnination. the County 
would be hard pressed to justify requiring a 456 review for the adjacent subdh ision. 
In the prior case, the trinl court found that the three mile extension of water and 
sewer was a ·normal service extension" within the meaning of Section 15.1-456(c). 
Since Doves Landing will connect to the utiliry tines in the adjacent subdivision. 
even I would agree that this is a ·normal service extension." A copy or the trial 
court's opinion is attached for your information. 

In light of the above, the County cannot require a Section 15.1-456 review of 
Doves Landing and that comment should be removed from the requiresnents that 
the developer o( that subdivision must meet prior to approval. 

If you should have any .questions concerning this matter, please feel free to 
contact 1ne. · 

cc: Vsharon E. Pnndak, w I o attachment 
Castor D. Chasten. w I o attachment 
C. Lacey Compton. Jr., wlo attadunent 
F. R. Hodgson •. '!' I o attachment 

RGI-11 cbiW:DovesRev 
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Richard E. lawson 
Director 

COUNTY OF PRINCF. WILLIAM 
1 County Complex Court. Prince William. Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6980 Metro 631-1703 

June 7, 1990 

Mr. F.R. Hodgson 
Senior planner 
Suite #102 
9300 Grant Avenue 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

RE: SD#90-02P, Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Hodgson: 

f.''\ W\/Nf \I "l 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

As a follow-up to our conversation on June 5, 1990, it has been 
determined that the subject project plan cannot be processed 
further nor scheduled for Planning Commission consideration. 

In accordance with Section 601.01 of the Prince William County 
Design and Construction Standards Manual {D&CSM), the subject 
site plan is not in full compliance. Until final road plans are 
ap rov and bonde t se ment <Tf ~mithfield ftoad which is 
ocated in the adjacent planned subd1v1s1on , aves 

overlook), the subject site plan cannot be processed further. 

Please be advised that the project file application for the 
referenced site will remain active by this agency until the 
subject road plans are approved andjbonded. 

Very truly yours~,~ .4-
C t~Z J. &1 CLIJ,( !/"-

Castor D. Chasten, Planner 
Plans Analysis & Special Projects 

CDC:rr/A607CDC 

JUN 11 1990 

GREENHO~!?~~ •. ~ o· !.1;:\~·~,\. Iii C. 
:~t·\t~;·~ssls 
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SECTION 600 

STREET DESIGN STAN~ARDS AND SPECIFICATIONS 

Provisions of this Section shall apply to all roadway 

construction in the County. Where no specific roadway 

const~ction design standard or specification is set forth 

in the Manual, the provisions of VDOT's Road and Bridge 

Standards, Subdivision street Requirements, Minimum 

Standards of Entrances to State Highways, Road Design 

Manual, Appendix A, and the Virginia Supplement to the MUTCD 

shall be used. 

Northern Virginia has been designated as an urban area by 

VDOT Subdivision Standards. All streets shall be designed 

as set forth in this manual or VDOT standards whichever is 

more stringent. 

601.00 STREET REQUIREMENTS 

601.01 All single family detached dwelling ?nit sites shall 

have frontage on existing·state maintained public streets or 

streets approved and bonded to be constructed to a standard 

acceptable for addition to the VDOT System. The amount of 

frontage shall be established in ·accordance with the 

appropriate regulations for the zoning district as set out 

in the Zoning Ordinance. 

601.02 Pipestem lots shall be platted only in Zoning 

districts permitted by the Zoning Ordinance. When 

permitted in the zoning regulations, pipestem lots 

shall conform to the following requirements: 

·~·'•t•····., r . ; = • ' • 
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Green horne & O'Mara, In c. 
9300 GRANT AVENUE • SUITE 102 • MANASSAS, VA 22110 • (703) 369·1336 (Metro 968·9040) 

ENGINEERS ARCHITECTS PLANNERS SCIENTISTS 

June 20, 1990 

Mr. Castor D. Chasten, Planner 
Plans Analysis & Special Projects 
Department of Development Administration 
1 County Complex Court 

RE: SD#90-0ZP, Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Chasten: 

SURVEYORS PHOTOGRAMMETRISTS 

Thank you for your June 7, 1990 letter concerning Doves Landing and the 
fact that it has been determined that the plan cannot be processed further 
nor scheduled for Planning Commission consideration. Your letter does 
state that the project file application for the referenced site·will remain 
active by your agency until the subject road plans are approved and/bonded. 

Although this is a small detail, as discussed with you yesterday at 
your office, I would appreciate if you ~auld update DDA's Pending Project 
Status Report as the latest copy I received still shows a close out date 
for Doves Landing of 6/18/90. As you are aware, we resubmitted signature 
sets to the County on May 24, 1990 well before the 6/18/90 deadline. I 
believe based upon your June 7, 1990 letter that the Status Report for 
Doves Landing should not show any close out date as is being done for the 
Ch~mps Mill Branch (SD89-42P) plan on the Pending Project Status Report. 

Your attention to this detail is appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

~·~ 
F. R. Hodgson 
Senior Planner 

".,1··. It 
'I I l . : 
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Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Co"mplex Court. Prince Willipm, Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6980 Metro 631·1703 

June 7, 1990 

Mr. F.R. Hodgson 
Senior planner 
Suite #102 
9300 Grant Avenue 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

RE: SD#90-02P, Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Hodgson: 

DEVELOPMENT 
ADMINISTRATION 

As a follow-up to our conversat1on on June 5, 1990, it has been 
determined that the subject project plan cannot be processed 
further nor scheduled for Planning Commission consideration. 

In accordance with Section 601.01 of the Prince William County 
Design and Construction Standards Manual (D&CSM), the subject 
site plan is not in full compliance. Until final road plans are 
approved and bonded for that segment of Smithfield Road which is 
located in the adjacent planned subdivision (SD#88-12P, Doves 
overlook), the subject site plan cannot be processed further. 

Please be advised that the project file application for the 
referenced site will remain active by this agency until the 
subject road plans are approved andjbonded. 

Very truly yours, 

C t~'l J. ej, ,VJ/ir .. 
Castor D. Chasten, Planner 
Plans Analysis & Special Projects 

CDC:rr/A607CDC 

JUN 11 1990 

GREEN}iC~~~~ ·.':: o· f..i.~,~, .. \, me. 
r:,.\t!:·~ssas 

·----
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SBCOHD ALLOIIGB 

December, 1990 
TBIS ALLONGE, dated this 31st day ofXllelu•••9PiMc1. 1 to be 

attached to and form a part of that certain Deed of Trust Note in 

the original principal sum of THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND AND N0/100 

DOLLARS ($300,000.00) dated January 16, 1989, and previously 

increased to POOR HUNDRED SIXTY PIVE THOUSAND AND N0/100 DOLLARS 

($465,000.00), made by OM~I HOMES, INC., a Virginia Corporation, 

and payable to the order of TBE BUSINESS BANK. 

WITNESSETH TBAT: 

The terms and conditions of said Note are hereby modified as 

follows: 

1. The maturity date of said Note is hereby changed from 

January 1, 1991 to January 1, 1992. 

All of the other terms, conditions and provisions of the 

said Deed of Trust Note not herein altered and amended shall 

remain in full force and effect. 

WITNESS the following signature and seal. 

a Virginia 

SEEN AND AGREED: 

THB ?.r:·NB~S BANK 

By: A~th~£~;~~r 



.. 

STATB OP VIRGINIA 
COOHTY OP PAIRPAX, to-wit: 31st 

Tbe foregoin~ Allonge was acknowledged before me this~ 
day ofRI&~alS!Ql, by Ronald L. Walutes, President of o~~ 
Homes, Inc., a Virginia Corporation, on behalf of the 
corporation. 

My Commission e~pires: 

-2-
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The subject appraisal has bci"en pr·epared en the basi!il of 
hvpothelicLd assumptioms and ~does c:tot: repreaent tho current 
mcarl:.~t valua of the subject pa·opar·ty in its cun·cmt o.Jl:.ate. l'he 
ar•praiscd 'tfalue reprct~entts tha gross retai 1 selluut of the 
finished 1 ots under the aats\.tmpt.ian that \tl.ater and sewet· and r·oada 
ar·e in place. ~· ,. 
In this apprai•al, the most recently settled sales o·f buildable 
sinqle familv lots ha-.'D been u!led in the sales r.:ornpau·ison 
8ftproach to value. The gr·oss ral:.ai 1 Bell out haa been calculated 
on the basis af tha pldnned 106 t~inqle family lotss averaqinq 

·2q,5ee square f•at. 

All building area• are reportedly outside of the flood plain. 

lt is noted that the eKistance af sewer and water is a major 
aasumptign in thia.. appraisal and that, in realiSt,, tll""e 

~ utilities mav ba sev~l yearss away. For a valuation of this 
pr·operbt' as-ia, please 5tte lliti appraTtsal dated 4-11-89. l'his 
appr~isal is believed still indicativa of tha current as-is value 
of the subJect property at $450,000. 

The informAtion supplied by the ownerli is believed accur·ata and 
has been relied upan in this rapar-t. 

,. 
For the purpasas of this t·epct·t ccmparabl e~ 2 and 3 have been 
waighted mast heavi 1 y due to the mini mal adjustntent required and 
theit- similarity to the finished subJect lots. 

f ~ 11 , ' :; :; :: 
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DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE: The :nos& probable price which 1 propeny should brins in a comrctilive and open 
market under all cunditions requisite to 1 fair sale. &he buyer and setter, each actina prudently. knnwledaeably and 1uumtna 
the price is nuc afl'c\.1Cd by undue s&imulus. fntpticit in this dcranitioca is the COftiUmmllion o( a Ale as af a specified date 
and the passina of licle fronr seDer co buyer under cuflditlcmt whereby: (I) buyer and seller are typically motiva1ed: (2) both 
panies are well inf'onncd or Mil advised, and each actina in what he eonsidcrs his own bcsc imeraa: (J) 1 reasonable time 
is allOOA-ed ror Clposure in lhc open market: (4) paymct1t is Cl1lde in 1erms of cash in U.S. dollan nr in terms ol financial 
uransemcms camparahle thereto: ud (') the price represencs lhe normal couidcradon fitr the pn-rerty sntd unafrccted by 
special or mative fiDIDI:ina or sales concessions• aramcd by aft)'OQC associated with the Ale. 

• Adjustments en the cumparables mutt be made f'nr special or creativc financina or sales concessiuas. No adjustments are 
necessary COr these COSIJ .tdch are norm:ally paid by sellers u a result ol tlldition Of law in a market area: these coSIS arc 
n:adily idcfttifllblc sinc:e the sdlcr r-YS these emu in vinually all uJes transactions. Special or creative rmancina adjustments 
can he made to lhe cotnf'lr&ble pmpeny by comparisoas co liaandq cerma ~red by 1 lhird .,arty institudtmal tender that 
is noc already imulwed in che propcny or transaction. AtrJ ldjustmcnt should not be calculated an a mec~nical dollar l'or 
dollar cos& ol lhc financial or axauion but the dollar amount ol any adjustment should appro~timate the market's reaction 
to the rmancifta or cancasions based on the appraiser's jud~. 

CERnftCAnON AND STATDIENT OF LIMinNG CONDITIONS 
C£RDFICAnON: 1be Apprailer certifies and aarecs that: 

I. The Appraiser has DO pcacnl or conlemptaccd fuwre lnacresa Ia the property lfiPIIised: and neither the employment 1o 

make the appraisal. nor the compeCisation ror it. is coadnacna upon lhe appraised ~ue ol the property. 
2. The Appraiser hu no personal lnu:rest in or bias with respecl &o the subject matter ol che appraisal repmt nr the partki· 

pallS co the sale. The ··esa~mae or Markee Value" in the appraisal rtpOrt is not based in whnte or in pan upm the race. colnr. 
or 111donaJ oriain ol lhc prospective owaers ar c~ecup;ants of the property appraised, or upon the riu:e. cctrur nr national oriain 
ol the presem owners or occupanu of the prop:nies in a he vicinity of the· property appraised. · 

3. The Appraiser hu personally inspected the property. bolh inside ltld ouc. and hu made an eateritlr insp:ction "' all 
comparable Illes lisacd in lhc RpOit. 1b the besl of the Appraiser's bw»lcdge and belief'. all statements and in"'maticlft in 
Chis repon are true and comet. and lhe Appraiser his ncx knowinaly widlbeld any sianifant informatiun . 

.e. All cominpnt and limiliftl conditions are contained herein (imposed by the terms of lhe assisnn~ent or by the under· 
sianed affccdna ahe analyses. opinions. and conclusions contained in the report). · 

'· This appraisal rqJOn hu been made in canfbrmity wkh and is subject ro the requirements a( the Cnde Clf rn,fcasitm:ll 
Ethics and Standards of Professional Conduct af lhe appraisal orpttizations with which the Appraiser is affiliated. 

6. All conclusions and opinions concerning the real estate that arc set bth in the appraisal report were prepared by the 
Appraiser whose sianature appears on the appraisal report. unleu indicated u "Review Appraiser." No change nf any item in 
the appraisal tepon shall be made by anyone ocher than lhe Appraiser, and the Appraiser shall have nu responsibility &lr any 
such unauthorized chanae. 

CONTINGENT AND LBimNG CONDmONS: The eenificacion ol the Apprai~er appcarina in the IIJ11H1isal report Is subject 
to the followina conditions and ro such ocher specifiC and limilina conditions as are set rorcta by the Appr.iser in the rcpon. 

I. The Appraiser assumes no n:spoasibilhy ror matters or 1 Sept nature affectina the pcuperty appraised Of the title there· 
to, nor does the Appn1iser render any opinion u to the title,· which is assumed co be lJOOd and marketAble. The property is 
appraised u lhouah under responsible ownership. 

2. Any sketch in the repon may shaw apprv~imato dimensions and it iDdudr:d to &llill lhe reader in visualizina the prop
erty. The Appraiser ha made no suney r:lthc pcopeny. 

3. The Appraiser is nat n:qulrcd co aive testimony or appear In court because ol haviftl made the appraisal with reference 
to the propeny in questloa, vnle:u arranaemenu hive been previously made thereb'. 

4. Any distribution of' the \llluaa6on Ia lhe rcpon belwcea land and impror.oemc:at~ applies only under the Clislina prosram 
nf utilization. The separate wfUIIions fOr land and buildilz& mal noc be used in conjunction with any ocher appraiul and are 
irmlid lr so used. 

5. The Appraiser assumes that there an: no hidden or unapparent condidoes of the pnJpetty, subsoil. or structures, which 
"A'OUid render it mote or 1es1 ftluable. The Appnilcr usumea DO responsibility f'or such conditions. or for cnainectina which 
mish& be required co discover such r.c:tors. 

6. lnf'onnadon, estimates, 1Dd opiaions furnished to abe Appnfler. ud COIIIIifted in the report, were obuincd from saun:es 
consldend reliable IDd believed 10 be uue and comet. However, DO rapaasibilily 1tr 1CCW11Cf ol such ilcms furnished the 
Appraiser em be assumed by tbe Appailer. 

7. Disclosure ol ahe coa1e1111 of the appraisal repon It acwemcd by lhe Bylaws and Rcaul&lloas of the pmfeuioaal appraisal 
aaniualons wilh whida die Appnilet is affiliated. 
a. Ncilher all. ndr _, pat of the coaaenc o( lhe repon. or copy cbereof (indudina conclusions u co the propcny value. 

the ideality ol the Appra•, ~ deaianadcsa. reference to any prof'eslionaJ appraisal oraaniutions. or lhe firm with 
which the Appraiser Is cormected), shall be used for any pul'p)SCS by lft)VCIC but chc dienl specifeed in the repnn. lhe boi'I'OWer 
if appraisal rce paid by same, the mona•ace or hs successon IDd wip. monaaae insurers, QXliUli&Rts, prolcssional appraisal 
orsulucions, any stace or idcrally appnwed financial institution, any depaJtment. aaenc:Y· or hwnunentality of the United 
Slates or any suate or the Diarfct of Columbia, without the previous written consent of the Appraiser; nor shall it be corwqocd 
by III'I)'Onc 1o lhe public lhrouah ldvenisiq. public rclllioas, news. Ala. or Olber media. .nthout the written consent and 
appionval of the Appraiser. 

9. 0, all appraisals. subject eo wiafactory completion, repdra, or ahcratloal, Che lppl'lisal report and value conclusion are 
contlnpnt upoa completion ol the impnwcmencs in 1 workmlftlikc manner. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DISCLAIMER: The value estfrnaaed in dais report is based on lhe assumption chat che propeny is ncx 
negatively arreeted by the existence or hazardous substances or dcuimental environmental conditions. 11~e appraiser is noa an 
expen in the identification of hazardous subsunces or detrimental environmental conditions. Tbc Bl'lll'aiscr's routine 
inspection or and inquiries about tho subject propeny did not develop any infonnation lhat indicated any apparcnl significant 
hazardous substances or detrimental environmental conditions which Yo'OUtd arfccl the pmpeny negatively. It is possible llust 
tests and Inspections made by 1 qualified hazardous substance and environmental eapen woulcl reveal the cllistencc or 
hazanlous lllllerialsllld envlraomcnlal condldoos on or IIIUUitd die ..-tJ IIIII ~CCI its value. 

Date: .Y./ f' (. 0 0 o 0 0 A-ilerCsl.M g,-0 o o'":"""o o o o o 0 0 o t!f: o o o o o o o o o oll.l.'! ~ 0

o i ld.lo 0 o o o 

le•tteM.t¥-ll•n• ............ , •• u-.\'.1-l•..-fA"' 11 .. .-u,-.... ,~t U••'•ll UM,,•t·l4'·1'11 



COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM DOAIUl uf COUNTY Slii'Eit\'ISlli(S 

1 County Complex Court, Prince William, Virginia 22192-9201 

703-335-6600 Metro 631-1703 llillla M. n.ut; 
William 1. Dcrkcr 
Robert L Cult! 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
lim Mullen 

Juhn D. )t!nkins 
Edwin C. King 
Kathleen 1<. St!dl•lc.ll 
Terrence Spcll.mc 

Apr/115, 1991 

~ &XHIII1 

' 

(3et..lU-\ t '(, 

Omnl Homes Inc. 
8000 Sandburg Court ; 
Dunn Loring, VA 22021 

Dear Gentlemen: 

TIJere are two events wl•lclr have created a need tor tills letter: 

1. TIJe problems being encountered by some residents wltl• tl•elr septic drain 
fields. 

2. T11e plans for construction of lromes In the Doves Ovetlook and Doves Landing 
area and with litis IIJe extension of central sewage to tl•e area. 

Tl•e attaciJed repott provides a sunJtnaty of events leading up to tile current situation 
and tiJe positions of both tl1e State I lealth Departmetrl and tiJe County SeiVIce Authority. II 
is l10ped this will enhance your understanding of IIJe problem and Its possible solutions. 

Vel)' truly yours, 

f!jf 
William J. Becker 
Brentsvllle Supetvlsor 

Note: The traffic slgnalllgl•t (Brentsvllle Road & Route 234} tiJal I reported on earlier was 
delayed by IIJe VIrginia Depart1nent of TranspottaUon, bul tl1ey now assure nJe tl1at 
advet lislng for conslrucllon will be done In April. 

WJB/dJe 
Anac/Jmenl (1J 

A:14Septll 

~!"-~ .. _, '·· :: ~ ·-- .... ~ 
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COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
Sudley North Government ('enter 
7873 Asblon Avenue. Manassa5, Vl11inia lliiO 
(701) ll5·6190 Melro 631·1701 Ex16190 

lENTSVILI .. E DISTRICT 
William J. Becker 

BOARD of COUNTY SUPERVISORS 

Terrence Spellane, Cbainnan 
Edwin C. King, Vice Chainnan 
llilda M. Bars 
William J. Becker 
Robert LCole 
John 0. Jenkins 
Kathleen K. Seefeldt 

SBWAGB IH THB 11BRADLBY I'ORBST ARBA" 

The homes built in the "Bradley Forest Area" all use a St;!ptic 
system including the required drainfield to dispose of their 
sewage. . Some pf these are beginning to be unable to absorb the 
amount of sewage generated by the residence and could become a 
health hazard. 

This summary is intended to describe the situation as it has 
developed over the years, its relationship to the potential 
development of Doves Overlook, and what the future could hold. 

POTENTIAL DBVBLOPHENT 

The area now called Doves Overlook and Doves Landing was 
zoned in 1962 as R-10 which provides for 10,000 square foot lots. 

Development was not initiated at that time because 
insufficient septic drainfield . sites could be found and central 

.sewage was not available. 

In 1988 the land for Doves overlook was -purchased by an 
investor who proposed developing it as 10,000 square foot lots by 
providing a connection to the central sewage system approximately 
3-4 miles away. lie submitted a site plan to the County proposing 
such action. 

The County turned down the application on the basis that the 
current comprehensive plan designated this area for 1-5 acre lots 
and did not provide for any central sewage connections. The 
developer took the issue to the Circuit Court and prevailed; the 
County appealed to the state Supreme Court where the Circuit Court 
decision was upheld. The County was directed to approve the 
proposed plan. This meant that the developer could build up to 400 
homes and connect to the nearest sewage connector line. lie did not 
have to make any improvements to existing roads; provide land or 
funds for schools or other needed infrastructure. I understand 
that plans to develop Doves overlook and Doves Landing ar~ on hold 
because of the current financial ~limate. Development can probably 
not be expected for 3-5 years. 



SBWAGB PROBLBHS 

According to the state flealth Department, a number of septic 
drainfields have failed or have been unable to handle the amount of 
sewage flowing from residences in the area. This is not unexpected 
because the life of a properly installed septic drainfield can be 
as little as 40 years and some of the homes in the area are that 
old. In most of the casas where failure occurred, the householder 
does not own sufficient land to permit construction of a new 
drainfield and other actions had to be taken. The fact that such 
pt·oblems have occurred has raised concern in the community as to 
what the future holds. 

This question was asked of the two go~ernment agencies most 
involved in sewage systems, the County Service Authority and the 
state llealth Department. 

§IRVICB AUTHORITY 

The Service Authority points out that in order to provide 
sufficient capaclty to permit construction of a sewage line to 
support residences in Bradley Forest, Westchester, and other nearby 
residences, the Doves Overlook developer would have to include 
additional capacity in the pumping station and increase th~ size of 
the force main line. The Service Authority would have to pay for 
this increase. In addition, a system to serve existing units and 
convey the sewage to the pump station would have to be designed and 
installed. Availability fees would have to be paid by the 
l1omeowner to connect to the sewer. It is my understanding that the 
line from the Doves Overlook pumping station to the central sewer 
system is a pressure line and would not easily be connected to by 
other users. As can be seen from the copy of the Service Authority 
report (Attachment 1), the preliminary estimate of cost to the 
laomeowner would be significant and depend to a ·great extent on the 
number of users. In addition, sewer policy 3 of the 1990 
CQmprehensive Plan requires a feasibility study and an amendment to 
the plan to be completed prior to providing public sewer service to 
this area. 

§7ATB HBALTH DBPARTMIHT 

The llealth Department is responsible for approving and 
monitoring all localized sewage systems. As noted previously, a 
number _of septic drain fields have been unable to cope with the 
amoun~ of sewage ge~erated by those living in the. residence, thus 
creat1ng a health menace. The llealth Department has worked closely 
with all residents in such situations and has often been successful 
in extending the life of the system. llowever, there are limits to 
this and the Health Department is concerned. Attachment 2 is an 
outline of the way in which they approach these problems and the 
steps they take in, first defining the problemJ and second, in 
finding a solution. 



Both agencies believe that when problems occur, the llealth 
Department is the agency to be contacted. Further, in view of the 
probability that central sewage connection will not occur for some 
years, a private system solution appears most feasible. 

llopefully, this brief summary will make homeowners of the area 
realize how important it is to take good care of their existing 
system and not to mis-use it. Specifically, action should be taken 
to have the septic tank pumped out regularly, at least every 5 
years as required by law, or preferably every 3 years. 

If any of you have questions not answered in this letter, I 
suggest you contact Mr. John Meehan at the llealth Department or 
this office for questions concerning individual systems. 

A:l4Septic 



Cooc"••&lo" 'lllfllh tht 
a.,.,"''"' ol Htefth 

la9t J/90 "'· I . 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Prirace \V.fllfdtn II etlltla Dl.tt t·lcl . ~~vg~0MAHAssAs 

. 8301 ll!l! AVI!NUE CIIY Of MAffA8SA8 PARK 
.:c c PfUNCE WilliAM COUN1Y 

MANAIIAI, VIRGINIA 22t 10·1577 

---·-·"'" 

,, . 

• TIUPIIONl: 3111·1300 
tNVIROHMINTAl UEAllH: 131 IJ11 

-r 
ariwkll t 1111111t11U -~ 

......... . IIJ tNJUIJtldl 

· ........ L~·· 
. I. a..alld.t•btet ......... 

I. WWJt/llW .. t• l....try ••te 
s. t..a.u. n• wa-n~ '" huelet• 

'· llt.itt.~t• noor bdlnl 
I ;. au.t,.u tlat•t IOfteet l&..l• 

........ 1' ....... 'lbll•t .... 
l. a.lu&te Onanl -.t..- .WIItllllt.t ..,.,._. ... 1'1t1did 

• I· . Mal• I - 4 ~~ it Rill M.lrlh:tlanl•l 

1. tr.tAtt ....... t - u,.u .... , 'htt.u · . ; ~ ~ 
Ia IIWNt.l c._.. IWtl . · • · ,·o , \ I~.. ~.- ..... 

i 

l. t.Yll liN ~tl~ AdA 
0 

i .: 

t, ,.. .. ,.~a... ·. . . at ~rid 

l. a...-a-l ~l.a W 'itttltJttt• A. f.WD.Id ... t~.Cd t 
•· Gnlttt ... l t...lt "'- u.tw llMI ~ • tlal I. t•.ut .. tlm.m • 
a. lat • ." ....... lfr.Witl4. . ct. tmt.ld - tM~~.ai • 
II. '--In Mud ljiW· II. llct,Wl.._, ' , 
a. .._. ,_... .,_. 11111.......... L IMD._. ... tJaD.at ., ... 

0 0 ............. f*t ,.~ , 
~••rt~t 

,. !7 •:-t r ·--·-...u 



Item llo. 

l.ocat ion: 

Problem: 

Comments: 

Solution: 

. 
Est.imated Cost: 

tlote: 

7 

• Bradley Forest - Bradley Forest Drive 
S•ithfleld Road 

Endemic failure of o~ site .sew~ge d\sposal sysl.rms. 

Bradley Forest is located ~ithin a Rural Residential 
Zone. Additional failures are anticipated on streets 
adjolninq Bradley Forest Drive and Smithf.leld Ro~d 
due to poor soil conditions ln the area. 
noves Overlook abuts bradley Fori!st to the south. 
Bratt ley Forest could be grav l ty sewered into a . 
slightly oversized Doves Overlook system. This coul•l 
affect the proposed sizing of the Doves Overlook sewer 
system and pump station. 

·tlistall gravity sewer ln Bradley Forest, draining into 
the Doves Overlook system . 

16000 Lr 8" Sewer I $80/LF 
50 tlanholes ' $2500/EA 
Doves Overlook overalzihg 

Total 

$1,280,000 
$125,000 
$200,000 

t1,605,000 

Estimated Cost does not include ltomeowners' costs for 
physical connection to the new sewer, appllcatlon, 
avallablllty, or lhspectlon fees. 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

RE: 

Fil~ 

suzi DeRyckere 

Kay 16, 1991 

MEMORAHPUM 

Doves Landinq meetinq with Bill Seeker 5/15/91 

Present at the meetinq were Bill Becker, Harry Ghadban, Jimmy 
Ghadban, Mike Mullin (engineer), Lacey Compton and suzi DeRyckere. 

Lacey opened the meeting by statinq· we had received a copy of 
Bill Becker's letter relative to the implementation of sewer and 
water in the area of the County that would serve the proposed 
developments of "Doves Overlook4

' and "Doves Landing". Mr. Becker 
stated he was to meet this week with the County Attorney's office and 
members of the Department of Development Administration relative to 
Doyes overlook and the effects the Chesapeake Bay Protection Act 
might have on that property. Lacey stated it was our lntent to meet 
today to tell Mr. Becker we would be willinq to meet and/or help with 
the plans to bring sewer to these properties. We stated the 
signature set of the preliminary plan had been submitted in April of 
1990 and approval of the preliminary plan had been •o~~ithheld because 
of an access problem to our site. We stated, should our preliminary 
plan Be approved, we would be willing to submit final plans with a 
notation indicating we could not: receive approval of the final plan 
·o~~ithout first resolving the access problem which currently exists. 
By allowing us to process our final plan, we would be in a better 
position with lenders, bondinq, etc. and would be more able to 
provide help relative to the sewer and water issue when the need 
arises. If we are unable to process our final plans, we may not be 
in a position to help the county and/or Doves overlook with the 
funding of sewer and water and further, the processing of the final 
plan . •,o~ould let us know if ODA would be making comments relative to 
the vesting of the property with regard to the Chesapeake Bay 
Protection Act. We asked Mr. Becker to mention at his meeting '"ith 
the County Attorney that we are interested in pursuing the processing 
of our plan with the notation relative to access. I have made note 
to follow up with Mr. Becker early next week to inquire about the 
results of the meetinq with the county personnel. 

SSD/tjw 

cc: Harry Ghadban 

0019C 
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:VIRGINIA: 

IN THB CIRCUIT COURT OP PRINCE wnLIAM COUNTY 

DOVE'S LANE ASSOCIATES, 
; A Vqinla Partnership 

9111 Ewell Street 
. Manassas, Prince William County, 
·. vu8inia 22110 

AND 

WILUMti E. MYERS 

. AND 

~!SAMUEL A. LINCH. 
I .. 

.. 
· ·· R. CURTIS HARROVBR 

:AND .. 
:• ;; 

·: ALAN RABINOWITZ, 
· i Petitioners, 
'i 
II 
~' •. ~ 

i v~ 
. 1: ! 

· . l~ RkcHARD B. LAWSON, 
:· D~tor 
· :i: ~t of Development 
·.:: ~dministration 

· ~~i 1 \County cOmplex Court 
.i! P;{inc:e William, VA 22192 
!i 
.; AND 
.! 

,~ MICHAEL TOMPKINS, 
:~ Zoning Administrator 

Prince William County 
.: 1 County Complex Court 
:: Prince William, v A 22192 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
\ . 
I 

) 
) 
\ , 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

IN CHANCERY NO. :s I 83.o 

i . I 
\ 



·------------------··----------·---------··-····------------------,----------------------··--···----· ,, 
'll 

ti 
:! 

·:AND 

- BOARD OP SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE 
WJLI.JAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, 
a body politic, 

: Serve: Sharon B. Pandak, Bsq. 

,. 
•• :: 

I 

., 

:I 

: ~ 
:j 
'I 

Co~ty Attorney 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince W1111am, VA 22192 

Richard B. Lawson, 
Director 
Department of Development 

Administration 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, VA 22192 

Michael Tompkins, 
Zoning Administrator 
Prince W'tlliam County 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, VA 22192 

The Honorable Terrence Spellane, 
Cbalrman, 
Prince Wnllam County Board 

of Supervisors 
· 1 County Complex Court 
Prince \Vtlllam, Virginia 22192 

1be Honorable Edwin C. King, 
Prince WilHam County Board 

of Supervisors 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince Wllliam, Virginia 22192 

1be Honorable Kathleen K. Seefeldt, 
·· Prince WilHam County Board 
:: of Supervisors 

1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) . 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
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'Ibe Honorable John D. Jenkins ) 
Prince WWlam County Board ) 

of Supervisors ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince WWlam, Vuginia 22192 ) 

) 
The Honorable Hllda M. Barg ) 
Prince Wtlliam County Board ) 

of Supervisors ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince Wllllam, Virginia 22192 ) 

) 
The Honorable William J. Becker, ) 
Prince William County Board ) 

of Supervisors ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 ) 

) 
The Honorable Robert L. Cole ) 
Prince William County Board ) 

of Supervisors ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince Wllllam, Virginia 22192 ) 

) 
) 

Respondents. ) 

PETITION FOR DECLARATORY .runGMENT AND 
IN.TtJNCTIVE AND omER REJ,IEF 

The Petitioners, Doves Lane Associates and William B. Myers, Samuel A. Linch, R. 

i: Curtis Harrover and Alan Rabinowitz pursuant to, Inter alia, Va. Code Annot. §15.1··492 . 
·~ (1989 Repl. Vol.), the Constitution of Virginia, tbe Constitution of the United States, 42 

i .. 
'I 

: U.S.C. I 1983 and 42 U.S.C. § 1988, seek a declaratory judgment and injunctive and other 

~ i relief against the Respondents on the following grounds: 
!: 

·! . 
-3-
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ll 
h 
•I 
'j 

i 
·: Gtnenl 

1. . Tile Petitioners, Dove's Lane Associates, a Virginia partnership, is the legal 

and/or equitable owner of approximately 184 acres situated in Prince William County. 

Virainia (the •Property"). The aeneral partners of Dove•s Lane Associates are WDUam B. · 

Myers, Samuel A. Linch, R. Curtis Harrover and Alan Rabinowitz 

2. The Respondent, Richard B. lawson, is Director (i.e., chief administrative 

officer) of the Department of Development Adminlsttation of Prince William County {the 

"DDA •). DDA is the agent of Respondent Board accorded the responsibility for the review 

and approval of subdivision plats and the determination of their. conformity with applicable 

County ordinances. 

3. The Respondent, Michael Tompkins, is Zoning Administrator of Prince 

· · William County. The Zoning Administrator is the agent of Respondent Board accorded the 

:; responsibility for the interpretation, administration and enforcement of the Zoning Ordinance. 

i' 
' 4. The Respondent, Prince Wllliam County Board of Supervisors (the "Board'!), 

; is the aoveming body of Prince W~ County and is empowered to enact provisions of the 
I 

!i Prince William County Code dealing with the approval of subdivisions, and to appoint such 
II 

i! aaents as may be necessary for the administration of such provisions. 
ij 

il 5. The Petidoaen' rights in aac! to the Property have been abrldaed and denied 
:t 
: i by the acdolis of Respondents u more specifically set forth below, and thus an actual 
,i 

;i 
:! controversy exists between the parties w~erein there is and has been an antagonistic assenion 

;i of the Petitioners' ri&hts and the denial by Respondents of said rights, which controversy · 
•; 

;: involved, among other things, the interpretation of statutes and/or county ordinances, and .. 
1: ,. 

" :t 
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·I 

! accordingly this case is a proper one for the exercise by this Court of its power to issue 

: declaratory judgments pursuant to Va. Code Annot. 18.01-184. (1984 Repl. Vol.). 

6. 'lbe Property has been deslpated R-10 under the Prince William County 

ZoniD& Ordinance (the •7DniJlg Ordinance•) since 1963, the date the R-10 Zoning District 

was created. 

7. The R-10 Zonina District ts Intended to provide for and encourage 

development of one. family dwellings at a medium suburban density of approximately four 

.dwelling units per acre. One-family dwellings are permitted by right in the R .. to Zoning 

District. 

8. Petitioners acquired legal and or equitable title to the Property in 1986 in 

reliance upon the R-10 zoning designation and the attendant right to the develop at 4 dwelling 

·. units per acre • 

. ! Wronaful DenleJ of "Zonln1 AgroYal11 

•: 9. In March 1987, the Prince William County Planning Office issued Part I of 

: •Reconciliation of Bxisting Zonina with P18Diled Land Uses", a study intendinc to identify, 
: 

, and recommending downzoniilg of, pmpea-ties with zoning classifications being deemed by 
i 

:~ the Plannlna Office to be •tnconaistent• with the Comprehensive Plan. The Property was 
:; 
;· Identified amona such· •inconsistent• properties in the March 1987 study, as well u in the 

0 

:~ revised version thereof issued in June 1987. No downzoning of ~e Property was initiated, 

: however. 
,. 
'! 

I 
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-~ 10. Folluwina submission of Peddoners• first preUminary subdivision plat on 

. October 8, 1987, Prfnce WU1iam County' I ZoniDI Administrator, 1n response to an inquiry 

from the DDA, denied •zoning approval• of the Petitioners' plat on December 11, 1987, on 

the grounds that the pubUc water and sewer 11nes proposed by the Petitioners either had to be 

. depicted on the Comprehensive Plan or approved by the PlaDniDa Commission pursuant to 

Va. Code Annot. § 15.1-456 (1989 Repl. Vol.) (a •section 456 Review•). 

11. The Prince William County Service Authority (the "Service Aqthority"), the 

entity responsible for the supervision of the central publlc and water system for Prince 

. William County, Indicated in its letter of December 16, 1987 that Petitioners could connect 

· Into the public sewer system, subject only to engineering review of the design. In 

:· accordance with the nonnal practice in Prince Wlll1am County, Petitioners have committed to 

·. pay for construcdon of the connection to existing pubUc ~ater and sewer lines. Adequate 

.;·capacity exists in existing treatment facilities to accommodate the projected sewer flow from 

. : the Property. 

12. On Ianuary 8, 1988, the Petldoners flled a timely appeal from the Zoning 
I 

lj Administrator•s rulln& to the Board of Zomna Appeals, on the grounds that (a) the proposed 
i1 

!; water and sewer systems were permitted by Section 201.20 of the 7mlina Ordinance and 
,; ;; 
;! required under other ordinances, regulations and pollcies of Prince Wllllam County; (b) ,, 
:; 
!' neither tho proposed sewer or water system was inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan; 

(c) consistency with the Comprehensive Plan was neither relevant nor determinative; 

(d) Section 456 Review was not required with respect to such systems; (e) tho Pro~ny was 

;; zoned R-10; minimum lot size was 10,000 square feet, not one acre; and that the PetitionerS 

·: 
'; 

:! ,. 
-6-

~~/~-"'! 
..... .... :··J.tl.:t 



-----·--·-··---··--···-········---·------~--------------------------····--·-·-

I 

I 
h 
;; an4 sewer linea, therefore, would rarely be shown on the Comprehensive Plan. 

-~ 17. Oil March 21, 1988, after the Petitioners' Appeal A88..{)2 had been properly 
; 

_ perfected and pubHc heariD& thereon nod~ and conducted 1n accordance with all 

: appropriate statutes and ordinances, the Board of Zoning Appeals, by deadlocked vote, failed 

to overrule the decision of the Zoning Administrator. 

18. 'Ibe Petitioners filed a Petition for Writ of Certiorari and Injunctive Relief (In 

· Chancery No. 25817) with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Prince William County on 

• April20, 1988 (the "Certiorari Proceeding•), seeking, amona other things, review of the 

Board of Zoning Appeals' failure to overrule the Zoning Admlnistrator's decision. 

19. The Certiorari Proceeding waa tried on December 21, 1988. In addition to the 

BZA record, the trial court heard ora} testimony. Uncontroverted testimony established that 

: Prince William County's practice, without excepdon in interpreting its ordinances, had been 

not to require Section 456 Reviews type of public facillty extension proposed by the 

·: Petitioners • 
• j 

•I 

I 

20. On ·December 22, 1988, this Coun issued a letter opinion in the Certiorari 

j; Proceeding which held that the BZA applied erroneous principles of law in failing to overrule 

:: tbe Zonina Administrator's denial of zonina approval to the Petitioners' plat. This Court 
•I 

:i stated that the ZOning Administrator and the County had not required other similarly situated 

:: entities to conform with what was required of the Petitioners; and, ln fact, that the opposite 
i 

had been the noon • . ~ 
21. Pollowina the entry of the Final Decree in the Certiorari Proceeding, on 

;: July 14, 1989, a Petidon for Appeal to the Supreme Court of Virginia was filed on behalf of 
!: 

., .. 
:: 
i 
! 
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;; did rely and were entitled to rely upon such permitted densities in their acquisition of the 

Property and their preparation and submission of the preliminary subdivision plat; and (f) the 

arounds relied upon by the Zoning Administrator did not support the denial of •zoruns 

approval•. 

13. Prince WUllam County bu adopted standards for the construction of water and 

sewer lines in its Zoning Ordinance, subd1·1lslon ordinance, and Design and Construction 

· Standards Manual, as contemplated by the proviso of Va. Code Annot. §15.1 456(d). The 

effect of the County• s adopting such standards is to obviate the necessity of Secdon 4S6 

hearings where subdivisions or site plans evidence such facilities. 

14. 1be County's practice has been to approve streets, open spaces dedicated to 

·. homeowners associations, public electrical service, telephone lines and public water and 

·· sewer facilities in connection with its review of preliminary subdivision plata or site plans. 

15. The County bas approved prelimiDary subdivision plats for other properties 

· similarly situated to the subject Property without requiring Sec:tion 4S6 Review. Without 

:: such Section 456 Review, public water and sewer lines have been physically installed in 

:; ueu planned •nuaJ residential•. The service area for such utilides was also at least 
I 

:~ partially within areas planned •rurat residential•; and such utilides were not depicted on the 

:; relevant Comprehensive Plan map. 
:I .. 
•! 

il 16. Only 5-1595 of the approximately 340 mlles of sewer lines 370 miles of water 

:: lines are reflected on the water and sewer facillties maps which are part of the 

' Comprehensive Plan. Further, the Comprehen&ive Plan primarily depicts sewer lines which 

:• have already be constructed, u opposed to those that are sdU to be built. Proposed water . 



. -
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II 
!t 
'! 
:i 

:i John Schofield, then Acting Zoning Admlnlstratpr for Prince WUllam County, on 

:j 

: October 13, 1989. 

22. On ~mber 11, 1989, Petidoners commenced an action by filing a Petition 

i for Declaratory Judgment and llijunctive Relief (ID Chancery No. 28737) with the Clerk of 

·: the Circuit Court of Prince William County seeking, among other things, injunctive relief 

and damaaes from the Zoning Administrator's wrougtul denial of •zoning approval" and 

DDA's wrongful denial of the preliminary subdivision plat (the •section 1983 Proceed!ng"). 

The Section 1983 Proceeding was not served on Respondents. 

23. On January 3, 1990, a panel of the Supreme Court of Virginia considered 

· arguments submitted in support of and in opposition to the granting of an appeal from the 

:~ Clreult Court's nilin1 in the Certiorari Proceeding, and, by Decree of January 19. 1990, 

=; denied the petidon for appeal upon determining that no reversible error had been committed. 

• . .. 

~! 
'· ,, 

24. On December 10, 1990, Pedtioners nonsuited the Section 1983 Proceeding. 

Wronaful Delay lg PrOC:MSIAI Petitioners' PrcliJDigaa Subdlylslon Plat 

2S. Petitioners filed their tint preUminary subdivision plat on October 8, 1987 for 

i: their proposed development on tho Property, known u the .. Dove's Overli;Mlk• project. Such 
:i 

i~ plat evidenced, among other things, residential lots having a minimum area of 10,000 square 
I I; 

:; feet and c:onnection (at tbe Petitioners• expense) to public water and sewer facilities. 
ii :i 26. Oo November 19, 1987, D~A rejected the lint preliminuy subdivision plat. 
., 

~ The denial letter cited the property' a "stale zoning•, and general concerns that such stale· 
1: 

.; zoned properties did not comply with the Comprehensive Ptan•s density recommendations. 

·I 
:I .. 

·9· ...,. ~ (1 .-, 
.- .... : .t * 
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27. Oil JanUII}' 22, 1988, after the notice of appeal to the BZA but prior to the 

.~ BZA's hearlnJ, the Petitioners fUed their second preUmlnary subdivision plat with DDA. 
! . 

:· 'Ibis plat reflected the connection to publlc water, u suggested by ~e Service Authority in 

.· its review letter of December 16, 1987. 

28. By letter of March 3, 1988, DDA notified Petitioners that, pending the 

outcome of the Petldoners' aforesaid January 8, 1988 appeal to the Board of Zoning 

Appeals, review of the second preliminary subdivision plat would be held in abeyance. 

29. Following the BZA • s failure to ovenule the Zoning Administrator• s denial of 

"zoning approval, • DDA advised the Petitioners by letter dated AprU 6, 1988 that the second 

prelbninarj subdivision plat would not be approved and, funher, that a third review of the 

: subject appllcatlon would not be accepted unless either (1) the project was redesigned on the 

!; basis of one acre miDlmum·lot sizes, (ii) the proposed water and sewer systems were 

; approved pursuant to a Section 456 Review, or (iii) the Comprehensive Plan was amended to 

;~ permit such water and sewer facilities. 
~I • . 

I 

. 30. On May 10, 1988 the Petitioners flied with DDA their third preliminary 

~ subdivision plat with _DDA, together with the requisite fi11ng fee therefor, and a letter 
!i . 
:; detailing the response to all agency review comments • 
. ! 

. 
li 

31 • The CO'Ver letter transmitting dte Petitioners' third preUmfmuy subdl~on plat 

,: also indicated the Petitioners' refusal to submit the project's proposed connection to publlc 
. . 
• = water and sewer to a Section 456 Review process or a Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 
I 

·· 32. On May 18, 1988~ after having accepted the Petitioners, filing fee, DDA 

:1 advised Petitioners that it would not process their third preliminary subdivision plat on the 

-10-
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· arounds that the three prerequisites set fortb in DDA's April 6, 1988 letter had not beea 

= satisfied. thereby formally rejecdDg tho Pelidoners' preliminary subdivision plat. 

33. On July IS, 1988, Petitioners ftlecl a Petition for Declaratory Judgment and 

. Injunctive Rellef (In Chancery No. 26263) with the Clerk of the Circuit Court of Prince 

William County, seeking, amona other things, review of the denial of their subdivision plat 

putsuant to Va. Code Annot. f 15.1-475. 

34. On November 1, 1988, the Petitioners and Respondents consensually entered 

into a Decree dismissing In Chancery No. 26263 without prejudice (the "Decree"). The 

Decree allowed the Petitioners to resubmit their subdivision plat and requ~ Respondent 

Board and its agents to afford such plans their customary review in accordance with 

. . established procedures. Petitioners agreed that such plans would not be submitted for final 

. approval unless and untll the issues in the Certiorari Proceeding had been resolved in favor 

of the Petitioners, or that any such final approval would be made subject to such favorable 
.. 
· resolution. 

3S. On December 8, 1988, DDA issued its third summary letter in response to the 

;
1 Petitioners' resubmission of the third preliminary subdivision plat pursuant to the Decree. 

·: DDA indicated the plat would not be approved because of deficiencies noted by various 

· · reviewing agencies. 

,! 36. On or about February 10, 1989, the Petitioners submitted their fourth 

. : preliminary subdivision plat, together with the requisite ftHng fee therefor, responding to all 

!! comments of various reviewing agencies. 

l 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------' ., 

37. On March 29, 1989, DDA issued its fourth summary letter In response to the 

Petitioners' submlsslon of thelr fourth preliminiQ' subdivision plat. DDA denied such plans. 

38. On June 26, 1989, following administrative extension of the submission 

deadline, the Petitioners' engineer sent letters to the respective reviewing agencies identifying 

the Petitioners• response to sucb comments In an effort to resolve DDA's remaining 

objections. 

39. By letter of July 12, 1989, DDA advised the Petitioners that a fonnil 

resubmission of the plat would be required. 

40. As pan of the Final Decree in the Certiorari Proceeding, which was entered 

. on July 14, 1989, the parties specifically agreed to a stay of the Petitioners' "zoning 

approval" pending final disposition of the issue on appeal, provided that the County and itJ 

·: agents would afford the Petitioners• subdivision plat their customary review and approval in 

:; accordance with applicable ordinances and procedures. 

:; 41. On July 26, 1989, the Petitioners submitted their fifth preliminary subdivision 

; plat, together with the requisite tiling fee therefor, detalllng their response to all reviewing 
. . 

i: agency comments. Petitioners objected to the processing of their plans both in connection 
;: . 
;: with ordinance requirements and past administrative practices. In particular, Petitioner noted 
il 
~i that DDA's comments (i) were applicablo to the final, rather tban the preUminary, plat .. 
'I 
!! 

:; process (U) were beiD1 raised for the first time in later review cycles for aspects of the plat 
:' 

:; which bad been present previously; and (iv) were Inconsistent with the Decree. Petidoners 
:t 

:: resubmitted their fifth preliminary subdivision plat on August 4, 1989. 
il 
!f 

·12-
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42. OD September 22, 1989, DDA Issued Its fifth summary letter Ia response to 

i the Petitionera' submission of their fifth preliminary subdivision plat. DDA denied such 

plan, insisting on improvements to abuttlDa pubUc streets along the entirety of tho Property's 

frontqe, the addition of a note agreeing to the constmction of sidewalks should the Board ot 

County Supervisors adopt a policy to that effect in the future, the provision of a lot to be 

: dedicated to the Prince William County Service Authority for a well augmentlna water · 

supplied to the Property throuch connection to the pubUc water system, ucl the necessity for 

upgrading off-site portions of Smithfield Road and Bradley Forest Road (which run 

perpendicular to the Property's frontage on Doves Lane). None of such reviewing agencies 

identified the alleaed deficiencies by reference to specific duly adopted ordinances, 

· regulations or policies. 

43. On November 21, 1989, the Petitioners submitted their sixth preliminary 

· subdivision plat, together with the requisite filing fee therefor, responding to all reviewing 

~~ aaency comments, and including provision for a well lot. A letter accompanying such 

:! submission Identified all such changes, and restated the Petitioners' refusal to provide the 
:! 
ol 

:: road improvements in the vicinity of the Property requested by DDA. 
I• 

:i ,. 
:i 
•I 

44. By letter dated November 22, 1989, DDA refused to ptoeeSS the Petitioners• 
I 

!i 
;1 sixth prelimlnaey subdivision plat because Petitioners bad not aareed to make the changes set 
t' 

!~ forth in pre\tlous reviewing aaency comments, particularly improvements to abuttin& streets ., 
:: •d the provision of the sidewalk note. 
;. 
I. 
I 

45. On Pebruary 7, 1990, following the Supreme Court of Virginia's denial of the 

=: Petition for Appeal, the Prince William County Plannlna Commission, having considered the 
:· 
fi 

I .. 
-13-
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· matter in executive session, approved Petitionen' abtth pre1Jmloary subdivision plat upon the 

specific direction and advice of the County Attorney's office. 

Wronl(ul Dental of "fated" Status In CODJJedlon wllh Chesapeake ~ay Rtplatiom 

46. Since their acquisition of legal and/or equitable title to the Property, 

Petitioners have been diligently pursuing development of the Property, and have expended 

considerable sums and incurred substantial additional liability in furtherance of such 

development. In particular, subsequent to the approval of the preliminary subdivision plat, 

Petitioners have authorized and caused to be performed additional field surveying work, 

aerial or •flown• topography of the Property, "field-verified" topography of the Property 

(necessary because of dense undergrowth), design and alignment studies for some three and 

.: one-half miles of off-site utilities (including a pump station, force main and gravity llnes), 

:: necotlation of off .. site easements necessary for such utilities, and extensive environmental 

testing and analysis relating to wetlands, stormwater management analysis and hazardous 

materials testing. 

47. On November 27, 1990, the Board of County Supervisors adopted 

'l amendments to the County's ~ning Ordinance and Desi1n and Construction Standards 
i 

;~ Muual intended to implement the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act. (Va. Code Annot. 
I 

~l110.1·2l00 et aeq.)(the "Chesapeake Bay Regulations•). As part of the Board's actions on 

:~ the ChesapNke Bay Regulations, it adopted "~/estiog OuldeUnes• tbat pmported to take Into 

:: consideration the "substantial Impacts the Regulations will have on development. in the 

:~ County". The Property was not among those deemed eligible for •vested status". Among 
., 
~ : 

-14-
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; i 

;: other thlnas, tho County requirements impose landward buffers up to 100 foot wide from 

;; ueu designated u •Resource Protection Areas, • and impose other development restrlcdons 

which would have a significant adverse and prejudicial effect upon the development potential 

of the ~roperty. 

48. On March 14, 1991, Petitioners appealed the prellminary determination that 

the Property was not eligible for vested status to Respondent Lawson, citing: Petitioners' 

good faith intent to develop the Property; their considerable financial commitment in 

~rosecuting the development plans; the significant delay occasioned by the necessity of 

adjudicating the appropriateness of extending public utilities to the Property which intemlpted 

. the processlna of Petitioners' plans for over two years; the ultimate vindication of 

Petitioners' position by this Court and the Supreme Court of Virginia, and the likelihood, but 

for the wrongful denial of "zoning approval •, that Petitioners. would have pused the 

milestone of final plan submission which Respondent Board has identified as sufficient for 

:· vesting purposes; the obtainment of pr~liminary subdlvlslon plat approval from the Plan~ing 

· Cominission under unusual and scrutinized circumstances, including DDA's recommendation 
I • 

, of denial; the significant extent of Petitioners' progress toward submitting final subdivision 
. . 

·· plans for the Property; the Petidoners' entitlement to vested rights in their development plans 

:; for the Property under traditional precepts of vestlns law In Virginia; the environmental 

. · studies and other safeguards incmporated u part of the development process for the 

. Property; and the potential for significant damage to th~ development po~tlal of the 

. Property if the Chesapeake Bay Regulations were to be imposed. 

-15- ~::.53 
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49. By letter of April19, 1991 and in a subsequent meetlna with representatives of 

Respondeat Board, Petitioners also urged that favorable vesting consideration was appropriate 

. because of the significant official public acta associated with the subject development plan, 

i.e., the preliminary approval of the preliminary subdivision plan and the adjudicadon of tbe 

•zoning approval• issue, which is tantamount to BZA acdon. 

SO. By letter dated May lS, 1991, Respondent Lawson and Respondent Tompkins 

advised Petitioners that the development plans for the Property would not be accorded 

•vested • status for purposes of the Chesapeake Bay Regulations, either by appUcation of the 

November 27, 1990 Vesting Guidelines or vesting law, on the grounds that the approval of 

the preliminary subdivision plat was insufficient to satisfy such criteria. The determination 

· icnored the BZA action and this Court's adjudication of its development rights. 

51. 

i; through SO • .. 
I 

·! 52. 
I 

COUNT I 

D~LOFZOMNGAPPROVAL 
EQUAL PROTECTION 
U.S. CONSTITIJTI()N 

The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth he~ein paragraphs 1 

The denial of zoning approval for the plat was premised upon the applicability 

': of the plannina detennination requirements of Va. Code Annot. §1S.l-4S6 (1989 Repl. 
,. 
· \ Vol.) when such requirements had not been imposed upon other similarly situated 

· landowners. Such denial was arbitrary and capricious, discriminatory, without reasonable 

;~ basis, and bore no rational relationship to any lawful or legitimate state purpose; and, 
! ~ 

~: consequently, constituted a denial by Respondents of the Petitioners• rights and equal 

-16-



-------·-·-·----·-············-···············---------------···--·----------

I 
I 
I 

i 
l . 
;; protection of the laws under and by virtue of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution 
•I 

·; of the United States. 
;I 

=: 
mUNTD 

DENIAL OF ZONING APPROVAL 
TAKING OF PROPERTY 

U.S. C0N.S]'ITIJTION 

.. 

53. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paraaraphs 1 

~ through SO. 

54. Respondents' actions amount to a taking of the Petitioners~ pro~rty without 

just compensation, in violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 

' .. Constitution, because, among other things: (a) no legitimate aovemmental interest justifies 

·. Respondents' acdons; (b) the Petitioners are being forced to bear a burden which should be 

:. shared by the community at large; and (c) such actions constitute undue interference with the 

.' Petitioners' reasonable, investment backed expectations in the Property. 

'I 

,! 
.! COUNTW 

DENIAL OF ZQNING APPROVAL 
TAKING AND/OR DAMAGE TO PROPERTY 

CONS1TilJ1]0N OF VJRGINJA 
il ,, 55. The Petitioners repeat and reallece as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

; through SO. 
;; .. 
!! · 56. Respondents• actions amount to a mkin:l of or damage to the Petitionersp 
.· .. 
:; Property because (a) no legitimate governmental interest justifies Respondents• actions; 
,i 
'I 
:; .. 

-17- ~~r:-.
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II 
ii 
•t 
II . 
! 

:! (b) the Petitioners are being forced to bear a burden which should be shared by the 
I 

·: community at large; (c) the value of the Petitioners• riahts in the Property bas been damaged 

u a proximate cause of Respondents• actions; and (d) the denial of zoning approval unduly 

interferes with the Petitioners' reasonable, investment-backed expectations in acquiring the 

Property. 

S1. Por the reasons enumerated in the preceding paragraph, Respondents' actions 

amount to a taking of, and/or damage to, the Petitioners' property without just compensation, 

in violation of Art. 1 , § 11 of the Virginia Constitution. 

COUNT IV 

DENIAL OF ZONING APPROVAL 
42 u.s.c. 11983 

58. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

:: through 50 . . , 
i 

:1 S9. The Zoning Administrator had final policymakina authority with reaard to 

:: determinations of "zoning approval" in connection witb the review and approval of 
'I .. .. 
! subdivision plats. 

!! 
! 

I• 60. Respondents, either tacitly or overtly, ratified or authorlf.ed the ZOning 
!i 
;I 

· ~ Administrator's denial of zoning approval. 
I 

1 61. The denial of zoning approval was blsed on a policy of Respondent Board 

~: which had the effect of depriving Petitioners of their constitutional rights as more specifically 
·i 

:; set forth below. 
l 

·' 62. Respondents, acting under color of state ·law, have (a) denied the Petitioners 

-18-
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~: 
:, . 
H 
li 
·' :I 
1 the equal protection of the Laws, In violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United 

.: States Co~tutlon; and (b) taken the property of Petitioners, In violation of the Fifth and 

·: Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution • .. 

. COUNTY 

WRONGFUL DELAY IN PROCISSING PLAT 
EQUAL PROTECI'ION 
U.S. CONS11TIJTIQ1! 

63. The Petitioners repeat and reaUeae as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

through SO. 

64. The delay in processing of the plat submitted subsequent to the Decree was 

: ~ discriminatory, arbitrary and capricious, without reasonable basis, and rationally unrelated 10 

· any lawful or legidmate state purpose; and, consequently, constituted a denial by 

Respondents .of the Pedtioners' riahts and equal pro~don of the laws under and by virtue of 

the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

.. 
; 

6S. Respondent's actions violates this Coun's Decree that Petitioners• plans be 

~~accorded customary review in accordance with appllcable laws aDd reguladons • .. 
•• .. 
:· 

.: 

COUNT VI 

WRONGFUL DELAY lN PROCFSSING PLAT 
TAKING OF PROPERTY 

U.S. CONSTJDJTION 

66. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

;! through SO. 
I 

~; 

!l 
:; 
1: . 
II •• !I 

-19· 



61. Respondents' actions amount to a taklna of the Petitionen• property without 

just compeuation, in violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 

. Constitution, amoaa other things, because: . (a) no legitimate governmental interest justlftes 

Respondents' actions; (b) Petitioners• plat wu repeatedly rejected by Respondents to impose 

on Petitioners' burdens which should be sbsted by the community at large; and (c) the delay 

· in processing the plat unduly interfered with ta'le Petitioners• reasonable, investment backed 

expectations In the Property. 

COUNTVU 

WRONGFUL DELAY JN PROCESSING PLAT 
TAKING AND/OR DAMAGE TO PROPERTY 

CQNSmtmON OF VIRGINIA 

I 

• 

68. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 'l 

;: through SO. 

69. Respondents' actions amount to a taklna of or damage to the Petitioners' 

i: Property because (a) no legitimate aovemmental interest justifies Respondents' actions; 
. :, 

i; (b) the Petitioners' plat was repeatedly rejected by Respondents to impost on Petitioners' 
.. 
;: burdens which should be shared by the community at large; (c) the value of the Petitioners' 
.. 
!~ rights in the Property bas been dama&ed as a proximate cause of ~pondents' actionsi and 
!i 

I 

: (d) the delay in processing the plat unduly interfered with the Petitioners' reasonable, 

:: investment-backed expectations in the ~perty. 

il 70. Por the reasons enumerated in the preceding paragraph, Respondents• actions 

·. amount to a taking of, and/or damage to, the Petitioners• property without just compensation, 

·' 
: 
.; 

-20. 
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I 

; in violation of Art. 1, 111 of the Virginia Constitution. 

ol 

i 

COUNTVIU 

WRONGFUL DELAY JN PROCPSSING PLAT 
42 u.s.c. 11983 

71. Tho Petitioners repeat and.!ealle&e as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

· through SO. 

72. Respondent Lawson had final poUcymaking authority in the ~ of the 

0 
County's review and approval of subdivision plats. 

73. Respondents, either tacitly or overtly, ratified or authorized the delay of the 

' subdivision plat•s processing. 
i 

;: 74. Tbe delay in processing of the subdivision plat on grounds other than zoning 

:

0 

approval subsequent to the Decree was based on a policy of Respondent Lawson which bad 

; ; the effect of deprivin& Petitioners of their constitutional riahts as more specifically set forth 
,: 0 

it 
;; below. 
o: 
:i 

~~ 75. Respondents, acting under color of state law, have (a) denied the Petl~oners 
'I 

•• 

:! the equal protection of the Laws, in violation of tho Fourteenth Amendment of the U11ited 
:I 

!I 0 

li States Constitution; and (b) temporarily taken the property of Pedtioners, in violation of the 
li 
·; Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of tho United States Constitution.· .. 
!i. 
II 
:· .. 
i! 
.. 
If 
1: 
!' 
I 

ii 
! ~ 

lj .. 
'i h 
i! 
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WRONGFUL DENIAL OF VESTED RIGHTS 
ARBITRARY, CAPRICIOUS, UNREASONABLE AND 

O:fftERWISE VIOLATIVE OF STATE LAW 

76. The Petitioners repeat and reall~e u if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

· through 50. 

77. Each of the preliminary subdivision plats bad been submitted by the Petitioners 

pursuant to Va. Code Annot. § lS .1-4 7S, and satisfied all applicable provisions of the Prince 

William County Subdivision Ordinance (Prince William County Code Section 25.1 et seq.) 

and the Prince William County Design and Construction Standards Manu·al incorporated 

: therein by reference. 

78. Respondents• failure to accord vested status to Petitioners' plans in connection 

· with the Chesapeake Bay Regulations approve the preliminary subdivision plat was not 

properly based on applicable statutes ordinances, and wu unlawful, arbitrary and capricious, 

discriminatory and m Yir§. 

79. Respondents' arbitruy and illeaal refusal to approve tho Petitioners' plat in a 

:t dmely fashion was without legal or factual basis. Had the Respondents processed the 
!i 

l! Petidoners' plat in accordance with lawful and customary procedures, the Petltionen would 
•= 

" ~\ have obtained plat approval without the stsnltlcant and damaJinl delay which ensued. 
I! .. 
;: 
:1 

ii 
II 

,i 

; ~ 

!I .. 
;o 
:: 
I 

ii 
'I 
•• 
ii 
II 
'I 

it 
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coUNT X 

WRONGFUL DENIAL OF VFSTED RIGHTS 
EQUAL PROTECTION 
ll.S. CONSTITmlON 

80. 1be Petitioners repeat and rr.allege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

through 50. 

81. 1be denlal of Petitioners• vesting appeal was arbitrary and capricious, 

dlscriminatory, without reasonable basis, and bore no rational relationship to any lawful or 

legitimate state purpose; and, consequently, constituted a denial by Respondents of the 

Petitioners' rights and equal protection of the laws under and by virtue of the Fourteenth 

: Amendment to the Constitution of the United States. 

,; 

.. 
•• 

COUNT XI 

WRONGFUL DENIAL OF VESTED RIGHTS 
TAIDNG OF PROPERTY 

U.S. CON$TITJITION 

:i 
I 

II 82. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 
;. 

1! through SO. 
i 

il ;, 83. Respondents' actions amount to a taking of the Petidonera' property without 
;j . 
11 just compensation, in violation of the Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments of the United States 
:! . 

li Constitution, among other things, because: (a) no legitimate governmental interest justifies 
I. . 
II 
:a 
!\ Respondents' actions; and (b) the denial of Petitioners' vesting appeal unduly interferes with 

:: the Petitioners' reasonable, investment backed expectations in the Property. 
!! . .. 

. !; 
;: 
II 
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COlJNTm 

WRONGFUL DENIAL 01' VESTED RIGHTS 
TAKING AND/OR DAMAGE TO PROPERTY 

mNSTITIJ110N OF VlBGINIA. 

84. 'Ibe Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fuUy set forth herein paragraphs 1 

through SO. 

85. Respondents' actions amount to a taking of or damaae to the Peddoners' 

property without just compensation, because: (a) no legitimate state interest justifies 

Respondents' actions; (b) the value of Petitioners• rights in tho Property have been damaged 

u a proximate cause of Respondents' acdons; and (c) the denial of Petitioners• vesting 

appeal unduly interferes with the Petitioners' reasonable, investment-backed expectations in 

the Property. 

86. For the reasons enumerated in the preceding paragraph, Respondents' actions 

. amount to a taking of, and/or damage to, the Petitioners' property without just compensation. 

·; in violation of Art. 1. §11 of the Virginia Constitution. 
I 

. ~ 

,i 

CQlJNTXM 

WRONGFUL DENIAL OF VFSTED RIGHTS 
42 u.s.c. 11983 

;~ 87. The Petitioners repeat and reallege as if fully set forth herein paragraphs 1 

. ! through SO. 
•I 

88. Respondent Lawson had final policymakinJ authority in determining vesting 
,. 
:· appeal under the adopted ordinances and regulations implementing the ~hesapeab Bay 

:~ Preservation Act in Prince William County • . , 
: ~ 
·, 

:: 

;) 
'i .. .. 
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:1 89. Respondents, either tacitly or overtly, ratified or autllorized Respondent 
!i 

~~ Lawson's denial of Petitioners' vestins appeal. 

90. Respondents, acting under color of state law, have (a) denied the Petitioners 

.: the equal protection of the Laws, in violation of the Fourteenth Amendment of the United 

States Constitudon; and (b) taken the property of Petitioners, in violation of the Fifth and 

· · Fourteenth Amendments of the United States Constitution. 
,/ 

91. The Petitioners have been and continue to be IIrepuably banned by the 

DDA' s denial of vested status for Petitioners' new development plans. 

WHBREPORE, the Petitioners move this Court to award the follow~g relief: 

92. Grant a declaratory judg~e\'lt that DDA's denial of vested status from the 

: requirements of the Chesapeake Bay Regulations for Petitioners' preliminary subdivision plat 

ia moneous, illegal, invalld, discriminatory, arbitrary, capricious, unreasonable and 

. : unconstitutional; 

93. Grant an injunction (i) directing Respondent Board, its agents and employees 

; : to accept, process and approve all bona fide submissions of the Petitioners, c::onsis""t 

· :. h~rewitb, which are prerequisite to the Petitioners' use of the Property as proposed under the 

· prelimiDary subdivision plat; and (ii) permanendy e&UoiniDg Respondents, their qents and 
j 

~: employees from interterlna with the Petitioners' use of the Property as proposed; 
. 
·t 94. Awarding damages to the Petitionen to co~ .it for the loss occasioned 

; by Respondents' actions, including a detennination of just compensadon pursuant to v_a. 
i: 

:: Code Annot. I 8.01-187 and other &ml''J."'lts due under 42 U.S.C. 11983. 

-25- ,._6J' . \o . .,., ..... \ 



95. Awarding attorney's fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C. §1988; and 

96. Granting such other relief as may be appropriate .. 

Mark A Moorstein, Esq. 
Mark A Moorstein, P.C. 
10500 Battleview Parkway, Suite 210 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 
(703) 361-6500 
Counsel for Petitioners 
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95. 

96. 

Awarding attorney's fees pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 1198~; and 

Granting such other relief u may be appropriate. 
•I . ~ 
:; 
i 

'i 
·I 
:I 

I 

:: Francis .A. McDermott 
i: Peter K. McKee, 1r. 
: HUNTON & WILUAMS 
j 3050 Chain Bridge Road 
1

: P.O. Box 1147 
: Fairfax, Vlr&lnla 22030 

,; (703) 352-2200 
li Counsel for the Petitioners 
: ~ 
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DOVB'S LANE ASSOCIATES 

WILUAM B. MYERS 
SAMUEL A. LINCH 
R. CURTIS HARROVER 
~RABINOWITZ 

By: ~\L-~~~ 
Coun 1 
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T11IRD ALLORGB 

~ , 

TJD:S TBDm ALLOHGB dated this 23rd day of October, 1991, to 

be attached to and form a part of that certain Deed of Trust Note 

in the original principal sum of THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND AND 

N0/100 DOLLARS ($30o,ooo.oo) dated January 16, 1989, and 

previously increased to FOUR HUNDRED SIXTY FIVE THOUSAND AND 

N0/100. DOLLARS ($465,000.00), made by OMNI HOMES, INC., a 

Virginia corporation, and payable to the order of THE BUSINESS 

BANK. 

WBBREAS, The Business Bank and Omni Homes, Inc. have agreed 

to extend the maturity date of the aforesaid Not~. 

HOW, TBBRBPORB, in consideration of the foregoing premises, 

the sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00) and other good and valuable 

consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby 

acknowledged, the Parties agree to modify the terms and 

conditions of the aforesaid Note as follows: 

1. The maturity date of said Note is hereby changed from 

January 1, 1992 to January 1, 1994. 

All of the other terms, conditions and provisions of the 

said Deed of Trust Note not herein altered and amended shall 

remain in full force and effect. 

WITRBSS the following signature and seal. 

By: 

zs.GG 

OMHI HOMES, INC., a Virginia 
corporation . 

·~ /kdJ- [SEAL] 
H~dtian, · 
President 

f)( 'fl'}('''' ·' ' .. ) ') ( 
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SEEN AND AGREED: 

THE BUSINESS BANK 

By: 
~o£.,Lf:!~u~·rkfJ~J4,...1.rAJ..,c:.==[ SEAL] 

Authorized Officer 

STATE OF VIRGINIA 
COUNTY OF FAIRFAX, to-wit: 

The foregoing Third Allonge was ac~nowledged before me this 
23rd day of october, 1991, by Harry s. Ghadban, President of Omni 
HOmes, Inc., a Virginia corporation, on behalf of the 
corporation. 

My Commission Expires:--~2_/_28~/-9~4 ____________ _ 
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VIRGINIA 

IN TilE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRINCE \\'lLLTAM COUNTY 

DOVE LANE ASSOCIATES et al.) 
) 

Plaintiffs, ) 
) 

v. ) 
) 

RICIIARD E. LAWSON, et al. . ) 
) 

Defendants. ) 

Chnncery No. 31330 

CONSENT DECRElt~ 

TIIJ.S MATTER comes before the Couat upon the agreement of the parties nr.d the ! 
rr.prcsentation of the parties that they have con1prornised and settled this 1naUi.:r through n I 

I 

consent agreement that is acceptable, and 
I 

I 
IT APPEARING that parties are in agreement that this matter should be dismi!;sed with l 

l'rcjudice, it is I 
I 
I 
! 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED and DECREED that this Jnatter b~. and hereby i~, ~ 

dismissed with prejudice. 

Entered this _£-fk-day of _a~_, 1993. 

BK 0 ; 5 I PG 0 5 I. I 



We ask for this: 

Mark Mo rstein, Esq. 
10500 Battleview Parkway, Suite 210 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 
(703) 361-6500 
Counsel for Plaintiffs 

SHARON E. P ANDAK 
COUNTY AITORNEY 

.4 / _// 
,. / ( ~ (._:, /:/-rv~--·------·· . 

iioss G. Horton 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
Gifford R. Hampshire 
Assistant County Attorney 
I County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 2211 0 
Counsel for Defendants 

GRH/jas W:Doveagmt 
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. ~t\ 
TinS CONSENT AGREEMENT; is made this 0 ~y of October, 1993 

arnong and between DOVE'S LANE ASSOCIATES, WILLIAM E. MYERS, SAMUEL 

A. LINCH, R. CURTIS HARROVER and ALAN RABINOWITZ ("Dove's Lane"); and 

RICHARD E. LAWSON, JOliN WI-liTE, and TilE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, a body politic ("County"); and E. RALPH 

COON, JR., TRUSTEE ("Trustee") for the benefit of the County, Dove's Lane, the 

creditors that appear on Exhibit 8 hereto, and the Daniel and Mary Loughran Foundation 

(the Foundation"). 

WITNESSETII: 

WIIEREAS, Dove's Lane owns or has control over a certain tract or parcel of land 

located in Prince William County, Virginia ntore particularly described on Scliedule A 

attached hereto and known as Doves Overlook (''Doves Overlook") made up of the 

Loughran Foundation Piece ("Foundation Piece") and the other parcels identified in 

Exhibit A attached hereto and incorporated herein (the "Other Parcels"); and 

WHEREAS, Dove's Lane has brought an action against the County in the Circu.it 

Court for Prince William County ("Court"), captioned Dove~f La11e Associates eta/. v. 

Richard E. Lawson, eta/., Chancery 31330 ("Litigation"), alleging various claims arising 

from certain actions of the County in connection with the development of certain land 

known as Doves Overlook and, inter alia., seeking damages and h~unctive relief; and 

WHEREAS, the parties desire to settle their claims, to agree to the sale of Doves 

Overlook to a trustee landlord for the lease to and purchase by the County upon ternts and 

conditions acceptable to the parties; and 

WHEREAS, in order to facilitate the settlement and the purposes contained herein, 

Dove's Lane and the County desire to create a trust for the benefit of themselves, the 

Foundation and the creditors that appear on Exhibit B hereto; and 

WI IEREAS, the Trustee, who has had no part in the Litigation and is included 

herein only to facilitate the settlement of the Litigation, desires to accept title to Doves 



Overlook, to rent or lease Doves Overlook to the County upon the te~ms contained 

herein, and to deliver title to the County upon successful completion of the temts herein; 

and 

WHEREAS, the parties consent to the jurisdiction of the Circuit Court of Prince 

William County, Virginia for purposes of enforcing its terms. 

NOW THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and 

sufficiency of which is hereby acknowledged, and in consideration of the rnutual promises 

contained herein, the parties agree as follows: 

I. DISMISSAL OF ACTIONS, SETILEI\IENT AND RELEASE, 

1.1 The parties enter into this agreement as a result of a compromise and 

settlement of the Litigation which both parties adopt, as evidenced by their signatures 

below. The respective parties shall and hereby dismiss, with prejudice, the Litigation and 

hereby release all parties to the Litigation (including their officers and ·employees and 

former eanployees) front any rights and obligations of any nature in connection with the 

Litigation. Further, the parties hereby acknowledge, except for such agreements entered 

into in connection with or as part of this Consent Agreement, the full accord, satisfaction, 

settlement and release of any prior agreements, promises, understandings, indeannities, 

hold harmless obligations, claims, losses or damages or any kind, whether known or 

unknown, express or implied, oral or written (except as provided herein). Further, 

provided that conveyance of Doves Overlook is tnade to the Trustee, as provided herein, 

and the County has made the initial lease payment herein, the parties covenant and agree 

that they shall not institute or affirmatively participate in any law suit or other action of 

any kind against one another in any place or for any purpose directly or indirectly resulting 

from or in connection with the Litigation. 

1.2 The parties also release all claitns which have been brought or might have 

been brought based on the Litigation. 

1. 3 The parties shall execute any documents necessary to confirm, protect or 
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otherwise preserve all rights of the parties for any acts or omissions· in connection with the 

Litigation. 

2. STRUCTURE OF SETILEMENT. 

2.1 Dove's Lane shall sell and the Trustee shall purchase Doves Overlook 

subject to the terms and conditions contained herein. 

2.2. The Tnastee shall lease Doves Overlook to the County upon the terms and 

. conditions contained herein ("Lease"). 

2.3 Upon successful completion of the Lease Term, as defined herein, the 

Trustee shall deliver title to Doves Overlook to the County and shall transfer Doves 

Overlook to the County. 

3. TilE TRUST. There is hereby created a trust to effectuate the purposes contained in 

this Consent Agreement, said trust being for the benefit of the County, the Foundation and 

Dove's Lane, as their respective interests appear, as well as for the creditors that are listed 

on Exhibit B. Exhibit B shall list the Foundation and all creditors that are to be paid 

through this Settlement Agreement, including secured and unsecured creditors. It shall 

also .include the timing and terms of payment for all creditors on Exhibit B, a~d may be 

amended by the Trustee to include all creditors existing as of the time of this Consent 

Agreement is executed whose interests may appear after settlement. The Foundation is 

included in this trust solely for its protection and not for the purpose of making it a party 

to this Consent Agreement. 

3 .I The trust shall continue in existence from the execution of this Consent 

Agreement until all of the purposes of this Consent Agreement have concluded at which 

time the trust shall automatically terminate. 

3.2 The trustee of the trust shall be the Trustee as herein defined. 

3.2.1 In addition to the powers set forth herein, the Trustee shall have the 

authority as stated in Section 64.1-57(1)(g),(k),(l),(s),(t), Va. Code Ann. and shall not be 
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required to post any bond for its performance. 

3.2.2 Dove's Lane shall release; indemnify and hold harmless the Trustee 

for any environmental liability as well as for any act taken by it in good faith and in 

connection with the purposes contained in this Consent Agreement. The County shall 

release the Trustee from any liability to the County for environmental damages as well as 

for any act taken by it in good faith and in connection with the purposes contained in this 

Consent Agreement. 

3.2.3 If Dove's Lane and the County agree in writing, they shall have the 

right to replace the Tntstee upon thirty (30) days notice to the Trustee. 

3.2.4 The County, through its Office of Finance, is hereby designated as 

the paying agent for the Trustee (the "Paying Agent .. ) and is hereby bound to follow the 

Trustee's directions as to payments pursuant to the non-recourse protnissory note outlined 

paragraphs 4.3.1, 5.5.2 and 5.5.3. The Failure of the County to follow the Trustee's 

directions will constitute default of this Consent Agreement. 

3.3 All funds received by the Trustee, as provided herein, from rent or for any 

other payment, shall be paid by the Trustee in the following order: 

3.3.1 For such expenses incurred by the Trustee in connection with its 

duties under this Consent Agreement; 

3.3.2 To such creditors and for such expenses incurred in connection 

\Vith Doves Overlook including taxes, occurring after the commencement of the Lease 

Term as defined herein. 

3.3.3 To such creditors and for such expenses incurred prior to the Lease 

Term to which the Property is subject and for those items payable pursuant to Exhibit B. 

3.3.4 To Dove's Lane as the partners of Dove's Lane may direct. 

3.4 In the event of default by the County of the Lease (as defined below), the 

Trustee shall protect the interests of Dove's Lane and the creditors that are listed on 

Exhibit B. Should Doves Overlook be deeded back to Dove's Lane or its designee, it shall 
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remain subject to the claims of the creditors listed on Exhibit B. 

4. FIRST PURCIIASE AND SALE. 

As provided herein, Dove's Lane shall sell and assign to the Trustee, or cause to be 

sold and assigned to the Trustee, Doves Overlook, as more particularly described in 

Exhibit A hereto, for the total sum of Three Million Seven llundred Thousand Dollars 

($3, 700,000.00). 

4. 1 Dove's Lane agrees to assign and the Tnastee agrees to accept, the right 

and obligation to purchase the Foundation Piece (as further described in Exhibit A 

attached hereto) for $1,020,000 (of which $20,000.00 shall be paid as provided in Exhibit 

B). Assignment shall be by amendment, addenda or modification to the existing contract 

behveen Dove's Lane and the owners of the Foundation Piece which shall lirnit the 

obligation of Foundation Piece owners and the Trustee to that of purchase and sale of the 

Foundation Piece. The Trustee will assume no other obligations of the existing .contract 

pursuant to said assignment. Dove's Lane will deliver or cause to be delivered at 

settlement a special warranty deed of marketable title to the Foundation Piece. 

4.2 Dove's Lane agrees to sell and Trustee agrees to purchase the Other 

Parcels for $2,680,000. 

4.3 The Trustee shall pay $2,000,000 in cash or equivalent at closing (the 

-"First Payment) plus an amount equal to the existing real estate taxes and penalties, and . 

interest as of the date of settlement (the "Tax Amount"). The Tax Amount shall be 

applied to outstanding County taxes, penalties and interest. The Trustee shall apply the 

First Payment to satisfy all encumbrances listed upon Exhibit C hereto, those being 

exceptions to the title insurance binder that the County chooses to accept. The Trustee 

shall then pay the remainder of the First Payment to the owners of the Foundation Parcel 

and then to the creditors set forth on Exhibit 8 according to the terms stated therein. Any 

remainder of the First Payment shall be paid to Dove's Lane or its assigns. 

4.3.1 The Trustee shall provide Dove's Lane a non-recourse promissory 
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note in the amount of$1,700,000, payable in two instalhnents of$850,000 on July I, 1994 

and $850,000, less the. Tax Amount, on July 1, 1995. The note shall limit the Trustee's 

obligation to paying the balance of the purchase price from the rent received from the 

County as provided herein. 

4.4 Doves Overlook shall be conveyed to the Trustee free and clear of 

encumbrances except as provided on Exhibit C attached hereto. 

4.4.1 The County or the Trustee shall order proanptly a title report and 

title insurance. The title insurance obtained shall come with a comntitment for assignment 

of the insurance to the County at the end of the Lease Term or to Dove's Lane in the event 

that the Trustee conveys Doves Overlook to Dove's Lane. 

4.4.2 Title shall be good of record and in fact, marketable, merchantable 

and insurable as such in amount equal to the tot~l lease\purchase price by such title 

con1pany as the County may choose at regular rates free and clear of all mortgages, liens 

and other encumbrances except as provided in Exhibit C. The County will have no 

obligation to commence lease payments if title is not as aforesaid. Doves Overlook shall 

be free of all written notices, governmental orders or requirements, or action in any court 

on account of, against or affecting Doves Overlook. 

4.4.3 In case legal steps are ne~essary to perfect the title, such action 

shall be taken promptly by Dove's Lane at its expense. If, through diligent efforts, title 

cannot be perfected, the parties will meet in an effort to resolve the title pro~lem. 

4. 5 Doves Overlook shall be conveyed in the name of the Trustee. Dove's 

Lane shall execute and deliver, or cause to be delivered, good and sufficient general 

warranty deeds to the Other Parcels and a special warranty deed to the Foundation Piece, 

each of which shall be insured by title insurance as provided herein. 

4. 6 The costs of closing shall be apportioned as follows: 

4.6.1 The County shall pay the costs of the title report, title insurance and 

county and state recording and conveyancing taxes. 

~-.-;,.,_ ~ ;,· ·-~ 
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4.6.2 Dove's Lane shall pay or cause to the paid the Grantor's Tax on 

both the Foundation Parcel and the Other Parcels. 

4.6.3 The parties shall pay their own legal fees; provided, however, that 

the County and Dove's Lane shall each pay half of the legal fees of the Trustee for 

settlement. 

4.6.4 Rents, taxes, utilities, insurance, operating charges and other 

related exp~nses shall be adjusted as of the date of settlement. 

4.6.5 All other costs shall be divided equally between the County and 

Dove's Lane. 

4. 7 Time shall be of the essence and settlement shall take place not later than 

November I, 1993 ("Settlentent Date") at the offices of E. Ralph. Coon, Jr. 9422 Old 

Town Court, Manassas, Virginia 22110-0530. The settlement date may be extended upon 

agreement of the parties in order to clear all encumbrances from title other than those 

encumbrances listed on Exhibit C that are acceptable to the Trustee and the County. 

5. TOE LEASE The Trustee, on the date of settlen1ent and by these presents 

demises, leases and lets unto the County Doves Overlook for the term and upon the 

following conditions: 

5 .I. The County may occupy and use Doves Overlook for any lawful purpose. 

The County will be entitled to possession and use, at no charge, of any and all studies, 

appraisals, plans, plats or other documents relating to subdivision, engineering, soil, water 

and topographic conditions of the site. 

5.2. Throughout the term of the Lease, at no expense to the Trustee, the County 

shall comply with all laws, ordinances, orders, rules, regulations and requirements 

("Laws") which may be applicable to Doves Overlook. 

5.3 Subject to the terms and provisions herein, the Lease shall commence on the 

Settlement Date and shall remain in full force and effect for a term ending on July 1, 1995 

("Lease Term"). 
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5. 4. The County shall not be required to advance a security deposit or other 

guarantee of performance. However, the County represents and warrants that it shall 

faithfully comply with the terms of this Lease \Purchase Agreement. 

5.5. The rent shall be calculated as follows: 

5.5.1. The County shall pay on the Settlement Date to the Trustee, or its 

designee, without notice or demand, the amount of Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000), 

plus the Tax Amount, in cash or equivalent as its first rental payment; provided, however, 

that the Tax Amount will be applied to the outstanding County real property taxes on 

Doves Overlook. 

5.5.2. The County shall pay on July I, 1994 to the Trustee, or its designee, 

without notice or demand, the amount of Eight Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars 

($850,000) in cash or equivalent. 

5.5.3. The County shall pay on July 1, 1995 to the Trustee, or its designee, 

without notice or demand the amount of Eight Hundred Fifty Thousand Dollars 

($850,000), less the Tax Amount, in cash or equivalent. 

5.5.4. The County's obligation to make the 1994 and 1995 payments shall 

be subject to annual appropriation of the Board of Supervisors. The failure to make this 

appropriation shall be considered an event of default. 

5.6. The County shall be responsible for all costs of Doves Overlook incurred 

after the con1mencement of the Lease Term. 

5.6.1 Except as stated herein, the lease shall be a net lease and the rent 

and all other sums payable hereunder to or for the account of Trustee, including utilities, 

shall be paid, without notice or den1and and without set-off,. counterclaim, abatement, 

suspension, deduction, diminution or defense. 

5. 7. Except as provided in paragraph 5.5.4, the County shall not susp·end or 

discontinue any payment of rent or other atnount due hereunder or fail to observe or 

perform any of its other covenants, conditions and agreements hereunder and, except as 
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hereinafter provided, shall not terminate the Lease for any cause, including without 

limitation any acts or circumstances that may constitute an eviction or constructive 

eviction, failure of consideration, failure of title or commercial frustration of purpose, or 

any damage to or destruction or condemnation of all or part of the improvements, or any 

failure of the Trustee to observe and perform any covenants, conditions and agreements, 

whether express or implied, or any duty, liability or obligation arising out of or in 

connection with the Lease. The County ~ay, however, at its own expense and in its own 

name, take any action which the County deems reasonably necessary in order to secure or 

protect any of its rights hereunder. Trustee and Dove's "Lane will cooperate fully with 

County in any such action or proceeding. 

5.8. Except as provided elsewhere herein, neither Dove's Lane nor the Trustee 

makes any representation or warranty with respect to the physical condition of any part of 

Doves Overlook or its suitability for County's purposes. 

5. 9 Except as otherwise provided herein, neither the County, the Trustee nor 

Dove's Lane shall create or permit any lien, security interest, encumbrance or charge upon 

Doves Overlook or any part thereof or upon County's leasehold interest. 

5.10. No delay or failure on the part of Trustee or Dove's Lane in exercising any 

right or claim under the provisions of the lease shall operate as a waiver of such right or 

claim. 

5.12. The County shall self-insure against such risks customarily insured against, 

paying the premiums as they become due, including but not limited to the following: 

5 .12. 1. General public liability insurance against claims of bodily ia~ury, 

death or property damage occurring on, in or about Doves Overlook. 

5 .12.2. Policies for such insurance shall name. the Trustee, Dove's Lane 

and the County as insureds, as their respective interests may appear. Evidence of such 

insurance shall be delivered to Trustee and Dove's Lane. It is agreed that Dove's Lane will 

not be allowed to enter or perform and act on the property after the commencement of the 
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Lease Tenn. 

5.12.3 In the event that the County determines its self-insurance to be 

inadequate for any reason, the County will obtain commercial liability insurance sufficient 

to maintain the requirements hereunder. 

5. 13. During the Lease Tenn and for ninety (90) days after any notice of 

termination or termination by default, at its own expense County shall keep Doves 

Overlook in a safe condition, and keep Doves Overlook and any structures in good repair 

and operating condition, making all necessary repairs from time to time. Except as 

provided herein, neither the Trustee nor Dove's Lane shall be required to rebuild or make 

any repairs, renewals or replacements of Doves Overlook of any nature whatsoever, and 

C~unty expressly waives the right contained in any law now or hereafter in effect to make 

any repairs, renewals or replacements at the expense of the Trustee or Dove's Lane. 

Subject to the written consent of Dove's Lane, which consent will not be unrea~onably 

withheld, the County may, at its own expense, make any additions, modifications or 

improvements located wholly within the boundary lines of Doves Overlook. All such 

renewals, replacements, additions, modifications and hnprovements shall become a part of 

the Doves Overlook. 

5.14. The Trustee (or person designated by the Trustee) may inspect Doves 

Overlook at any reasonable time for any purpose. 

5. 15. If all or part or Doves Overlook shall be taken under the exercise of the 

power of condemnation or eminent domain by any governmental authority other than the 

County, the Lease shall not terminate as of the date of such taking. In such event, the 

Tntstee shall receive and retain all condemnation proceeds as rent, or if the full rent has 

been paid, the proceeds above Three Million Seven Hundred Dollars ($3, 700,000) shall be 

paid to the County, the Lease shall tenninate and the Trustee shall immediately convey the 

balance of the property, if any, to the County. 

5.16. With the written consent of the Trustee and subject to the terms of the 
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consent agreement, the County may ass~n or otherwise transfer all of its rights and 

interest under the Lease to any person or entity and n1ay sublet Doves Overlook or any 

part thereof. However, no assignment, transfer or sublease shall affect or reduce any of 

the obligations of the County hereunder. If the Lease is assigned or transferred, or if 

Doves Overlook or any part thereof is sublet or occupied by any person, firm or 

corporation other than County or governmental agency, the Trustee, after default by 

County, may collect rent from the assignee, transferee, subtenant or s.imilar occupant, and 

apply the net amount collected to the rent and any other amounts reserved hereunder. 

5. 17. Each of the following events is hereby declared an event of default: 

5.17.1. If the County shall fail to pay any rent when due and payable and 

such failure shall continue after sixty ( 60) days written notice by the Trustee to the 

County; 

5.17.2. If the County shall fail to observe or perfonn any material 

covenants, conditions or agreements contained in .this Consent Agreement for a period of 

sixty (60) days after written notice from the Taustee to the County; 

5.17.3. If the County shall make a general assignment for the benefit of 

cr.editors, or shall admit in writing its inability or unwillingness to pay its debts as they 

becon1e due, or shall file a petition in bankruptcy, or shall be adjudicated as bankrupt or 

insolvent, or shall file a petition seeking any reorganization, arrangement, composition, 

readjustment, liquidation, dissolution or similar relief under any present or future statute, 

law or regulation, and shall file an answer admitting or not contesting the material 

allegations of the petition against it in any such proceeding, or shall seek or consent to or 

acquiesce in the appointment of any trustee, receiver, liquidator of the County or any 

material part of its properties; 

5.18. Whenever an event of default shall occur and continue, the Trustee shall 

tern1inate the lease and in1n1ediately convey Doves Overlook to Dove's Lane or its assigns 

free of all liens placed on the property by the County and in substantially the same 
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condition as received except for such improvements as consented to by Dove'~ Lane. The 

reconveyance of Doves Overlook to Dove's Lane shall be the sole remedy for any default 

under this Consent Agreement. 

5.18.1. Should an event of default occur and the Tnastee or Dove's Lane 

employ attorneys or incur other expenses for ~he collection of rent or the enforcement of 

perfom1ance of any other obligation of County under this Consent Agreement, the County 
' 

shall pay on demand to the Trustee or Dove's Lane the reasonable fees of such attorneys 

and such other reasonable expenses so incurred. 

5.18.2. In the event any covenant, condition or agreement contained in this 

Consent Agreement should be breached by either party and thereafter waived by the other 

party, such waiver shall be limited to the particular breach so waived and shall not be 

deemed to waive any other breach hereunder. 

5.18.3 Should Doves Overlook be conveyed back to Dove's-Lane and its 

assigns, Dove's Lane shall have, to the extent allowed by law at that time, the right to 

continue processing for subdivision approval its plans existing at the time of this consent 

agreement without further delay. 

6. SECOND PURCIIASE AND SALE Provided the County meets the terms of the 

Lease/Purchase Agreement, the Trustee shall sell and the County shall purchase Doves 

Overlook for Ten Dollars ($10.00). 

6. I Doves Overlook shall be . conveyed to the County free and clear of 

encumbrances except as provided on Exhibit C attached hereto. 

6.1.1 Title shall be good of record and in fact, merchantable and 

marketable as stated elsewhere herein. Doves Overlook shall be free of all written notices, 

governmental orders or requirements, or action in any court on account of, against or 

affecting Doves Overlook. 

6.1.2 In case legal steps are necessary to perfect the title, ihe party who 

created or caused the imperfections shall take such action promptly to remedy the 
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imperfections to title. If it is unclear who created such imperfections, the County shall 

have the obligation to assume the title with such imperfections. 

6.2 Doves Overlook shall be conveyed by the Trustee to the County in the 

name of the County, or in such other name as the County designates. The Trustee shall 

execute and deliver, or cause to be delivered to the County a good and sufficient special 

warranty deed. 

6.3 The costs of settlement shall be apportioned as follows: 

6.3.1 The County shall pay the costs of the title report, title insurance and 

county and state recording and conveyancin'g taxes and the Grantor's Tax. 

6.3.2 The parties shall pay their own legal fees; provided, however, that 

the County and Dove's Lane shall each pay half of the legal fees of the Trustee. 

6.3.3 Rents, taxes, utilities, insurance and operating charges shall be paid 

in full as of the date of settlement by the County. 

6.3.4 All other costs shall be assumed by the County. 

7. REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES. 

7. 1 The parties represent and warrant: 

7 .1. 1 The execution, delivery and performance of this Consent 

Agreement are within the powers of the parties and have been duly authorized by all 

necessary actions of the respective parties; 

7.1.2 The parties have made each promise contained in the Consent 

Agreement in good faith with the fidl intention of carrying it out; 

7 .1.3 The Consent Agreement is enforceable against the parties according 

to its terms; 

7 .I. 4 The parties know of no condition which would adversely affect the 

completion of the terms of this Consent Agreement; . 

7 .1. 5 The actions by the parties are lawful under the constitutions of 

Virginia and the United States of America. 

,., -c..l~ 
•· ... ~!c;~, 
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7 .I. 6 This Consent Agreernent does not conflict with any agreements, 

contracts, laws, ordinances, judgments, rules or decrees to which the parties may be 

subject. 

7 .I. 7 All debts owed by Dove's Lane have been disclosed by Dove's Lane 

and are listed on Exhibit B. 

8. TRANSFER OF RECORDS 

8.1 Dove's Lane shall deliver, ~t no additional cost to the County, its records 

of Doves Overlook including plats, plans, soil borings and any other development records. 

The obligation of Dove's Lane in this regard will relate to documents it possesses or can 

obtain from others through the exercise of reasonable efforts. 

8.2 Upon the completion of the orderly transfer of the records, Dove's Lane 

shall have no further responsibilities to the County or for paying claims (except those 

claims for which Dove's Lane has the exclusive and non-assignable require1nent to pay). 

9. RETURN OF DISCOVERY MATERIAL AND DESTRUCTION OF RECORDS. Within 

fourteen (14) days of the execution of this Consent Agreement by the parties, the parties 

shall return to one another all confidential materials obtained through discovery during the 

Litigation. 

10. COUNTERPARTS. This agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts, 

each of which shall be an original. 

11. GOVERNING LAW. This Consent Agreement has been entered into in the 

Commonwealth of Virginia and the County of Prince William, and it shall be construed, 

~nterpreted, deemed having been 1nade and performed in accordance with the laws of 

Virginia. 

I 2. ·REVIEW OF CONSENT AGREEMENT. Each party represents and warrants to the 

other that it has carefully read and was afforded reasonable opportunity to have the 

contents and legal effect hereof fully explained by legal counsel of choice; and that each 

party has a sole and exclusive power and authority to execute this agreement and· does so 
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on his own free act. 

15. ENTIRE UNDERSTANDING. This Consent Agreement embodies the entire 

understanding and all agreements between the parties. No party has n1ade or shall be 

bound by any agreement or representation to the other party which is not expressly set 

forth herein, including any obligations for real estate brokers and otherwise growing out of 

this Consent Agreement. William E. Myers, who is a partner in Dove's Lane, hereby 

discloses that he is a licensed real estate broker and that he is not entitled to a real estate 

commission. 

16. BEADINGS. The headings to paragraphs of this Consent Agreement facilitate 

reference only, do not form a part of this Consent Agreement, and shall not in any way 

a~ect the interpretation hereof. 

17. NOTICES. All notices, approvals, consents, requests and other communications 

hereunder shall be in writing and shall be deemed to have been given when deliv~red or 

mailed by first class registered or certified mail, postage prepaid, addressed (a) if to 

County at Office of County Attorney, 1 County Complex court, Prince Willia1n, Virginia 

(b) if to Dove's Lane, at the Law Offices of Mark A. Moorstein, P.C., 10500 Battleview 

Parkway, Manassas, Virginia 22111 with a copy to William E. Myers, General Partner, 

Dove's Lane Associates, 9621 Park Street, Manassas, Virginia 22110, and (c) if to the 

Trustee, to E. Ralph Coon, Jr., Coon & Johnson, 9422 Old Town Court, P.O. Box 530, 

Manassas, Virginia 22110-0530. The Parties may designate by notice any other person or 

address to which subsequent notes, approvals, consents, requests or other communications 

shall be sent. 

18. SEVERABILITY. If any provision of this Consent Agreement shall be held invalid by 

any court of competent jurisdiction, such holding shall not invalidate any other provisio~ 

hereof. 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Dove's t.ane, the County and the Trustee have caused 

this Lease to be executed by duly authorized signatures, this .f ~L day of October, 1993. 

Witness our signatures and seals: 

Date: /CJ ~ · / .? 

Date: /P· J-- 9~ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM 
COUNTY AnORNEY / 

_ ~/wttl.t./.r. 
DATE:_tob·/J.) 

I ) 

Date: //!·- "J- 9 3 

E. RALPII COON, JR., TRUSTEE: 

/·~-~(I'll .'t, I . ' l . . , t( (. 
__;__~ _______ (SEAL) 

BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY: 

~~ifw,v~ 'fi:.fJirsEAL) 
1~ KA TilLE N K. S FELDT, · 

CHAIRMAN 

DOVE'S LANE ASSOCIATES, 
A VIRGINIA LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 

COMMONWEAL TI-l OF VIRGINIA 
COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM, TO WIT: 

I, a Notary Public in and for the above jurisdiction, do hereby certify that E. 
RALPH COON, JR., whose name is signed to the fo[egoing Consent Agreernent as 
Trustee, did acknowledge the same before me this .f" 'J day ofOcto~er, 1993. 

' l I I • ' . . . l ~ 4 . ) .. . . ·(· (. .. ~· 
\ • • I . • • \ 

Notary Public 

My Commission Expires:---'ojlt~/ ,~·S~l'~J.........~( l~--~~---
1 I 
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EXUIDITA 

The parties agree that Exhibit A will contain an accurate description of the 

property that is the subject of this Lease-Purchase Agreement. The Parties Agree that the 

property that is the subject of this agreement is composed of Prince_ William County Tax 

Map Parcels 65-001-62, 63, 67; 65-002-2 through 76, inclusive, 65-002-81 through 65-

002-208, inclusive; and 65-003-1 through 65-003-43, inclusive, commonly known as 

Doves Overlook Subdivision and containing approximately 188 acres as indicated by a 

generalized development plan and referred to herein as "Doves Overlook". Tax Map 

Parcels 65-001-62, 63 and 67; and Parcels 65-003-1 through 43 are referred to herein as 

the "Other Parcels" while Parcels 65-002-2 through 76, inclusive and Parcels 65-002-81 

through 208 are referred to herein as the Foundation Parcel. Doves Overlook is located at 

9113, 9123 and 9109 Doves Lane, Manassas, Virginia. 
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. EXHIBIT B 
Creditor& of Dove lt~nf! Aaaoclates 

Secured Creditors: 
William H. Gmdc.•n Associates 
Lake Jack1on Hills, Inc. (1) 
Mark Moorateln, Esq. 

Unsecured Creditors~ 
Hunton & Williams 
R.C. Uarrover 
Loughran Foundation (2) 

Purchase of Foundation Piece 
Loughran J!oundatlon 

Total . 
Amount 
245,723.02 

3,736.00 
315,000.00 

119,379.16 
60,000.00 
20,000.00 

Payable 
At Closing 
246,723.02 

3,735.00 
14&,000.00 

119.~79.16 
60,000.00 

1,000,000.00 1,000,000.00 

f 1) Principal of $3,600 and astlmattd fnteraet at 9235 
(2) Loughran Foundation ·reimbursement of real estate taxes 

Paoe 1 

Peyeblt Payable 
Julv. 1994 ,July. 1995 

85,000.00 85,000.00 

20,000.00 



.... 

EXUIDITC 

The parties agree that Exhibit C shall include all encumbrances of title revealed by 

the title report as exceptions to insurance that the County chooses to accept. The parties 

agree that this Exhibit C shall be subject to the good faith and reasonable review of the 

parties, it being the intent of the parties to convey marketable and n1erchantable title. 

ORII\jls W.~l 
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.DOVES LANDING & DOVES OVERLOOK 

PROPERTY LOCATED IN 
PRINCE WILLIAM CO. 

1313 Dolley Madison Bl\'d. 

Suite .ton 
McLean, \'ir~inia ~~101 

iU:I·MU:J.fi!UI 1 

.... •· "••• ''··~·u, 
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DOVES LANE DeVELOPMeJT 
. 6TUDV 

~l~EW1~~1 VA. 
EXHIBIT N 1 



PROPERTY: 

PRICE: 

ZONING: 

TAX MAP NO.: 

ACREAGE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

UTILITIES: 

SALES TERMS: 

CONTACT: 

DOVE•s LANDING 

PremiPr PropPtiiPH Lte 

PROPERTY INFORMATION SHEET 

Doves Lane, Prince William Co. 

$ 3,638,000. ($34,000.00 a lot) 

R-10 (Approximately ~ acre plus lots) 

065-01-000-0073 

72.68 acres 

Property located approximately 25 miles from 
Washington, D.C. a·nd 3 miles from Manassas 
City limits. It is centrally located near 
the IBM plant in Manassas (5 mi.), Dulles 
Airport (18 mi.), the rapidly developing 
Gainesville area (10 mi.) From 166 toRte. 28 
at Centerville. Go South on Rte. 28 through 
Manassas to Rte. 234, then south on 234 for 
2~ mi. toRte. 649. Go approximately 0.7 mi. 
to Bradley Forest Road, then left on Bradley 
Forest 1.10 mi. to Doves Lane. Property 
Located on the right. 

Sewer & Water offsite approximately 14,000 + or -
Engineering estimate to bring utilities to the 
site $ 2,500,000. (Purchaser should cost share 
with Doves Overlook property). 

Seller prefers all cash, however, may consider 
holding some financing. Will sell subject to 
Preliminary Plan approval. 

BARBARA KELMARTIN- 703-893-6901/703-361-3432 
(CAR 795-8873} . 

I:Jl!l Dullt'y Madison Bh·cl. 

Suit<' ~nu 

~1<-Ll•an. \'ir~inia ~~101 

;n:J.NU:J.fi!)() I 
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PROPERTY: 

PRICE: 

ZONING: 

TAX MAP NO.: 

ACREAGE: 

DIRECTIONS: 

UTILITIES: 

SALES TERMS: 

CONTACT: 

DOVE'S OVERLOOK 

PROPERTY INFORMATION SHEET 

Doves Lane, Prince William Co. 

$ 12,500,000. ($30,865.00 a lot) 

R-10 (Approximately ~ acre plus lots) 

065-01-000-62,63,67 
065- 7-003-1-43 
065-2-002- 2 thru 76 and 81 thru 208 

188 acres 

Property located approximately 25 miles from 
Washington, D.C. and 3 miles from M~nassas 
City limits. It is centrally located near the 
IBM plant in Manassas {5 mi.), Dulles Airport 
(18 mi.), the rapidly growing Gainesville area 
(10 mi.). From I66 toRte. 28 at Centerville. 
Go South on Rte 28 through Manssas to Rte. 234 
for 2~ mi. toRte 649. Go approximately 0.7 mi. 
to Bradley Forest Road, then on Bradley Forest 
1.10 mi. to Doves Lane. Property located on right. 

Sewer & water offsite approximately 14,000 + or -
Engineering estimate to bring utilities to the 
site $ 2,500,000. {Purchaser should cost 
share with Doves Landing property). 

Seller prefers all cash, will hold 40% financing. 
Will sell subject to Preliminary Plan approval . 

ARELENE FREDLOCK OR VIC WILLIAMS 
703-893-6901 

1:11:1 Dull('Y Madison Bl\'tl. 

Suite ~00 

7(1:1-HO:J.mm t 
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A FEASIUILITY SlUUY 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE DOVES LANE AREA 

IN CENTRAL PRINCE WILLIAI-1 COUNTY 

by 
R. C. Harrover & Associates, P.C. 

This study will examine the development potential of assembled tracts 
of land lyinq between the upper reaches of the Occoquan River, also known 
as.Lake Jackson an~ Doves Lane (State Rt. 650). This area is unique in 
that.several large parcels of vacant land are currently zoned R-10, which. 
prov1des for medium density residential housing. This in-place zoning 
together with an attractive environmental setting, proximity to Manassas, 
the proposed construction of the 234 by-pass, and the recent installation 
of an nearby sanitary sewer trunk line combine to support high development 
potential. 

Environmental Characteristics 
The majority of the land in this area is gently rolling, \-lhich is ideal 

for medium density development. The site slopes to the south, towards lake 
Jackson at which point it drops steeply to the water. Slopes run in the 
range of 5 to 15% except along natural drainage swales throughout the property. 

The land is covered by a mixture of pasture land and evergreen and 
hardwood trees. The pasture area lies in the north central area and covers 
approximately 15% of the site. Evergreens and hardwoods cover 45 and 40% of 
the balance of the land, respectively. 

The predon1inate soil types ir. this area are Altavista, Penn Bucks, and 
Calverton. Depth to hard shale ranges between 3' and 5' throughout. 
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Transportation 
Access to the major arterial road, Rt. 234, from this project is provided 

by existing hard surface State maintained roads. Rt. 649, Brentsville Road 
is the approach road to Rt. 234. This road is not sufficiently wide to carry 
its present traffic load. The developer should anticipate some widening in 
order to accomodate the increased load the development.would generate. 

Rt. 649 can be reached from Doves Lane by using Rt.· 695, Bradley Forest 
Rd. or Rt. 746 Smithfield Road. As neither of these roads are adequate 
for large volumes of traffic, it would be desirable to up grade one of these 
streets to provide the major entrance to the property. Smithfield Road 
would be the easiest and the least disruptive to improve. 

A major attraction to this area is the proposed 234 By-pass. This 
arterial is presently planned to begin near the intersection of Rt. 234 and 
Brentsville Road. When completed, it would provide a li1nited access express
way around Manassas, terminating at 1-66 near the Gainesville area. 

Utilities 
In order to develope this property according to the R-10 criteria, 

public water and sewer must be available. While there is no public water 
in this area, it has been the practice of the Service Authority to allow 
a public system to be constructed, using convnunity wells as the water 
source. Upon completion of the water network, the system would be turned 
over to the Service Authority. 

There is currently no public sewer within the R-10 designated area. 
Recently however, a gravity interceptor was run down nearby Broad Run 
to Cockrell Branch and over to Godwin Drive. This in-place line could 
serve as a discharge point for a pressure system which would be pumped 

·from an appropriate location within the R-10 watershed. 
Two scenarios for the placement of this system are provided in 

exhibits 5 and 6. Option A proposes pumping along existing State right
of-way to the point where the newly installed sewer crossed Godwin 
Drive. This plan would minimize the uncertainty of obtaining easements 
across private property. As shown in exhibit 5 only one short easement 
is needed to complete the proposed route. 

Option B illustrates a "most direct route 11 for installation of the 
proposed pressure systen1. While this system is less expensive to install 
the cost of obtaining the necessary easen1ents may outweigh the construction 
savings. 

,..,._9·~ 
t ... ...:.: "=* 
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Construction cost analysis for pressure system 

Option A 

Option B 

Zoning 

8" Force Main - 22,000 LF @ $50/ft. 
600,000 gal. Pump Station 
Engineering 

8" Force Main - 19,000 LF @ $50/ft. 
600,000 gal. Pump Station 
Engineering 

$1,100,000 
300,000 
50,000 

$1,450,000 

$ 950,000 
300,000 
70,000 

$1,320,000 

The R-10 designation for the area was established during the 195o•s. 
Because the proffer system was not yet part of the zoning process, there 
are no conditions attached to the zoning. The Prince William County 
zoning ordinance as it relates to the R-10 zone is shown in Exhibit 7. 

Based on available zoning requirements an anticipated yield of 2.5 
to 3.0 per acre could be expected. 

Conclusion 
The undeveloped land within this area has remained unused for many 

years, due to poor soils for private septic systems. The recent extension 
of public sewer has now enhanced the feasibility of providing a public 
system within the area. The. in-place R-10 zoning is extremely valuable 
in light of the expense and concessions others are making to acquire 

·similar zoning. If sufficient acreage can be developed and thereby 
reduce the per lot share of the off-site improvements and if a satisfactory 
water and sewer agreement can be reached with the Service Authority, 
then this area appears to be very marketable. 

Ron Schools, P.E. 

~-Q~ 
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. . . EXHIBIT 7 

Prince William County Zoning Ordinance 

303.20 R-10 zoning district 

The R-10 district is intended to provide tor and encourage 
development of quality one-family dwellings at a medium suburban 
density of approximately four units per acre or leas. 

'· . 
303.21 Daea permitted by right 

One-family dwellings shall be permitted by right in the R-10 
district. Cluster development may be permitted, subject to the 
standards of Section 300.18 of this Chapter. 

303.22 Special uaes 

Child care facilities shall be permitted in the R-10 district with a 
special use permit. 

303.23 Deve1opmeot Standards 

(1) Minimum lot size shall be 10,000 square feet; one dwelling unit 
per lot shall be allowed. 

(2) Minimum lot frontage shall be 70 feet, except 100 feet for 
corner lots. 

(3) Maximum lot coverage shall be forty per cent (40\). 

303.24 rarda and setbacks 

(1) All buildings shall be set back a minimum of thirty feet (30 1 ) 

from the front property line. 

(2) The minimum rear yard shall be 25 feet. 

(3) The minimum side yard shall be ten feet (10 1 ); however, both 
side yards shall total at least 25 feet. 

(4) For a corner lot the minimum side yard abutting the aide street 
shall be 20 feet. 

(5) Where an adjacent property is zoned commercial or office, the 
minimum setback for the principal building from the common property 
line shall be 25 feet; and where an adjacent property is zoned 
industrial, such minimum setback shall be 35 feet. 

,..., .':" 0 . 
.......... ~i 



Ex,hi bit 7, ·continued 

300.18 Cluster Development 

Cluster development is intended to encourage the development of 
attractive, economic and environmentally sound residential land use, 
and to provide larger areas of open space for recreation and 
preservation of unique natural features. Cluster development may be 
permitted in the R-20 and R-10 districts as a privilege afforded to 
the applicant only when the standards of this section are fully met. 

(1) A minimum development area of f~ve acres in the R-10 district 
and ten acres in the R-20 district shall be required to utilize 
cluster development, provided that logical additions to existing 
adjacent cluster ~evelopment may be made without regard to any minimum 
development area. 

(2) All clustered lots shall be served by public water and 
sewerage. 

(3) Adequate school sites shall exist in the area, or shall be 
dedicated. 

(4) At least ten percent (10') of the gross acreage of the 
development shall be dedicated as open space to the County, the County 
Park Authority, or a bona fide home owner's association. Such 

.dedication shall be recorded in the land records, and shall contain 
covenants or other agreements reserving the dedicated area aa open 
space and providing for its utilization and maintenance. This 
requirement shall be in addition to any other requ~rement for 
providing and/or dedicating recreation area. 

( 5) If any land is dedicated to a home owner • s assoc.Ja tion, such an 
association shall be provided for by the developer in accordance with 
County guidelines. 

(6) No dwelling unit within a clustered development shall be located 
within 50 feet of the boundary of the development unless: 

(a) The adjoining property is also a cluster development or is 
communal open space of another subdivision; or 

(b) The adjoining property is classified in a higher zoning 
district; or 

(c) The adjoining property is a school or park site; or 



E:'<h ·;.pit 7 '· cant i nued 

(d) The boundary abuts a tidal waterway, tidal wetland or 100-year, 
flood plain:, which is at least 75 feet in _width; or 

(e) The boundary abuts a public street • 

. (7) Access to the development for vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
shall be adequately provided by the developer. Tbe developer shall 
also provide for adequate internal circulation of such traffic, 
including common walkways to all recreation and open space areas. 

(8) Lot size·, yard,· frontage and density standards shall be governed 
by the following schedule: 

Standard· 

(a) Minimum lot size 

(b) Minimum front yard 

(c) Minimum aide yard 

(~) Minimum side yard for 
corner lot (for side 
abutting the street) 

(e) Minimum rear yard 

(f) Minimum lot frontage 

(g) Minimum lot frontage 
for corner lot 

(h) Maximum density 

R-20 district 

15,000 sq. ft. 

30 feet 

8 feet, with a 
combination for 
both side yards 
of 20 feet 

20 feet 

25 feet 

80 feet, except as 
provided in sub
section (9) 

100 feet 

1. 75 units ·per 
acre, except as 
provided in 
subsection (9) 

R-10 district 

7,500 sq. ft. 

25 feet 

7 feet, with a 
combination for both 
side yards of 15 feet 

20 feet 

20 feet 

70 feet, except as 
provided in sub
section (9) 

100 feet 

l units per acre, 
except as provided 
in subsection (9) 

(9) The minimum lot frontage requirements set forth in subsection 
(8)(£) may be reduced to zero, ~nd the maximum density set forth in 
subsection (S) (h) may· ·be !ncreased for R-20 districts up to 2.17 ~nits, 
per acre and for R-10 districts up to 4:35,units per acre, provided 
all of the following standards are met: 

(a) No portion of any residential lot shall be platted in any 
wetland area (tidal or upland), nor in any area within the 100-year 
flood plain. 



Exh1bit 7, continued 
' . 

(b) No street shall be located in any wetland area (tidal or 
upland), nor in any area within the 100-year flood plain, except.for 
necessary crossover or access points. 

(c) No more than thirty percent (30\) of the total area of any lot 
shall contain land that exceeds a twenty-five percent (25') alope 1 aa 

.measured in ita natural state before any development. No grading 
shall be permitted to meet this requirement. 

(d) If requested ~ the Planning Office, the developer shall agree 
to provide and construct a commuter parking area, w~ich may be 
included as part of the dedicated open space area. Such a parking 
area shall contain at least one parking space per every four dwelling 
units within the subdivision, and the design and location shall be as 
approved by the Planning Office. 

(e) No more than fifty percent (50%) of the required dedicated 
open space area shall be land within any wetland area (tidal or 
upland), 100-year flood plain, or 'area containing slopes exceeding 
twenty-five percent (25,). 
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\mlGl!T.l\ULTY 9009 SUDLEY ROAD 

POST OFFICE BOX 3151, MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22110 

TELEPHONE 1703) 388-8138 

September 11, 1995 

Mr. Mark Moorstein, Attorney 
10500 Battleview Drive 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

Reference: Appraisal of Doves Landing Subdivision 
9005 Doves Lane 
Manassas, Virginia 22111 

Dear Mr. Moorstein, 

Pursuant to your request, we hereby submit this summary appraisal 
report on the above referenced property. The attached appraisal 
report and limiting conditions contain descriptive details, market 
information and analysis of the subject property. 

Based on the information presented in the report that follows, the 
market value of the subject property is estimated to have a market 
value as of February, 1994 as shown below. 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT BEFORE TAKE 

$1,200,000 

ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 

AND 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT AFTER TAKE 

$350,000 

THREE HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call at the 
above number. 
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SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Property Appraised: 

Doves Landing Subdivision 
9005 Doves Lane 
Manassas, Virginia 22111 

Located at the end of Bradley Forest Dr. & Smithfield Rd. 

Desc·ription: 

The property consists of 72.68 acres of vacant land which is 
zoned R-10 with preliminary plans for 106 lots. Sewer would be 
extended predominately along mostly public roadways and the 
adjoining proposed subdivision of Dove's Overlook to the subject 
approximately 3 miles from a trunk line located on Godwin Drive. 
Water could be extended approximately 2.7 miles. Both utilities 
will be along mostly public roadways and thru the adjoining 
proposed development of Dove's Overlook from section.2 of Country 
Roads subdivision. Reference should be made to the preliminary 
subdivision Plan "Doves overlook", prepared by R. Curtis, 
Harrover & dated October 8, 1987 and, the preliminary for the 
subject, "Doves Landing," dated January 9,1988 by Greenhorne & 
O'Mara, Inc . 

. Land Area: 

72.68 acres as indicated by county records, and subdivision plan. 
The planned 106 lots average 25,063 sq. ft. 

Highest & 
Best Use: 

Before the take: Development as planned with 106 single family 
lots averaging 25,063 sq. ft. 

After the take: Holding the property until such a time as public 
sewer and water are extended to the immediate area and adequate 
road right-of-way can be acquired. Immediate, but alternate would 
be for down zoning to A-1 (agricultural) and development with 
residential homesites on lots in excess of 10 acres. This would 
allow up to 7 lots. However, soils are poor for septic field 
installation and specialized septic systems would have to be 
designed. 
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PURPOSE OF THIS APPRAISAL 

This appraisal has been made to provide estimates of the market 
value, both before and after the take of the adjoining property known 
as "Dove's Overlook," which had, for purposes herein, "functional 
unity" with the subject of the fee simple interest in the real estate 
identified later, for the purposes of litigation as of date of 
expected take on February , 1994. Valu~tion assumes the property is 
free and clear of all liens and encumbrances. 

The scope and purpose of this report has required economic data 
that is prior to the date of valuation. This has been believed 
necessary to give an appropriate historical perspective for valuation 
between 1987 when the County commenced acts which began the 
condemnation process through to the date of final take of the 
adjoining project known as Doves Overlook as well as the possible 
future need for subsequent valuation data to the present. The basis 
upon which the date of valuation has been selected is date of take by 
Prince William County of that project which is viewed to have had 
"functional unity" with the subject. Thereby a taking of the subject 
is opined to have occurred and will require valuation of the property 
both before and after. 

DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE 1 

The most probable price in terms of money which a property should 
bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite 
to a fair sale, the buyer and seller each acting prudently and 
knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by undue 
stimulus. 

Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a 
specified date and the passing of title from seller to buyer under 
conditions whereby: 

1. Buyer and seller are typically motivated. 

2. Both parties are well informed or well advised, and both are acting in 
what they consider to be their own best interest. 

3. A reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market. 

4. Payment is made in cash or its equivalent. 

s. Financing, if any, is on terms generally available in the community at 
the specified date and typical for the property type in its locale. 

6. The price represents a normal consideration for the property sold 
unaffected by special financing amounts and/or terms, services, fees, 
costs, or credits incurred in the transaction. 

1 Real Estate Appraisal Terminology, American Institute of 
Real Estate Appraisers and the Society of Real Estate Appraisers, 
Revised Edition, First Printing 1981, Page 160-161 
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DATE OF VALUATION 

The date of valuation was February, 1994. Date of inspection was July 
20, 1995. 

CONDITIONS OF APPRAISAL 

The attached Assumptions and Limiting Conditions are hereby made a 
part of this report. 

SCOPE OF APPRAISAL 

In estimating the subject's market value, an orderly, systematic 
procedure is followed which leads the appraiser to an opinion of 
value. The first steps include, but are not limited to, office 
research, which consists of locating and describing the property, 
verifying assessment information and obtaining legal descriptions as 
are made available, etc. This data will assist the appraiser in 
determining various market factors, rental, comparable sales, etc. 
However, no title search is completed. The property is then inspected 
in order to determine condition and marketability. 

Other sources of information which are typically utilized would 
include, cost data, which is extracted from the appraiser's general 
knowledge, cost books, and cost estimates when available. Financing, 
as well as economic and other influences are also considered as they 
may be pertinent to the subject property. 

Compil.ation of all the data is developed and considered. It should 
then lead the appraiser to a determination of his opinion of value. 
The appraiser is not to be construed as an engineer or an attorney. 

TYPE OF REPORT 

Summary Appraisal Report 
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY APPRAISED 

The subject property consists of vacant land zoned R-10. Before the 
take, it.w~s.planned for 106 single family detached building lots. 
The subd~v~s~on had been named Doves Landing. After the take it is 
our op~n~on that this project plan would no longer viable. The 
property is identified below. 

Address: 9005 Doves Lane 
Manassas, Va. 22111 

Tax Map: 65-001-0073 

Legal: Metes and Bounds, 
Doves Landing Subdivision, 
Prince William County, Va. 

Deed: Book 1629 Page 1129, dated January 16, 1989. 

Size: Approximately 72.68 acres as indicated by generalized 
development plan. 

Owner: Omni Homes, Inc. 

PROPERTY HISTORY 

The property was last transferred on January 16, 1989 as zoned R-
10, raw land, for $436,091. 

TAX ASSESSMENT DATA 

The property was assessed as land only in 1994 by the Prince 
William County Assessment office. 

Total assessment which is for only land and making up the proposed 
Doves Landing Subdivision for 1994 was $473,200. This indicates taxes 
in the amount of $6,829.69. 
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AREA BOUNDARY DEFINITION 

The subject property lies in the greater Washington Metropolitan 
area or the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA) of the 
Washington D.C. region as identified by the Untied States Department 
of Commerce. This area includes several counties and cities located 
in the states of Virginia and Maryland. The boundaries include the 
counties of Frederick, Montgomery, Howard, Anne Arundel, Prince 
Georges, Charles and Calvert of Maryland and, Loudoun, Fairfax, Prince 
William and Stafford counties of Virginia. Also included are several 
cities, in Virginia they include Falls Church, Fairfax, Arlington and 
Alexandria, which ar.e located within the boundaries of Fairfax County. 
Located within the boundaries of Prince William County are the cities 
of Manassas and Manassas Park. 

To the east, the subject area is bound by the Chesapeake Bay, and 
to the west the area ends at the foothills to the Blue Ridge 
Mountains. The topography is generally gently rolling with the 
flattest areas to the east and the more rolling land to the west. 
While some areas can be found which are steep and non-buildable, ·for 
the.most part, the land is good for most types of construction. 

Soils for the most part are good for building as is evidenced by 
the large population base and high density housing throughout the 
inner core of the area. Some portions at the outer edges of the area 
while having adequate soils for construction, have soils which are 
considered poor for septic fields. Typically the outer edges of the 
region are rural in nature and are not currently supplied by public 
sewer. But as the population grows, the suburbs continues its steady 
encroachment into the rural areas with public utilities which allow 
further development. 

The climate is considered moderate. It has warm to hot summers and 
cold winters. The average summer temperature is approximately 79 
degrees with the average winter temperature being approximately 36 
degrees. Precipitation is also considered moderate averaging around 
22:7 inches including snowfall. 

POPULATION DATA 

The area covers 4,626 square miles and contains approximately 4.1 
million people. This is an increase from the 1980 estimate of 3.7 
million people or approximately 10.81 percent. In 2Q10, the 
population is expected to grow to 4.5 million people or an increase of 
approximately 9.76 percent. Some are even estimating the population 
by the year 2,000 to be approximately 4.8 million. Generally over the 
past 20 years, all population estimates have been low. The area has 
seen staggering growth, and all estimates are expecting it to 
continue. · 

The area population and labor force is considered by many to be one 
of the strongest in the nation. It is young, well educated and 
contains the largest percentage of professional, managerial and 
technical workers in the nation. 
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A large percenta~e of its total population falls between the ages of 
25 and 49, creat1ng a large work force from which to draw. 37.5 
percent of these adults 25 years and older have college degrees. This 
is the highest in the country and compares very favorably with the 
national average of 20 percent. 

EMPLOYMENT INFORMATION 

With the wealth of talent to draw from, many corporations are 
moving headquarters into the area. In the past, they would have moved 
into the city of Washington D.C., however they are now moving into the 
Maryland and Virginia suburbs. This is due mainly to two factors, the 
limited space in the city and the cheaper land in the suburbs. Over 
the years the suburbs have been the bedroom communities of Washington 
D.C., but with the migration of large companies and corporations into 
the area, the suburbs now offer a much greater range of employment. 

The growth of the suburbs as strong employment. centers has· also 
changed the Washington area a great deal since the 1960's. At that 
time, the majority of the employment opportunities were provided by 
the Federal Government located in the D~strict of Columbia. Little 
else was offered in terms of large companies or corporations. But 
while this limited the employment opportunities for the population, 
the stability of the Federal Government helped make the area what many 
called recession proof. 

These companies brought greater employment opportunities and as a 
result the area began to grow. Initially they located in Washington 
or the immediate surrounding area. But as stated earlier, the limited 
·space in Washington and the skyrocketing prices drove these companies 
to the suburbs. As they moved out into the suburbs, the area economy 
began to change shape. No longer is the Federal Government the only 
employment in town. And with more jobs located in the suburbs, the 
further the suburbs could expand. 

Since the Federal Government is no longer the chief employer, many 
economist now believe that the area is no longer recession proof, 
although this is still argued by some. Most now believe.that the area 
could experience a recession but that it would be protected by the 
still strong employment base provided by the Federal Government. This 
protection would prevent the wild swings in economies that are 
possible in most other areas of the nation. 

At present the private sector employs 74 percent of the areas work 
force with federal, local and state governments making up the 
remaining 26 percent. The service sector provides the largest number 
of jobs in the area and makes up 31 percent of the work force. The 
major components within the service sector include business, health, 
legal services, memberships and organization and hotels. The business 
sector is the fastest growing, and in 1987 employed approximately 
238,400. Since 1982, services, construction, finance, insurance, real 
estate, retail and whole sale trade, transportation, communications 
and public utilities have all grown by more than 30 percent. At the 
same time, the government sector has remained fairly stable. 
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IMMEDIATE AREA 

More specifically, the subject property is located in Prince 
William County. The county was formed in the early 1700's and at that 
time the main source industry was agriculture. With the continued 
growth of the Federal Government, which is located in Washington D.C., 
the need for housing and supporting services also increased. In the 
1950's the county began its transformation from farming to a bedroom 
community. While the area saw steady growth in the 1960's and 1970's, 
the period from 1980 through 1990 saw rapid increases in the 
population base as well as commercial and industrial development. The 
county now provides a wide base of employment and industrial services 
and is no longer considered a bedroom community to the large 
employment centers to the north. 

As proof of the city's and the county's recent change from a 
bedroom community, the county recently reported more than a doubling 
of the county based jobs from 1980 to 1990. In 1980 the county 
reported approximately 26,776 to be employed in the county compared to 
1992 estimates of approximately 54,063. 

According to 1980 census information and county estimates, the 
county population grew from 144,703 in 1980 at a 55 percent rate to 
1992. The latest figures reported indicate there are 241,856 people 
in Prince William County. 

The above figures do not include the cities of Manassas and 
Manassas Park. The city of Manassas also grew at a very rapid pace. 
1980 census figures reported the population to be approximately 15,438 
while 1990 figures indicate the population to be approximately 27,957. 
This is an increase of approximately 80 percent. Due to growth 
restraints, the city of Manassas Park showed an increase in population 
of only 2 percent since 1980. Census estimated the Manassas Park 
population at 6,524 in 1990. 

Median family income in Prince William County, as reported by the 
Prince William County Economic Development Office, for 1989 was 
estimated to be $52,078, with the median household income estimated at 
$49,370 (19th highest in the U.S.) A report by the Center for Public 
Service indicates that the median family income for 1994 is estimated 
to be $58,576 and the estimated median household income for 1994 is 
estimated to be $55,531. These incomes are relatively high, when 
compared to the state and national levels and as can be seen are still 
growing at a good pace faster than inflation and are much higher than 
the state's average of $38,213 and $33,328 respectively. 

The 1990 census indicates that the county had a median income of 
$49,370, the city of Manassas was estimated at $46,674, and Manassas 
Park was estimated at $39,076. Unemployment in the area, since the 
1960's has always remained below the national and'state ~verages. 
This is due mainly to the large percentage of the population working 
directly or indirectly for the Federal Government. In November 1991, 
unemployment in Prince William County was 4.2 percent, which was more 
than one full percentage point below the state's average of 5.6 
percent. 
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As with mos~ areas which are loca~ed on the fririges of Metropolitan 
areas, the subJect area offers relat1vely inexpensive land as compared 
to that at the inner urban core. This allows homes to be 
competitively priced and as a result, a large portion of the urban 
core's work force is located in counties like Prince William and the 
city of Manassas. 

AREA SUMMARY 

In conclusion, the subject property is located in Prince William 
County. It is a part of the greater Washington Metropolitan area 
which is physically appealing to developers and home owners alike. 
The land is typically gently rolling and the climate is considered 
moderate. 

While population increase has slowed, it continues to grow at a 
healthy pace which attracts both residential and commercial 
development. Industry is attracted to the young and well educated 
work force which provides a significant pool of talent as compared to 
many other areas of the country. 

The area is considered a microcosm of the whole Washington 
Metropolitan area. It is young, well educated and well paid. This 
population base creates a constant and steady demand for both new and 
existing homes. In addition the large percentage of government jobs 
generally prevents wild swings in the economy which makes the area one 
of most stable in the country. 

The road network is considered good, particularly at each end of 
the county. Each end has two major roadways providing access to the 
large employment centers to the north. Interstate 95 and u.s. Route 1 
are located to the east and Interstate 66 and State Route 29 are 
located to the west. The road network along with the more affordable 
housing as compared to the inner urban core keeps demand in the county 
strong for homes like that of the subject. 

NEIGHBORHOOD AREA 

The subject is located in the central portion of Prince William 
County just north of the upper end of the Occoquan River where Cedar 
Run and Broad Run form its head waters. The immediate neighborhood is 
suburban in nature and is estimated to be approximately 70% built up 
with single family residences. Locally.this neighborhood is known as 
the 11 Bradley Forest Area" which is a development through which roads 
to the subject property are established. This development has a 
variety of low to moderate income housing types which generally range 
in age from 10 to 30 years. Lots are typically 1/2 acre in size or 
larger and utilize individual well and septic systems. These 
relatively small lot sizes and the area generally poor soil capacities 
for septic have resulted in a number of these septic fields to begin 
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to fail. Newer homes in the area are typically being constructed on 
lots of 1 to 3 acres or more in size. Because of the limited soil 
capabilities for septic field installation, new residential 
development has generally been limited with a significant amount of 
land awaiting sewer availability. 

Existing roads serving the subject property include Smithfield Road 
(Stat~ Route 746) and Bradley Forest Road (Route 792) which are both 
unlined macadam surface roadways providing access from Brentsville 
Road (State Route 649) south thru Bradley Forest Subdivision. These 
roads have open ditches on each side. At present each of these 
roadways terminate at Doves Lane {State Route 650) which is an east
west roadway. Between Smithfield Road and Bradley Forest Road it is 
macadam surfaced with open ditches, to the east of Bradley Forest Road 
it is a gravel surfaced road which dead ends approximately 1/2 mile to 
the south east and beyond the subject. Dove.' s Lane is a state 
maintained road up to within approximately 25 feet of the north side 
of the subject property where it becomes private. 

Zoning in the area which the subject will be developed is a mixture 
of R-10 (10,000 sq. ft. minimum residential lot) and A-1 
(agricultural, 10 acre minimum lot size). There are a number of small 
grandfathered residential lots in the area which do not meet current 
zoning regulations. 

In summary, development of the subject tract, as per the proposed 
plan, with homes in the $175,000 to $225,000 price range in the 1994 
time frame should have been readily received on the market place. The 
project in order to be competitive will have to offer a quality 
product at attractive prices in order to compete with closer in 
projects with better access (relatively narrow roads) and the subject 
approaches thru older and lower to moderate income priced homes. 
Positive features will be the green areas and the river fro.ntage along 
the Occoquan River which will afford a tranquil setting for potential 
home buyers. 

MARKET CONDITIONS 

The last half of the 1980s was witness to a boon in land values 
throughout much of the metropolitan area, and especially the 
Gainesville/Haymarket neighborhood. During that time, it was not 
unusual to see land of larger acreage type tracts double or triple in 
value over the space of one year. It was typical to see industrial 
and residential lots increase at rates which averaged 25% to 30% per 
year over that time. This boon burst in late 1989 with market 
activity screeching to a stop and land values falling at near the same 
rates at which they rose. Declines appear to have slowed 
significantly and by the end of 1993 most property values appear to 
have stabilized. Much of the market activities through 1993 were 
primarily distress sales. While precise rates of decline are 
difficult to measure due to the ·lack of arms length transactions, it 
appears that it has not been unreasonable to have seen land 'values 
fall by 40% and SO% or more for acreage tracts. 
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For.p~rposes.of this 7eport, a recent survey of the area indicates 
that f1n1shed s1ngle fam1ly detached lots of approximately 10 ooo to 
20,000 square feet in size are selling in the range of $50 ooo to 
$60,000. Similar lots that are engineered but unfinished ~re selling 
at approximately $10,000 to $12,000 for distress type sales, and 
upward to $20,000 for (the very few) arms length market transactions. 
Of the distress sales, townhouse lots in this area are too limited to 
provided an indicator of value. Arms length sales of multiple 
townhouse lots have been reported in the range of $12,000 per lot. 
Raw farmland without water and sewer potential are being marketed in 
the range of $5,000 per acre if they have potential for development 
with large acreage ~ots (10+ acres). These 10 acre lots typically 
range between $75,000 to $125,000 for water frontage similar to the 
subject. Sales of homes are reported by builders to have picked-up 
since the beginning of 1994 with absorption of finished product 
typically in the range 4 to 7 units per month. Values for single 
family detached homes are typically in the moderate range of between 
$175,000 to approximately $225,000 with new townhouses in the $110,000 
to $120,000 range. 

~lthough market activity was relatively nonexistent through the end 
of 1993, it has accelerated since that time. Improvements in the 
market can be attributed to the nation as a whole as it slowly climbed 
from the bowels of a major real estate recession. Conditions were 
further enhanced by Disney's announcement in December of 1993 that it 
was desiring to locate its theme park and its peripheral development 
in western Prince William County. In addition, residential 
developments along the Linton Hall corridor began to actively market 
their product and Cellar Door Productions announced its plans to 
develop a 100 acre site in Gainesville as a 20,000 plus seat 
entertainment amphitheater. These projects, along with stabilizing 
economic news provided a confidence level to the buying public who had 
suffered loss of jobs and lower income levels. The news headlines of 
these projects and the improved sense of well being for private 
sector's anticipation of jobs stability have enhanced the publics 
awareness of the area as a place to live. This in turn increased, 
although slowly, demand for local housing. 

Conditions in February, 1994 were not by any means secure. There 
was still a concern of further economic weaknesses, which are felt to 
still exist in the region and local economy. Few people have 
experienced income growth although ·they have some feelings of improved 
job security. It is expected that the market will continue to improve 
although at a moderate rate. It is not expected that property value 
appreciation of finished individual units will incre~se more than 2% 
to 3% per year. This factor will have to be taken into account by 
major development projects who will base there purchase prices 
accordingly. 
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SITE DETAILS: 

The planned subject subdivision will be located at the end of the 
easterly end of Doves Lane and the south end of Smithfield and Bradley 
Forest Roads. For subdivision details reference should be made to copy 
of the preliminary subdivision plan entitl~d "Doves Landing" 
Brentsville Magisterial District Prince William County, Virginia dated 
January 9, 1988 with last revisions dated February 8, 1990. The plan 
shows 106 lots with the minimum lot size of 10,000 sq. ft. The 
average lot size is indicated as 25,063 sq. ft. 19 of these lots will 
have frontage on the Occoquan River. These 19 lots average 71,200 sq. 
ft. per lot. 

Shape: 

The property is irregularly shaped, however the general development 
plan shows no significant development problems. 

Road Frontage: 

The project is situated with 30.09 feet of frontage on Doves Lane 
just beyond the end of its state maintenance. More specifically, it is 
southeast of the end of Smithfield Road and Bradley Forest Road. 
These roads intercept with Doves Lane which is an east-west roadway 
that connects these roads and ends at the subject's frontage at its 
north corner. 

Before the Take: Smithfield and Bradley Forest Roads were planned 
to be extended into the neighboring "Doves Overlook" project and 
were planned to become primary roadways for that project and also 
service the subject, before it was taken by the County. Costs of 
these road extensions to the subject were, for purposes herein, 
assumed to have been shared on a per lot basis with its sister 
tract (see water & sewer). Internal roadways, as planned, 
appeared adequate and typical of other new developments. 

After the Take: "Functional Unity" no longer exists between the 
2 projects and, therefore, road extensions are no longer 
possible. Existing access would be required, which would limit 
development potential as set forth in highest and best use. 
Roads providing access to the project (Smithfield and Bradley 
Forest Roads), however, are considered of minimal ·standards for 
developments such as the subject but allowable under the present 
plan and zoning. 

Smithfield Road (Route 746) it is an unlined macadam surfaced 
roadway in a so ft right of way with opened ditches on each side. 
It presently terminates at its southerly end at Doves Lane to the 
east of the subject property. 
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Bradley Forest Road (Route 792) is an unlined macadam surfaced 
roadway in a 30 ft right of way with open itches on each side 
This road presently terminates at its intersection with Doves 
Lane to the east of the subject property. 

Doves Lane (Route 650) between Smithfield and Bradley Forest Road 
is an unlined macadam surfaced roadway in a so ft. right of way 
with open ditches on each side. E~st of Bradley Forest Road, 
Doves Lane is a gravel surfaced roadway in a 30 ft. right of way 
with open ditches on each side that becomes privately maintained 
prescriptive easement just east of the subject . It terminates 
just east of the subject property. 

The subject project would not require upgrading of these roadways 
off site prior to the taking if the adjoining project of Doves 
Overlook was developed as planned. 

After the take, however, Doves Lane would be inadequate due to 
width and its privately maintained portion for other than large 
lots (10+ acres) development. 

Sewer: 

Public sewer will have to be extended to the site approximately 3 
miles from a trunk line located on Godwin Drive just outside the City 
of Manassas. This line will require an 8" forced main line requiring 
a lift station. It will require installation of lines thru Doves 
Overlook, up Smithfield Road then west to an existing section of sewer 
line along Lucasville Road at Mayfair Subdivision. The estimated 
cost for sewer and water provided the appraiser indicates it will cost 
$1,773,917. Harry Ghadban, a former principal of Omni Homes indicated 
that the estimate cost of sewer, water lines and road improvements to 
be shared between Doves Landing and Doves Overlook was estimated at 
$2,500,000 to be shared between the projects at a cost of 
approximately $5000 per lot. New estimates by engineers have lowered 
this estimate to approximately $3,660 per lot spread over both 
developments. 

Water: 

Like public sewer, public water will be extended approximately 2 
3/4 miles along the south side of Smithfield Road up Godwin Drive to 
Lucasville Road where it will intersect with an existing water line at 
Section 2 of Mayfair Subdivision adequate to service the property. 
Estimated cost is included in the sewer and water cost set forth 
above. 

Utilities: 

Public telephone, electric and cable utilities are available to the 
subject site and presumed adequate to meet the needs at the site. 
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Topography: 

Topographic maps indicate that the site is gently sloping with 
elevations generally ranging from a high of approximately 200 feet on 
the northeasterly side of the site to a low of approximately 155 ft. 
on the southerly side edge of the Occoquan River. (see flood plain) 

Soils: 

Although a soil study was reportedly completed it was not provided 
the appraiser. Soil maps available in the appraisers's office 
indicate that soils for septic are rated poor to questionable. Given 
the number of failed septic systems that are reported in parts of the 
Br~dley Forest Subdivision, it is expected that residential lot 
development without other sewer would require an average in excess of 
10 acres. This analysis reportedly confirms the analysis of soils 
completed by owners, which reportedly indicates 4 possible drain field 
sites. 

This appraisal assumes there are no hidden conditions or soils such 
as landfills or hazardous waste that would be unfavorable for building 
sites as stated in this report. 

Vegetation: 

The site is basically wooded with a variety of soft and hard woods. 
For purposes herein it is presumed that timber value would be nominal. 

Easements: 

A title report has not been provided to the appraiser. For 
purposes for this report, it is presumed that usual utility easements 
exist on or near property lines. An approximately 50 ft. wide 
overhead electric easement runs through the property from the 
Northeast to the Southwest. For purposes herein it is presumed that 
there are no after the take easements or encroachments which would 
affect the market value of the subject property. 

Flood Plain: 

Approximately 40% of the subject site is in flood plain. 
Approximately 33% of the proposed lots, many of which border the 
Occoquan River, have portions in flood plain. However, building sites 
are out of the flood zone. There are identified flood hazard area and 
several storm water management areas indicated on the development plan 
which should not adversely effect site development as planned. Open 
space areas, which include storm water management area, has a total of 
5.39 acres. Reference should be made to subject preliminary site 
plan. 

13 
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Site 
Improvements: 

------~----- --·-

. There are no improvements known to be located on the site. Proposed 
1mprovements before the take include but would certainly not be 
limited to asphalt s~rfaced streets, with concrete curb gutter and 
storm sewer and publ1c water and sewer lines. In addition there were 
to be areas designated for storm water management, open areas and 
usual utility easements to serve the proposed lots. ' 

Zoning: 

The subject property is zoned R-10. The county states 11 The R-10 
district is intended to provide for and encourage development of 
quality one-family dwellings at a medium suburban density of 
approximately four (4) units per acre or less". 

This zone allows for residential building lots with a minimum lot 
size of 10,000 square feet. For details, see the addendum of this 
report. 

The Prince William County 1990 Comprehensive Plan indicates the 
subject to be planned for semi-rural residential growth. This allows 
for 1 to 5 acres of land per unit. 

The existing and planned use of the subject property as 106 single 
family detached building lots is in conformance with zoning. 

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN: 

The zoning described above is not in conformance with the 
comprehensive plan which suggests development of single family lots of 
1 to 5 acres as allowed in rural residential designated areas. 
Because zoning pre-existed, this plan zoning would be grandfathered 
and take precedence as proven by subsequent litigation on the 
adjoining Doves Overlook. Plans for the subject property are completed 
at this time and, for purposes herein, are presumed accepted and 
approved. 

PROFFERS: 

When developers in Prince William County are applying for rezoning, 
they generally have to make certain proffers. Proffers come in many 
different forms such as off-site improvements, screening, donating of 
land for public improvements or parks, or limiting future uses of the 
property. In addition, monetary· contributions are also typi.cally 
required. These contributions generally depend on the impact that 
rezoning will have on the surrounding area or county. 
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The county reported monetary proffers are required each time a lot 
is issued a building permit. These proffers include transportation 
improvements, schools, fire and rescue, parks and open spaces, that 
are generally charged on a per lot basis. These charges typically 
expected in 1994 for a project that required zoning and plan approval 
have been estimated in the range of $1,200 to $1,500 per unit. 

Based on the above, it should be noted that as the subject already 
had grandfathered zoning, it would have benefitted from only modest 
proffer requirements to Prince William Park Authority and open space 
which are generally located in flood plain areas. 

HIGHEST AND BEST USE: 

The highest and best use of a property is the use that will produce 
the greatest net returns. Stated another way, it is the most 
profitable likely use. First, one must consider the highest and best 
use of the land as if it were vacant. Second, the highest and best 
use of the land and structures must be evaluated. Most often the 
highest and best use is the present use. However, there are 
situations when the existing structures are not the best use of the 
land. The highest and best use is defined by the "Dictionary of Real 
Estate Appraisal", published by the American Institute of Real Estate 
Appraisers, 1984 as: · 

1. The reasonable and probable use that supports the highest 
present value of vacant land or improved property, as defined as 
of the date of the appraisal. 

2. The reasonably probable and legal use of land or sites as 
though vacant, found to be physically possible, appropriately 
supported, financially feasible, and that results in the highest 
present land value. 

3.- The most profitable use. 

As expressed earlier, during the mid to late 1980's the market for 
properties like the subject was very strong. However, at the current 
time (1994), demand is considered weak but improving. 

In 1987 through 1988 the real estate market was reaching its peak. 
At that time properties similar to the subject were often sold in 
their entirety (106 lots) or in blocks of SO to 100 units each to 
housing developers who were stock piling lots in an effort to 
alleviate rapidly rising lot costs and possible scarcity due to rapid 
absorption. Subsequent to the beginning of the 1990's, bulk sales 
became relatively non-existent as demand for housing fell and the 
inventory of undev~loped lots increased. It has only been in the past 
12-24 months that lot sales, in modestly sized bulk-packages, have 
been reported. These however have_been at prices well below those 
received prior to 1990. · 

Based on the above, in February, 1994 the highest and best use of 
this site would be: 
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Before the Take: 

To.develop the property as planned with 106 single family homesites 
each 1n access of 10,000 sq. ft. Based on marketing conditions it 
would be expected that the project would be sold to a housing ' 
developer in total or in sections as lots became available for 
development. Absorption would be expected in approximately 2 years 
from the completion of and contingent on: 

1. Extension of utilities to and through Doves Overlook. 

2. Extension of streets through Doves Overlook. 

The costs are to be shared by the 2 projects at a cost of $3,660 
per lot for the subject*. The cooperation and, therefore, "functional 
unity" of the 2 projects is critical for development of the subject 
under this concept. 

After the Take: 

It is not economically feasible to extend water and sewer to the 
subject site and develop it as previously planned. As evidenced by 
the following report from Schools & Townsend, P.C., off-site 
development cost alone would increase to $14,790 per lot. Coupled 
with other development costs, both soft and hard, the marketing of 
finished lots with dev~lopment as previously described is not 
economically viable. 

Based on the above, an alternate utilization and highest and best 
use is anticipated. The highest and best use after the take would be 
to hold the property for speculative investment until such a time as 
utilities and roadways are extended to a proximity which would make 
the project economically viable again. At best, this would be 
expected to be in excess of five years from the date of this 
valuation. 

Alternatively, the most immediate and economically viable 
alternative would be for down zoning the site to A-l{agricultural) and 
then its subdivision into 7 lots with each lot not less than 10 acre 
in size. This approach would entail little county resistance and 
requires nominal infrastructure costs. Of course, suitable well and 
septic sites would have to be developed. Soils are not considered 
adequate to support septic fields as traditionally developed and, 
therefore, some of the new engineering technology in this field would 
have to be utilized to maximize lot yield. 

• see the following letter dated August 28, 1995 from Schools & Townsend, P.C. which outlines 
development cost estimates for the subject property with both before and after the take 
scenarios. 
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POINT TO 
POINT 

c. "B" to "C" 

d. "C" to "D" 

e. "E" to "F" 

f. "F" to "G" 

g. "H" to "J" 

h. "J" to "I" 

i. "I" to ":K" 

j. 

k. 

1. 

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION 
mL.. 

2 Sewage Force 
main 

13,500 L.F. 
8" DIP @ $23 

2 Gravity Sewer 12" 
137 L.F. 

@ $38 + 2 M.H. 
@ 2000 

1 Water Main 
3,157 L.F. 

8" DIP @ $23 

2 Water Main 
13,600 L.F. 

12" DIP @ $29 

1 street Const. 
cat. IV RM-2 
850 L.F. 
@ 184.28 

1 Street Const. 
cat. V 
900 L.F. 
@ 189.01 

1 Street Const. 
Cat. IV 
600 L.F. 
@ 184.28 

Driveway Reconst. 
35 @ $450 

Pavement repair 

Restoration 
SUB-TOTAL 

TOTAL 01' ITBMS 1 TBRU 

Doves Lan4inq share (20.74%) 

-2-
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$ 310,500 

9,206 

72,611 

394,400 

156,638 

170,109 

110,568 

15,750 

25,000 

4s.ooo ~ $1,626,189 

4 $1,773,117 

• 317,110 



5 • IlfFRASTRUCTURB COlTS lfOT SIIMBD 

POINT TO 
POINT 

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION 
NO. 

TOTAL 
COST 

a. "L" to "M" 1 Gravity Sewer 
515 L.F. 

@ $35 + 1 M.H. 
@ $2000 

$ 20,025 

TOTAL COST for Doves Landing $ 387,935 
when constructed with Doves overlook 

~~. DBVBLOPMBifT OF DOVBS LA!fDIIfd .ITB DOVIS OVERLOOK lfOT TO II 
DBVBLOPED 

1) 

2) 

3) 

Engineeri~g Costs 

County Fees 

Off-Site Easements 

4) Construction Costs 

$ 74,500 

49,728 

23,500 

POINT TO 
POINT 

EXHIBIT DESCRIPTION 
NO. 

COST-DOVES 
LANDING 

a. At Point "N" 3 

b. "N" to "O" 3 

c. "O" to "B" 4 

d. "B" to "C" 2 

e. "C" to "D" 2 

f. "Q" to "F" 2&3 

g. "F" to "G" 2 

h. "R" to "S" 4 

sewage Pumping 
station 106 lots 

$ 77,567 

Sewage Force Main 56,600 
2,930 L.F. 6" @ $20 

sewage Force Main 65,000 
3,250 L.F. 6" @ $20 

Sewage Force Main 270,000 
13,500 L.F. 6" @ $20 

Gravity Sewer 8~795 
137 L.F. 
8" @ $35 + 2 M.H. 

Water Main Const. 97,875 
3375 L.F. 12" @ $29 

Water Main 394,400 
13,600 L.F. 12" @ $29 

Street Const. 303,677 
Cat. IV RM-1 
2,430 L.F. @ $124.97 
-3-



POINT TO EXHIBII DESCRI~TION 

POINT NO. 

i. Driveway Reconst. 
35 @ $450 

j. Pavement Repair/ 

k. Re-seeding & 

sub-Total Construction Costs 

5) R/W for street Construction 
TOTAL 

co•t ••timates basa4 on the following ,lanes 

COST-DOVES 
LANDING 

$ 15,750 

25,000 

45.000 

$1,359,664. 

60.000 
$1,567,392 

1) Off-site Water & Sewer Force Main for Doves Overlook by 
R.c. Harrover & Assoc. dated Oct. B, 1987. 

2) Plat showing a survey of the Properties of Doves Lane 
Associates and Wyaconda {Subdivision) by R.C. Harrover & 
Associates dated April 4, 1990. 

3) Preliminary Subdivision Plan - Doves overlook by R.C. 
Harrover & Associates dated Oct. B, 1987. 

4) Preliminary Plan for Doves Landing by Greenho!n & O'Hara 
Jan. 9, 1988. 

-4-

-=629 

~ 



VALUATION: 

There are generally 3 approaches to the valuation of real estate, 
these are the cost approach, the income approach and the direct sales 
comparison approach. In the valuation of "raw land" only the direct 
sales comparison approach is generally applicable. 

BEFORE THE TAKE 

DIRECT SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

Only a limited number of recent land sales were located and 
analyzed which would be considered somewhat comparable to the subject 
property. The following sales have been set forth and briefly 
identified as being considered most comparable or tending to bracket 
the .expected value range of the subject site. 
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Address: 

Tax Map: 

Size: 
Sale Date: 

Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 1 

6411, 6419, 6423 Old Carolina Road 
Haymarket, Virginia 

136-1- parcels 21, 23, & 36 

36.1333 Acres 
7/94 Deed Book 2166 Page 1691 
$620,000 or $17,159 per acre 

or $ 6,458 per lot 

Goodman, Gary, & Lickstein, P.C. TR. 
L & M, L.C. 

R-10, Residential 
No, but planned 
Each parcel contained a house 

County Tax Records, Deed Records 

Improvements on these parcels were assessed for 
64,400 in 1994 by the county of Prince William. 
This indicates that improvements contributed 5.31% 
to total assessed value in 1994. Parcels 23, 36 
which total 24.9 acres in size, were rezoned in 
January, 1991 to R-10 allowing up 96 single family 
cluster lots (2.75 lots per acre). 

• ' . ,.;,.-·. f :(. r•J)~ l 
~~~~if;lo&~~ ~- I. . : 
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\t-

18 

2631 



Address: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Deed Date: 

Deed: 
Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 2 

Cardinal Crest Sections 5 & 6 
15419 Cardinal Drive 
Prince William County, Virginia 

22-1-22 

47.5410 Acres 97 Lots 
May, 1995 
Book 2245 
$1,455,000 

Page 1881 
or $30,605 per acre 

or $15,000 per lot 

Cardinal crest Joint Venture (Winchester Homes) 
Cardinal Crest L C (Long Signature Homes) 

R-10 
Available to the site 
None 

Tax Records, REDI 

Cardinal Crest is planned for 6 sections. The per lot 
proffers are $545 per lot for sections 5 & 6. 
Proffers include a frontage improvement of a turn I 
acceleration I deceleration lane; a $24,000 
contribution to the county for construction of a 
commuter parking lot; construction of a soccer field, 
tot lot, and asphalt walking trails. Construction was 
underway as of mid July, 1995. Section 5 is platted 
for 53 lots on 25.57 acres. Section 6 is platted for 
38 lots on 21.97 acres. Average lot size is 11,500 
sq. ft. The seller had previously financed the 
earlier sale of this property and had taken it back in 
a deed in lieu of foreclosure in April, 1994 for a 
consideration of $900,000. 3 other sections of 
Cardinal Crest are still on the market. 
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Location: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 

Sale Date: 
Deed: 

Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

Sewer: 
Buildings: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

t'IUIItltllll 
liS 

;., 
s!~~'# 

LAND COMPARABLE # 3 

7000 Trails End Estates 
Woodbridge, VA 

48-1-2 

19 lots averaging over 1 acre each 

August, 1992 
Book 1912 Page 896 
$570,000 or $30,000 per engineered lot 

Ninety Six Hundred Surveyor Court Partnership 
Chadwick Builders & Developers 

R-1-1, Residential 1 acre lots 

None 

County Records, Grantor/Owner 

Information was confirmed by agent who was also one of 
the owners. He reported that the property was owner 
financed at market interest rate. Chadwick Builders 
is now developing the lots. The project is considered 
below average due a poor entrance and location. 
Finished lots will likely fall in the range of $55,000 
per lot which indicates a developer profit of only 13% 
which would indicate the price paid per engineered lot 
is excessive. 
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Location: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 

Sale Date: 
Deed: 

Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

Sewer: 
Buildings: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 4 

Kahns Road 
Gingerwood Estates 
Prince William county, VA 

63-1-608 

116.93 Acres 
Less 24.15 Acres 
56 lot plan approved 

October, 1993 
Book 2073 Page 1360 
$616,000 or $ 5,268 per acre 

or $11,000 per lot 

WNB Corporation 
Gingerwood Properties, Inc. 

R-1-1, Residential 1 acre lots 

All lots Septic 
None 

County Records, Grantee 

The property was re-zoned in June, 1990 for 68 lots 
with proffers. Total cash proffers equal $2,086.43 
per lot. They included $1,200 for transportation, 
$763.43 for schools, and $150 for parks. Lots range 
in size from 1.2 to 1.5 acres with 4 larger lots 
ranging in size from 2.02 to 3.08 acres. Total 
acreage included 2 lots (A & B) with lot A 2.76 acres 
and lot B 2.43 acres. Clearing of property for 
construction was started in February, 1994. WNB 
Corporation was 1st Union Bank and purchaser was 
Michael Chadwick, a local home builder. 

\ 
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MULTIPLE FINISHED LOT SALE 
LAND SALE #5 

Location: Foxborough Subdivision 
Linton Hall Road 
Gainesville, VA 

Tax Map #: 104-1- lots 24, 24C1, part of 27 
105-1- lots 3, 3A, 3C 

Grantor: John Belloti & Ronald Tydings, Substitute Trustees 
Grantee: River Mead Homes, Inc. 

Size: 74.70319 Acres 
Sale Price: $3,057,931 
Unit Price: +I- $20,000 per single family lot 

+/- $12,000 per townhouse lot 

Deed: Book 2059, Page 509 
Sale Date: December, 1993 

Zoning: R-20 

Source: Assessment records, Deed records 

Remarks: A total of 129 TH lots and 75 single family lots which 
were engineered and ready for development. As of 
8/95, the seller is offering the balance of the tract 
for $14,000 per townhouse lot (a total of 143 lots) 
and $22,500 per SFD lot (a total of 89 lots. The 
seller reports very slow market activity at present 
time. 

22 

Z635 



BEFORE THE TAKE 
SALES ADJUSTMENT TABLE 

SALE ltl SALE lt2 SALE lt3 SALE lt4 Sale ItS 

Identity Old carolina Road Cardinal Crest Trails End Estates Gingerwood Estates Foxborough 

Sale Price N/A $620,000 $1,455,000 $570,000 $616,000 $3,057,931 

Price/Acre $17,159 $30,605 $5,268 $12,000/TH 

Price/Lot $6,458 $15,000 $30,000 $11,000 SFD $20,000 

Date 2/95 7/94 5/95 8/92 10/93 12/93 

Size 72.7 Acres 36.1333 47.541 Not 116.93 74.7 Acres 
Acres Acres Available Acres 

It of Lots 106 96 97 19 -st 129 TH 10, 
75 SFD 

Site 5t s• Larger Lots ' 
f-j zoning R-10 R-10 R-10 R-1-1 -lot R-20 

a-: 
c.J Utilities $3,660 Inferior 30, Available -25, Septic Available 

~ 
Buildings None House -s• None None None 

Planning Preliminary Similar Engineered -s• Engineered -s• Engineered -s• Engineered 
Engineered 

Defer 1 Year Similar Immediate -1st Immediate ·1st Immediate -1st Immediate ·15, 

Condition Market Distress lst Similar Similar Distress 1st Similar 
at Sale 

Net Adjustment 45% -40% -sot -20% -40% 

Indicated Value Per Lot $9,364 $9,000 $15,000 $8,800 $12,000 
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Discussion of Adjustments: 

Adjustments to the above sales indicate a broad value range from 
$8,800 to $15,000 per lot. Sales #2 and #5 are considered most 
comparable to the subject property due to size and zoning. Sale #1, 
while zoned R-10, was believed to have been a distress sale. While 
settlement of this sale occurred during Disney's proposed project 
{which eventually failed) , it should be noted that sewer was 
considered less of a certainty than that· for the subject. Sales # 3 
and 4 were both sales un-sewered 1+ acre lots. Sale #3 was an arm's 
length transaction which set the upper limit for the subject property. 
Sale #4, however, set the lower limit of value, but it should be 
recognized that this was a distress type sale sold by the bank which 
had foreclo.sed on the property. 

Based on the above sales as well as other data analyzed by the 
appraiser, it is his opinion that the value range for the subject 
property before the take would be expected to fall in the range of 
$10,000 to $13,000 per lot. When calculated based on 106 lots which 
could be developed from the subject property would indicate a value 
range of between $1,060,000 to $1,380,000. Given those factors 
affecting the site prior to the take but assuming functional unity 
between the subject property known as "Doves Landing" and anticipation 
that development of the adjoining property of "Doves Overlook" would 
go forward in the foreseeable future, the point in the value range for 
purposes herein has been called at $1,200,000. 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT BEFORE TAKE 
Assuming "Functional Unity" 

$1,200,000 

ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 
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AFTER THE TAKE 

DIRECT SALES COMPARISON APPROACH 

Only a limited number of recent land sales were located and 
analyzed which would be considered somewhat comparable to the subject 
property. The following sales have been set forth and briefly 
identified as being considered most comparable or tending to bracket 
the expected value range of the subject site. 
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Address: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Deed Date: 

Deed: 
Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

... 
1.: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 1 

13145 Bristow Road 
Nokesville, Virginia 22123 

51-1-20 

24.8267 Acres 
September, 1994 
Book 2183 Page 140 
$125,000 or $5,035 per acre 

Hilde J. Brown 
J M Huey Company, Inc. 

R-15, Residential 5 acre lots 
None at site 
None 

MLS, Tax Records 

The contract for this sale was signed 7 days after the 
last sale which, according to tax assessment records, 
was recorded on June 30, 1994, for $100,000 or $4,028 
per acre. 
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Address: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Deed Date: 

Deed: 
Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 2 

14828 Glenkirk Road 
Gainesville, Virginia 22065 

106-1-2 

40.8139 Acres 
May, 1995 
Book 2241 Page 1792 
$200,000 or $3,920 per acre 

John & Ruth Garner 
Johnny Swanson III 

A-1, Agricultural 
None at site 
None 

MLS, Tax Records 

This property is located behind Robert Trent Jones 
Golf Course with views of Lake Manassas. According to 
MLS data, the seller was willing to hold financing 
with a 25% down payment at 7% interest amortized over 
20 years and a 5 year balloon. Reportedly 25% of the 
site was wooded at time of sale. This property 
previously sold in May, 1993 for $130,000. 
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Address: 
Tax Map: 

Size: 

Sale Date: 
Deed: 

Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Utilities: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

LAND COMPARABLE # 3 

9621 Evans Ford Road 
98-1-9 

16.4139 Acres or 
116,623 Square Feet 

Page 1075 
April, 1995 
Book 2235 
$100,000 or $6,092 per acre 

Charles Evans 
Warren Roger Crigger et ux 

A-1 
Well & Septic 
No value 

Tax Records, Purchaser 

Purchaser reports he paid back taxes of $5,000 for a 
total purchase price of $105,000 or $6,397 per acre. 
Property reportedly had 4-6 alternate septic sites. 
Purchaser building 1 residence. 
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Address: 
Tax Map #: 

Lot Size: 

Sale Price: 
Deed Date: 

Deed: 

LAND COMPARABLE #4 

3105 Logmill Road, Haymarket, VA. 
157-01-19 
98.7601 Acres 

$521,987 or $5,285 per Acre 
10/93 

Book: 2064 Page: 685 

Grantor: Mary Jane Miller 
Grantee: User Technology Assoc.,Inc.-Va. Corp. 

(Yong K. Kim, President) 

Zoning: A-1 
Sewer: None 

Improvements: Farmhouse and related outbuildings assessed at 
$169,000 

Source: County Records, RMLS, Deed 

Remarks: Improved with 1 story frame house built .in 1950 and 
containing 2059 sq. ft., a 702 sq. ft. garage, and a 
1200 sq. ft. barn. Rolling terrain with long frontage 
on Chestnut Lick Run with Small pond on site. Seller 
provided up to 2 year financing holding a total 
375,000 with the sales commission held in note due 
10/26/94. 
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Address: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Listing Date: 

------------ --

COMPETING LAND LISTING # 1 

9155 French Ford Road 
Manassas, Virginia 22111 

65-1-61 

82.35 Acres 
October 19, 1994 

List Price: $425,000 or $5,161 per acre 

Owner: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

/ 

/ 
/0 

,;.;. . 
. ~. ' 

Assets Resolution Corporation 

R-15, Residential 5 acre lots 
None at site 
None 

MLS, Tax Records 

This property was originally listed for sale in 
October, 1994. It was previously purchased in 1989 for 
$840,000 and was rezoned from A-1 {agricultural) toR-
15 (residential 5-acre lots) . A soil and engineering 
study by the previous owner indicated it was feasible 
to develop the site with 16 5-acre lots. The owner is 
in the process of down-zoning for 10 acre lots. 
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Identity ~l~~~~l~1~l~~\~\j\j~~l~~\l~~~\lll~\~~\l~l\l~11ll1l~l\l\~l1~1~l~ljll\~li 
13145 Bristow Road 

Sale Price N/A $125,000 I 
I 

Price/Acre ! $5,035 

Date I 2/9S I 9/94 ! 

Size I 72.7 Acres 1 24.8267 I -lOt 
Acres I 

Zoning I R-10 R·15 I 
Down zone I 

I 

Location I Average/ I 
Mater Pront Average - I 1St -· t-~ 

~ II Soils/ 

~ 
Utility I I I -lOt .. 

Ret Ac1ju8tmant -5% 

Indicated Value Per Lot $4,783 

AFTER THE TAKE 
SALES ADJUSTMENT TABLE 

14828 Glenkirk Road 9621 Evans ford Road 

$200,000 I $100,000 I 
I I 
! $3,920 1 s6.092 

I 

I 5/95 ! I 4/95 I 
I 

I 40.8139 I 16.4139 I -1511 
Acres I I 

A-1 I A·l I 
I 

I I 

Average 
I 
I lS\ Average 

I 
I 1st 

I I -lOt I I -lOt 

5% -10% 

$4,116 $5,483 
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I 3105 Logmill Road I 9155 French Ford Road 

$521,987 I $425,000 
I List Price 
1 s5.285 i $5,161 
I List.ing • -10\ 

10/93 I Since 
I 10/94 

98.7601 i 82.35 Acres 
Acres 

A-1 I I R-lS 

House/ 
Average + I ·lOt 1 Average , 1St 

I I -lot I I -10\ 

-20% I -5% 

$4,228 I $4,903 



---·---···-

Discussion of Adjustments: 

The adjusted values to the above sales indicate a value range for 
the subject property which falls between approximately $4,100 to 
$5,500 per acre. Due primarily to location, sales #1 and #3 are 
considered more reasonable indicators of value. This would be 
supported by listing #1 which is a property considered very comparable 
to the subject. The adjusted range for this listing falls neatly 
within the range indicated for these two sales. 

Based on the experience of the appraiser as well as data analyzed 
and/or set forth in this report, it is the appraisers opinion that the 
value range for the subject property could be.expected to fall within 
the range of $4,200 to $5,000 per acre. This would indicate a value 
range of between $305,000 to $363,000 for the subject property. 
Inasmuch as a point in that range may be desirable for purposes 
herein, that point for the value of the subject property after the 
take has been called $350,000. 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT AFTER TAKE 

$350,000 

THREE HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 
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ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS: 

1. The subject of this report has been appraised as though free of all liens, encumbrances, 
encroachments, easements, and restrictions unless otherwise set forth in the appraisal 
report. 

2. The title is marketable and is not subject to restrictions or covenants that would affect 
marketability unless set forth in the appraisal report. 

3. Ownership of the property has been accepted as given and no responsibility is assumed as 
to ownership or existing and outstanding rights involved in property. It is assumed that 
restrictions running with the land or local ordinances have not been violated unless 
otherwise stated in the appraisal report. 

4. Sundry plats and surveys furnished or otherwise obtained and used are accepted as 
accurate. 

5. The subject property, as it exists (including usage) or as it might be utilized, is 
assumed to be in compliance with Governmental regulations, including those applying to the 
environment. Exceptions, if noted by the appraiser, will be set forth in the appraisal 
report. 

6. The appraisers certify that, to the best of their knowledge and belief, the statements in 
this appraisal, subject to the limiting conditions outlined herein, are correct. 
Information in this report has been provided from sources believed to be reliable; 
however, such information is not guaranteed to be correct and' the appraisers ~ssume no 
responsibility for inaccuracies. 

7. The appraisal represents an opinion as to the Market Value without regard to any special 
value to a particular buyer or seller and assumes intelligent buyer and seller, dealing in 
the open market. 

8. The appraisal contract is fulfilled upon delivery of appraisal report. 

9. The appraisers herein, by reason of this report, are not required to give testimony in 
court or an legal hearing, with reference to the property appraised, unless arrangements 
have been previously made. 

10. No discussion regarding the value estimated or other details of report will be required of 
appraiser except with the party to whom the appraisal is addressed, and this will be 
restricted to reasonable time involvement. 

'11. Disclosure of the contents of this report is governed by the By-Laws and Regulations of 
the professional organizations of which the appraiser is a member. Neither all nor any 
part of the contents of this report (especially any conclusion to value, the identity of 
the appraiser or the firm with which he is connected, or any reference to any professional 
society or institute or to any initialed designations conferred upon the appraiser) shall 
be disseminated to the public through advertising media, public relations media, news 
media, sales media or any other public means of communication, without the prior written 
consent and approval of the appraiser. 

12. It is assumed that the property will be efficiently managed and that ownership is in 
responsible hands. 

13. If the appraisal is for a to be built property or one that is under construction, it is 
assumed that the construction will be completed as outlined in the report. 

14. Unless otherwise noted, no consideration has been given to personal property located on 
the premises or to the cost of moving or relocating such personal property. Only the real 
property has been considered. 

15. No responsibility is assumed for conditions which were hidden or were not apparent that 
would render the property more or less valuable. 

16. The value estimated in this report is based on the assumption that the property is not 
negatively affected by the existence of hazardous substances or detrimental environmental 
conditions. The Appraiser is not an expert in the identification of hazardous substances 
or detrimental environmental conditions. The Appraiser's routine inspection of and 
inquiries about the subject property did not develop any information that indicated any 
apparent significant hazardous substances or detrimental environmental conditions which 
would affect the property negatively unless otherwise stated in this report. It is 
possible that tests and inspections made by a qualified hazardous substance and 
environmental expert would reveal the existence of hazardous substances or detrimental 
environmental conditions on or around the property that would negatively affect is value. 
The Appraiser assumes no responsibility for the presence of radon gas, as the Appraiser 
has no expertise in this area. 
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CERTIFICATION: 

I hereby certify that I have personally inspected the property on 
July 20, 1995; and in my opinion the ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE, as of 
February, 1994, is as follows: 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT BEFORE TAKE 
Assuming "Function~! Unity" 

$1,200,000 

ONE MILLION TWO HUNDRED THOUSAND DOLLARS 

AND 

ESTIMATED MARKET VALUE OF SUBJECT AFTER TAKE 

$350,000 

THREE HUNDRED FIFTY THOUSAND DOLLARS 

CERTIFICATION OF THE APPRAISER: 

I certify that to the best of my knowledge and belief: 

The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 

The reported analyses. opinions. and conclusions are limited only by the reported assumptions and limiting 
conditions, and are my personal, unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and conclusions. 

The undersigned have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report, 
and the undersigned has no personal interest or bias with respect to the parties involved. 

My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that 
favors the cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the attainment of stipulated result, or the 
occurrence of a subsequent event. 

Hy analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared, in conformity with 
the Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice and FIRREA. 

The undersigned has made a personal inspection of the property that is the subject of this report. 

No one provided significant professional assistance to the person(s) signing this report. 



SUPPLEMENTAL SALE DATA 
LOT SALE # 1 

Address: 9603 Evans Ford Road 
Manassas, Virginia 22111 

Tax Map #: 98-1-90 

Size: 
Deed Date: 

Deed: 
Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 
Sewer: 

Improvements: 

Source: 

7.7829 Acres 
October, 1994 
Book 2194 Page 1366 
$104,000 or $13,363 per acre 

Independent Bank 
Donna L. Lewis 

A-1, Agricultural 

None 

Tax Records 

Remarks: Wooded waterfront lot on the Occoquan Reservoir on an 
easement. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL SALE DATA 
LOT SALE # 2 

Address: 11697 Sandal Wood Lane 
Manassas, Virginia 22111 

Tax Map #: 75-8-212 

Size: 
Deed Date: 

7.6973 Acres 
June, 1994 

Deed: Book 2155 Page 416 
$108,00~ or $14,031 per acre Sale Price: 

Grantor: Sunwood Development Corporation 
Grantee: Darryl & Nancy Corbin 

Zoning: A-1, Agricultural 
Sewer: 

Improvements: None 

Source: Tax Records 

Remarks: Steep wooded lot on cul-de-sac in the river point at 
Riverview Estates Subdivision. 
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Location: 

Tax Map #: 

Size: 

Sale Date: 
Deed: 

Sale Price: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

Sewer: 
Buildings: 

Source: 

Remarks: 

SUPPLEMENTAL SALE DATA 
MULTIPLE FINISHED LOT SALE 

Holly Forest Subdivision 
Woodbridge, VA 

34-13- lots 25 through 36 and 
48-21- lots 1 through 24 and 

lots 37, 38, and 39 

39 lots averaging over 1 acre each 

July, 1992 
Book 1903 
$1,975,500 

Page 110 
or $50,654 per finished lot 

Providence Savings & Loan Association 
Holly Forest, Inc. 

R-1-1, Residential 1 acre lots 

None 

County Tax Records 

This property was last purchased as raw engineered 
lots in February, 1989 for $2,145,000 or $55,000 per 
raw lot. It was foreclosed upon in January, 1991 by 
the grantor and was marketed since that time as 
finished lots. Although sold by the bank after 
foreclosure, the marketing time of 1.5 years appears 
to indicate that the above price is market value. 
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Address: 
Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Sale Date: 

Sale Price: 
Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

SUPPLEMENTAL SALE DATA 
LOT SALES 

12510 Izaak Walton Drive 
66-1-21 
9.1 Acres 
3/93 
$73,900 or $8,121 per acre 
Walter Flory 
Saad & Mora Barbari 

A-1, Agricultural 

Remarks: Fronts on Broad Run. Now improved with a dwelling on a 
public dirt road. 

Address: 
Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Sale Date: 

Sale Price: 
Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

9890 Tico Lane 
65-14-2A 
12.2 Acres 
5/95 
$69,900 or $5,730 per acre 
G.S.S. Inc. 
Thomas & Deborah D'Amico 

A-1, Agricultural 

Remarks: Fronts on Broad Run and is in Riverbend subdivision on 
a private dirt road. 

Address: 
Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Sale Date: 

Sale Price: 
Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

Remarks: 

Address: 
Tax Map #: 

Size: 
Sale Date: 

Sale Price: 
Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Zoning: 

Remarks: 

11420 Morla Lane 
83-2-8 
14.1 Acres 
2/93 
$100,000 or $7,092 per acre 
J. M. Huey Company 
James & Cynthia Podlesni 

A-1, Agricultural 

Located in Whitetail Pond Subdivision on a 
private dirt road. A stream runs through the 
property. 

11461 Marla Lane 
83-2-6 
10 Acres 
7/93 
$82,500 or $8,250 per acre 
William & Janet Evans 
James & Pamela Craig 

A-1, Agricultural 

Located in Whitetail Pond Subdivision on a 
private dirt road. 
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EDUCATION 

QUALIFICATIONS OP APPRAISER 

EDWARD B. (BARRY) WRIGHT, JR., SRA/SRPA 
****************************************** 

Bachelor of Arts, Economics; Hampden-Sydney College, 
Hampden-Sydney, Virginia -- 1972 

REAL ESTATE EDUCATION 

IR/WA Course 401, Appraisal of Partial Acquisitions, Bordentown, 
New Jersey -- 1987 

Instructor, Residential Real Estate Appraising Course, 
Northern Virginia Community College, Manassas, Virginia 
1986 - 1987 

Instructor, Property Management Course 
Northern Virginia Community College, Manassas, Virginia 
1987 

Instructors Clinic, Society Course 201, Harvey, Illinois 
November, 1990 

Instructors Clinic, Society Course 101, Tempe, Arizona 
April, 1987 

Society Course 202, Applied Income Property Valuation, 
Manassas, Virginia -- 1985 

Miscellaneous Seminars, Conferences and Courses on Real 
Estate, Feasibility Analysis, Mortgage Lending Techniques 

Continuing Education - 1993 & 1994 Appraisal Institute Seminars 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice 
Income Property Valuation for the 1990's 
The Uniform Commercial/Industrial Appraisal Report 
Cash Equivalency 

EXPERIENCE 

Licensed Certified General Real Estate Appraiser for Virginia 
January, 1992 - License Number 4001 001032 

President - Wright Realty, Inc. -- 1985 to Present 

Licensed Real Estate Broker, State of Virginia, 1974-Present 
Wright Realty, Inc., Manassas, Virginia 

Full-Time Appraiser -- March, 1977 to Present 

Wills and VanMetre Associates, Inc., Alexandria, Virginia 
New Homes Sales Manager -- July, 1976 to March, 1977 

Mount Vernon Realty, Inc., Vienna, Virginia 
Real Estate Sales -- December, 1975 to July, 1976 
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EXPERIENCE (Cont'd.) 

Wright Realty, Inc., Manassas, Virginia 
Part-Time Appraiser -- July, 1973 to March, 1977 

Virginia Mortgage and Investment Company, Arlington, VA. 
Commercial Loan Officer/Appraiser 
September, 1973 to December 1975 

General Real Estate Business (investment, managing, leasing, 
selling, and consulting) -- 1973 

LEGAL EXPERIENCE 

Qualified Expert Witness - Circuit Court, Prince William Co. 

Qualified Expert Witness - U.S. Federal Bankruptcy Court, 
Alexandria, VA 

Qualified Expert Witness - Commissioners Hearing, Fauquier Co. 

Qualified Expert Witness - Commissioners Hearing, Fairfax Co. 

PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS APPRAISED FOR IN THE PAST THREE YEARS 

FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 

Appraisal Management Company 
B. F. Saul Mortgage Company 
Bank of America 
Bank First 
Briner, Inc. 
Central Fidelity Bank 
Coldwell Bank 
Commonwealth Savings Bank of Virginia 
Dominion Bankshares Mortgage 
Eastern American Bank 
First Savings Mortgage 
First Virginia Bank 
George Mason Bank 
GMAC 
Home Federal Savings Bank 
Independent Bank of Manassas 
Jefferson Federal Savings Bank 
Liberty Savings Bank 
.Marshall Bank 
NationsBank 
North American Mortgage 
Peoples National Bank 
Piedmont Federal Savings Bank 
Riggs National Bank of Washington 
Security Bank Corporation 
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QUALIFICATIONS - Edward B. (Barry) Wright. Jr. 

RELOCATION COMPANIES 

Appraisal Management Company 
Associates Relocation Company 
Boatmen's Relocation Company 
Circuit City Stores, Inc. 
Coldwell Banker Relocation 
Executive Relocation 
PHH Homequity 
Prudential Relocation Management, Inc. 
Travelers Relocation 
Western Relocation 

GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 

City of Manassas 
Prince William County 
Prince William County Park Authority 
Town of Dumfries 
U.S. National Park Service - Department of Interior 
Veterans Administration (VA) 
Virginia Department of Transportation 

Miscellaneous appraisals for the purpose of mortgage loans, taxes, estate, 
sale or purchase. Type of appraisals include residential, proposed subdivisions, 
industrial, warehouses, manufacturing, commercial, service stations, apartment 
buildings, and acreage tracts (commercial, industrial, agricultural and 
residential). Involved in ownership and/or management commercial, industrial and 
residential properties which are improved and/or unimproved. 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

- Appraisal Institute (SRPA Designation) - 1990 

Appraisal Institute (SRA Designation) - 1985 

- Member, Stonewall Jackson Chapter No. 216 
President 1988 - 1989 

- Member, Rotary Club of Manassas, Chapter No. 77 
President 1989 - 1990 

- National Association of Realtors 

- Prince William Association of Realtors 

- Nominated to Society of Real Estate Appraisers Young 
Advisory Council 1987 - 1989 

Revised February 1995 
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AC)Min1!0 
YIAQIHIA 

I..A.W OFFICES 

~lARK A. MOORSTEIN 
PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION 

10500 BAnLEVlEW PARKWAY 

MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22110 

OISnncT OF CCX.UW81A 
OHIO 

TELEPHONE (703) 3014500 

FACSIMILE (703) 30147.C0 

July 13, 1992 

Sharon Pandak, Esq. 
Ross Horton, Esq. 

FOR SEITLEMENT PURPOSES ONLY 

Office of the Prince William County Attorney 
1 County ·Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 

Re: Doves Lane Associates et al. v. Lawson et al. 

Dear Sharon and Ross: 

As we have discussed, Doves Lane and the County would like to settle this matter quietly and 
professionally if the conditions are suitable. 

The Doves Lane project is entitled to dense land use because of its zoning approval in the 
196<Ys. Water and sewer have become an essential part of the development 

The extension o[water and sewer into Doves Lane poses policy problems, however. We view 
the County's dilemma as this: If water and sewer are extended through the green, will it not set a 
precedent for other areas of the county? Will water and sewer promote undue residential growth? 
If the County slows down the proliferation of water and sewer will it not face other concerns? 

On the face of the matter, offsite utilities (roads, electricity, water, sewer) cannot become 
tools to limit development. Local governments must deal directly with planning and zoning. Once 
a land owner gains the right to use his land under "investment backed" expectations, he cannot be 
denied that use by the public, either directly or indirectly, without compensation. 

Without addressing the merits of a §1983 civil rights case or a §8.01-189 inverse condemnation 
case, or the Supreme Court opinion in Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Commission. the Prince 
William Circuit Court has stated clearly that Doves Lane has the right to develop the property and 
to have water and sewer extended to the site. ' ~ 

However, the goal of Doves Lane remains to invest in the land, to develop the land into lots, 
to sell the lots, and to make a profit. 

The County's illegal action thwarted it, and as a result of the obstruction caused by the 
County, Doves Lane lost the opportunity to sell the land or to develop it when the real estate market 
was extremely active, not as it is now. 

Because of that loss of opportunity, at least two of the major partners in Doves Lane face 
economic ruin. At the time of the County's action, Doves Lane had successfully negotiated a sale 
of the property for approximately $9, 112,500. 
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Sharon Pandak, Esq. 
Ross Horton, Esq. 
July 13, 1992 
Page 2 

Doves Lane must become whole. In order to do so, it sets out its offer to settle. If the 
parties bargain in good faith, Dove Lane certainly will compromise. 

Doves Lane is prepared to negotiate on the basis of any one of the following theories. 

1. Damages: Profit. Doves Lane incurred direct costs of S 1,250,000 (land acquisition, legal 
and engineering) at the time in the late 1980's it entered into a contract for the sale of the 
development The contract price was $9,112,500, leaving a contract profit of $7,862,5()(); This profit . 
was lost·only because of the county's actions. 

2. Damages: Subsequent onsite costs. Subsequent to the loss of the contract, Doves Lane 
continued to invest funds into the project to keep the project viable. However, the costs have 
escalated. Doves Lane has invested an additional $1,150,000 in legal and engineering, $850,000 for 
cost overruns of land. These total $2,000,000. 

3. Damages: Offsite costs. We estimate that it will cost $2,500,000 to extend water and 
sewer to the site. 

Proposal 1. The simple formula for compensating Doves Lane has the County reimbursing 
Doves for·its lost profit and the subsequent costs to keep the project going. In short, the county will 
retain the land by paying Doves Lane $9,112,500 plus $2,000,000 (for the additional legal and 
engineering), or S 11,112,500. Based on 399 lots, this would average approximately $30,000 a lot. The 
County would have the obligation of completing the water and sewer if it determines to develop the 
property. 

Proposal 2. The County repays Doves all its expenses, estimated to be $2,000,000. Doves 
Lane would continue to build the project. The County would pay the cost of water and sewer to the 
site, the tap in costs~ the accumulated legal and engineering and site development costs in reaching 
that point. We estimate that sewer, water, legal, engineering and site work and all other matters will 
cost approximately $2,500,000. Sewer, water and pump stations shouid be fuily installed and 
operational by March 1, 1993. Reimbursement of development expenses to developer of $2,000,000 
should be paid by County within sixty ( 60) days of acceptance. 

Proposal 3. Same as Proposal 2. except that County will pay Doves $4,500,000 and Doves 
will be responsible for water and sewer. 

Proposal 4. The County repays Doves its p_rofit of $7,862,500 and assumes the right and 
liability for payment of all the expenses for final acquisition of land, engineering and legal. If the 
County chose to build out or sell lots, it could then determine to extend water and sewer. 

I might point out that a purchase of the property provides an alternative mechanism for 
addressing political matters such as extending oversized sewer and water into the Bradley Forest area. 
With 188 acres at up to four units per acre, an approved preliminary plan could allow substantial 
density. 
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Sharon Pandak, Esq. 
Ross Horton, Esq. 
July 13, 1992 
Page 3 

A purchase of the property would permit the county to use the property for other purposes, 
such as a park on Lake Jackson, giving access to the public to Lake Jackson and providing a financing 
mechanism. It would also diminish the immediate need for water and sewer to cope with the_density. 
It has some excellent policy benefits, not the least of which is turning a potential problem into a great 
benefit for the County. 

We would be happy to meet with aU or any members of the Board to discuss this before the 
end of this month to reach an agreemenL 

Sincerely, 
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New York Monday to meet with fourth to one-half a percentage point 
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~ Project Opposition 'GrOwing 
See Rellr Rul oaA-2. 

By EDWARDT. HEARN 
• JM Staff Writer 

About 35 Lake Jackson residents 
OD Thursday joined the growing list 
of opponents of the proposed Doves 

· Overlook project, a 398-bouse de
velopment going before the Prince 
William Boar-d of Zooing Appeals 

'le next MODday. · 
''Tbe ·reason we are concerned 

about .Ibis development .. . is the 
erosion, the pollution, and the traffic 
from utra boats using the lake," 
said Lake Jackson Citizens 
Association President Nick Berger. 

1be Lake Jackson group, meeting 
In the old powerhouse atop the dam, 
voted unanimously to oppose the 
project following a 20·minute 
briefing by Brentsville Supervisor 
William Becker on the county's 

to similar desire to block the project. 
.. It will be a full effort of the 

1bo \ county io oppose it,.. Becker said. ,' 
uu•s just not the place to put l~foot; 

· g lots. That's a city." 
h&e Doves Overlook developer Wil-

in · Uam Myers, a Manassas realtor, bas 
proposed building the houses on 188 
acres where Broad Run becomes the 
Occoquan River .and later l..ake 
Jackson. 

.. 1 think the thing we are most 
worried about it excess traffic on the· 
lake,•· said Wayne Durlik, adding 
that the number of boats and other 
pleasure craft on the narrow lake 
can sometimes reach about 170. 

About 300 Bradley Forest area 
residents, who live upstream of the 
Lake Jackson community. came out 
against Doves Overlook last 
November. Their ranks have more 

than doubled in recent montba. aC. ·Circuit OJurt. · 
cording to opposition organizer I Becker laid tbat because the laod 
Doug Groat. was loaed Ill 1958 - years before 

Groat and his oeigbbors are J PriDee William obtaJned conditiooal 
faghting Doves Overlook, sa )'ins the . 1 zoning powers . -:- ·Myen would be 
project would more tban double the ! immune. ~·~ to ·make 
size of their rural community of!' paymeots W lebools md other 
mulli-ac:re lots and narrow roada. COUDty ~ lbat · deftlopen 

Groat, wbo spoke after Becker, ·. TOUtlDelypiyloaetT'SOIIlllptoday. 
said many residents from the sur· "'lbe developer has tbe opportu· 
rounding neigborhoods are expected Dity to make a great deal ol mooey," 
to attend the 2 p.m. BZA. beariJJg in Becker told the .Lake.JacboD ll'OUP· 
the McCoart Administrative Center · "I can't blame them for maiiDg the 
on Davis Ford Road. effort. y~ 

The BZA is to hear arguments . Sbould tbe CIIUDty loee bilore tbe 
from Myers' attorney ·that tbe ·. BZA, BecSer maiatalned that Myers 
county has wrongly denied approval ') would have Vwble obtaiDiDg rights 
of the project. Former ZoDiog o! way for sewer aza:i wa~. exten· 
Adminstrator Sager Williams re- sums frca the CIJUilty 1 mam lines. 
jected the project because propoMd "I would ·~ay tbey would have a I 
sewer and water lines were DOt in- / difficult time fD do ll even If they do 
eluded in the county's Comprebeo- \ win," Becker said. urm bopiDg our 
sive Plan. people wiD ll" . 

Williams invoked tbe sectioa of 
the county zoning ordinance that 
requires at least a COUDty review or 
perhaps a publlc beariJJg of any new 
capital project not contained in the 
current Comprehensive Plan. 

Myers, whose property has been 
zoned for to.ooo-square-foot lots for 
30 years, maintains the Com· 
prebensive Plan should DOt be uaed 
to restrict his development plans. 
He baa said blocking his project 
makes no sense because tbe laud 
will ultimately become developed. 

The BZA, a quasi-judidal body, 
reviews requests tor varieocea aad 
decisions by tbe zoaing ad
ministrator that appllcaata have 
opted to appeal BZA declsioaa may 
be appealed in Prince WlWam 
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INTRODLICTION: 

POSITION PAPER 

BILL BECKER CANDIDATE FOR SUPERVISOR 
BRENTSVILLE DISTRICT 

FRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

The oroblems f~cin~ Br~ntsville District and Prine~ William 
C o •J n t y a r· ! m a n y , v a r i e d , a. n d c o m p 1 e x • T h e r e i s rs o s i m t• 1 .: 
s~l~tion. Most are inter-related in such a way that actio~ tak~n 
t r, s Q 1 v e o n e p r ., b 1 e m o f t e n a f f e c t s an o t h e r· • I n s u ·= h a s i t •J a t i c• n 
~~ underst~nding Qf the basics of problem solving and plannin9 is 
esserstial if a practical solution is to be found. This is why in 
~Y campaign I have been stressing that exp~riehce and ability ar~ 
the most important criteria to consider in selecting a 
supervisor. All or at least most of the candid~tes say t~~y want 
t o c o n t r· o 1 g r ow t t. , i m ~ r o v e t r a n s p o r t a. t i o n , c '> n t i n u e a n e ;" c e 1 1 .: ra t 
educational system, prov~de for those who need our help, incr9as~ 
o •J r· r· e c r e a t i o n a 1 f a c i 1 i t i e s , a n d a 1 s o k e e o t a ~< e s d ., w n • T t. e 
de9ree to whit:h the supervisor- can effectiv~ly attack all th~s-'? 

probl ems as "--e 11 as ensur-ing that the day to day ser·i'ices {•rt€: 

e ){ p e •: t s f r· o m 1 o c a 1 g o v e r n me n t a r e c o o t i n u e d ,. i s c 1 ~ a r· 1 y a f F e c t 4I: d 
by his or her experience in working on similar complex problem~. 

MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUE 
I hav~ 1~arned that management r~quir~s constant CQntact with 

tho~e whom you know are specialists in their respective areas. 
F •=- r· t h i s r· ~a s Q n I p 1 a. n t o d e p ~ n d h e a v i 1 y o n c i t i z 4I: n s w h o a r· 9 

serving on comrnittes set up to consider specific areas of 
~overnmeot operations. 

There are thr~e diff~r~nt 9roups of p~opl~. First~ ar~ thos~ 

who have been appointed by the Supervisor to specific commissions 
or ~ffices, such ~s th~ School Board, Commission on A9inq~ ~tc 

Thes.: appointments are made on the basis of ability end interest! 
and should b~ of individuals of similar tho•Jght to th-2-
supervisor. They must operate as an integral part o' the 
group to which they hav~ been appointed and must b~ able to 
make their own decisions and recommendations independent of 
the Supervisor. Ho~ever, they must also be the ~y~s and ~ars 
of the supervisor and provide him an insight into reasQns 
for actions taken by him and the group to which he belon~s 
that may affect the work of the supervisor. Therefore, I would 
ask all appointees to attend a review session quarterly at 
whic~ time each could raise questins that they mi9ht feel should 
be ~onsidered and pass information of interest to all. In 
addition, my door would always be open to appointees. 

The second group of people WQUld be those who have 
volunteered to serve on "advisory councils" blho would a.dvis€' on 
=Ir·eas in whi·:h the member·s were either specially interested or 
have special knowledge. I would consider civic associations in 
this cate9ory. This would orovide another inp•Jt fr•:>nt th~ 

• &. • 
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A third 9roup are thos~ outside of any special grouping who 
have interests in special situations. They could contact the 
supervisor directly. 

DAY-TO-DAY OPERATION OF COUNTY GOVERNMENT 
This is where the individual citizen and the government 

c c• lt'l e t •:e 9 e t h e r· - i re p a y i n g t ax b i 1 1 s , o b t a i n i n g ~ ~ r m i t s ~ e t a: • I t 
involves his or hers day-to-day dealings with the 9overnment, and 
is the place in which the greatest potenti~l for distrust of th~ 
govePnment develops. 

In our county these day-to-day actions ar~ administ~r~d by a 
professional manager whQ is trained and experienced in this 
p r· 0 f e s s i. (r n • H a) tiJ e v e r· , a s IJ f.t e r· v i s 0 r i s t h e 0 n 1 y m e m b e r 0 f t h ~ 
9overnment elected by the people and therefore mus~ be responsive 
t c• t h e c i t i z e rr • T h e s u p e r- v i s o r s a r· e r e s p o n s i b 1 e f o r h i r· i n g t h ~ 
professional manager and fQr monitoring his actions. The 
individual super·vis•:ar· has a responsibility ta:- call t•) th~ 

attention of the professional mana9er areas where problems aooear
tCt be (rCcur·rin~, and, as n~cessary, to work with hirra to b-2st m~~t 

the needs of the citizens. 
Th~ co~nty built th~ n~w Center on Davis Ford Road with 

1 i m i t e d c u r r· e n t y e a r· b IJ d 9 ~ t f u n d s • A t t h a t t i me i t w a s k n a) w ra 
th~t th~r~ would still be ~need to leas~ additional sp~c~ to 
house all county offices. A careful review is required to 
determine the best ~ction to take to p~ovide th~ n~~d~d spac~. 

Should additional space be added to the new CenterT or is leasing 
the best way to go? 

I accent this r~sponsibity and will do all I can to h-2lp th~ 

citizen in his dealing with the government. 

EDIJCATION 
Direction and management of ~ducation within our county is 

dele9ated to an appointed School Board. Therefore the actiQns of 
the s~pervisors are limited to three areas: 

Appointment of the School Board member. This onl~ occ~rs when 
a ter-m ru~s out. This will occur in early 1988. 

Review a.nd final approval of the School budget. 

Approval of placing school bond issues on the ballot. 

I am a teacher oriented person. I ~elieve that the 
mc•st im~or·tant pers'='n in the system, other than the student,is 
the one that ~orks directly with the student. I believe that they 
m•Jst be the best qualified available, and that we must puy 
wh~tever is necessary to obtain the finest. In my opinion!' all 
the ~ther comvonents of the system, although obviously ~ss~ntial~ 
have only one purpose., i.e.,to support the actions of tt.e 
te.ar.hers. 

Why is 
appoint the 
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present member of the School Board or apooiret a new 
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o.os Bon, .. 
when municipal bonds are sold. 

In a later ioleriew, Councilman 
Maury Gerson explained the pur-

• pose of Thursday's meeting. 
.. Before you go to the bond 

market. a city goes to both bond 
rating agencies. <Standard and 
Poor's and Moody's> for an evalu
tion of the city's financial health," 
Gerson said ... We will be flying up to 

a New York Monday to meet with 
1 MoodfsonTuesday." 

Barry Gensen. assistant vice 
president of the municipal finance 
department for Standard & Poor's, 
explained to Ute council members 
the factors that his company con
siders wben issuing a bond rating. 

According to Geneseo, his finn 
examines the amount of outstanding 

debt a city nas. as weu a 1uuau16 , ... 

a city's future financial needs, 
administrative structure, and the 
economic health of Ute surrounding 
community. 

Standard & Poor's plans to issue 
the bond rating for the city iD early 
March. 

Each increment on the fmanclal 
rating seale translates into ooe
fourth to one-baH a percentage point 
on the interest rate a city must pay 
when it issues bonds, ac:c:ording to 
Larry Wales, the city's bond 
counsel. 

Manassas .Presently has 
$30,059,cm in outstanding aeneraJ 
oblligation bonds and with tbe ad
ditional $30 million In plaamed debt 

See City w.,. on A-2. • 
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08888 City Cour 
ce his Ulnesl. Ht 
ainat CounciJ.J:p 

•. -to recently 
Republican nc,_ 
mayoral race. . 

Rohr said be bas been g.. 
of eoc:ouragement" from famb> . 
frieoda as be spent the last severaa 
mootha trying to make up his mind 
whether or DOt to seek another term. 
WbeD be dedded tbat be would nm, 
his famUy was .. all behind me," be 
said. 

''11dl job ia more tball·of a civic: 
job ChaD a poHtlcal job," be satd ... 1 
enjoy doiD& lt. I enjoy representing 
thedty." . . 

Rabr baa lei"Ved far Z4 yean oo 
tbe M•• 11 ~&own ud city coun
cila. ID 1181, t.e wu.appoillted by tbe 
COUDdl to ftD .former Mayvr Harry 

See Belir' Rut em A-2. 

~ Project OppoSition ·GrOwing 
than doubled in recent months, aC- .circuit Cclurt. · By EDWARD T. HEARN 

• JM Staff Writer 
About 35 Lake Jackson residents 

OQ Thunday joined the growing list 
of opponents of the proposed Doves 

· Overlook project, a 398-house de
velopment going before the Prince 
William Boar.d of Zoning Appeals 
next Moaday. · 

••Tbe 'reason we are concerned 
about this developnent . .. is the 
erosion, the pollution, and Ute traffic 
from extra boats using the lake," 
said Lake Jac:tson Citizens 
Association President Nick Berger. 

The Lake Jackson group. meeting 
In the old powerhouse atop the dam, 
voted unanimously to oppose the 
project following a ZO-minute 
briefing by Brentsville Supervisor 
William Becker on the county's 

to similar desire to block the project. 
.. It will be a full effort of the 

tho \ county ·to oppose it," Becker said. ' 
11lt's just not the place to put too-foot; 
lots.'lbat'sacity." 

rJice Doves Overlook developer Wil· 
in· Ham Myers, a Manassas realtor, bas 

• 

proposed building the houses on 188 
acres where Broad Run becomes the 
Occoquan River .and later Lake 
Jackson. 

"I think the thing we are most 
worried about it excess traffic: on the· 
lake,•· said Wayne Durlik, adding 
that the number of boats and other 
pleasure craft on the narrow lake 
c:an sometimes reach about 170. 

About 300 Bradley Forest area 
residents, who live upstream of the 
Lake Jackson community, came out 
against Doves Overlook last 
November. Their ranks bave mor-e 

-..$... ,r • • 

cording to opposition organizer \ Becker Aid that because tbe laDd 
Doug Groat. 

1 
wu r.aaed ID 1958 - yean before 

Groat and his neighbors are 1 PriDce William obtalaed conditional 
fighting Doves Overlook, sayina the .1 zoaiDI powen ~ ·Myen would be 
project would more tban double the .' immune. ffl!ltt·~ to make 
size of their rural community of I' payments W ltbools aod other 
multi-acre lots and narrow roada. eoupty .._It lbat · clenlopera 

Groat. wbo spoke after Becker. ·. nutiDely pay foaetl'e'IA)Irinp today. 
said many residents from the SID'- '"'be developer baa tbe opportu-
rounding neigborboods are expected Dity to malte a great deal of money," 
to attend the 2 p.m. BZA heariDg iD Becker told the Lake.Jac:bcD aroup. 
the McCoart Administrative Center · "I ean•t blame them for making the 
on Davis Ford Road. effort.·~ 

The BZA is to bear arpments . Sbould tbe eouDty loee before tbe 
from Myers' attorney ·that tbe ·. BZA, BedlermaiatalDed tbatMyers 
county has wrongly denied approval ') would bave awble obtaiui.ag rights 
or tbe project. Former Zooiog of way for sewer aDd water exten-
Adminstrator Sager Williams re- sions from tbe COUI\ty'• main liDes. 
jeeted the project because propoled .. 1 would ·aay tbl!y would have a 
sewer and water Jines were DOt in- / dlffieult Ume 1D do ll even If they do I 
eluded iD the county's Comprebeo- { wiD," Becker aald. .. rm bopin& our 
sive Plan. people win ll.. . 

Williams invoked tbe sectioa of 
the county zoning ordiaaoce tbat 
requires at least a COUDty review or 
perhaps a pubUc: hearing of any new 
capital project not eontaiDed in tbe 
current Comprehensive Plan. 

Myers, wbo&e property baa been 
zoned for 10,006-square-foot lots for 
30 years, maintains the Com
prehensive Plan should not be used 
to restrict his development plans. 
He bas said blocking his project 
makes no sense because tbe laud 
will ultimately become developed. 

The BZA, a qualli-judic:ial body, 
reviews requests for vari~ aad 
decisions by the zoainl ad
ministrator that applic:aata have 
opted to appeal. BZA daeiaiGDI may 
be appealed in Prince William 
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BILL BECKER FOR SUPERVISOR 
BRENTSVILLE DISl~RICT 

7714 SIGNAL HILL ROAD 
MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22111 i PLAINTIFF'S 

~ EXHIBIT 

I I 'i I 

1. What is your perception of the 2 or 3 major issues affecting 
t he b •J s i n e s s c 1 i rra at e 1) f P r i n c·e · w i 1 1 i am Co •J n t y f ,, r t he n e ~< t 4 
years? Please elaborate. 

I interpret the term "business climate" to mean those issues 
that have an impact on the amount of business as well as the 
day-to-day operations of businesses in the county. 

_Based on this understanding, the major issues would appear 
to be the need for a co~tinued increase in the market base, the 
need for a stable labor force the majority of which would be 
1 i v i n g i n t h e 1: o rJ r. t y , •: 1) •J n t y g o v e r· n m e n t w h i c h i s f r i e n d 1 y t o 
business and makes every effort to provide the most effective 
~nd prompt support to the business community, and a tax base 
that is equitable to both government and business. 

There are other issues for special types of businesses. To 
e n ~: 1) •J r· a g e " w h i t e c 1) 1 1 a. r " b u s i n e s s e s g o v e r n me n t rr. •J s t e n c •:• •J r· a g e 
development of a ~ommunity that will provide a quality of 
1 ife equal to or better than that found in other localities 
c •:. m p e t i n g f .:• r· t h e s e b u s i re e s s e s • T h i s h as t 1:1 i n c 1 •J d e e x 1: e 1 1 e n t 
s h o p p i n g , r e ·= r e a t i 1) n a 1 , a r. d e d •J ~: a t i o n a 1 f a •: i 1 i t i e s , a s w e 1 1 a s 
housing suitable for both executives and "ther employees. 

2. What are your thoughts on how Prince William County can 
accom~date balanced growth? 

Wh-1.t a term y•:eu ~:t.~:.se. 11 Balaraced Or•:ewth" can mean S•) m•Jch, 
i.e it could mean the balancing of residential and business 
growth; the balancing of types of homes within the residential 
building program; the b~lancing of the types of businesses; 
or,alternatively, it could mean the balancing of new construction 
and the pr•)Viding of s•Jpporting services such as -roads and 
IJ t i 1 it i e s , .:1 r i t c .:• u 1 d even n.e an con t in •J in g a rea so r. a b 1 e b a 1 an c e 
b e tween 1 an d •J s e s , i • e • a g r i c •J 1 t u r e , res i den t i a 1 ,' · or oo mm e r c i a l • 

In my (•pinil)fl "balanced growth" will requir-e continrJe•:J 
consideration of all of the above. 

I also believe that there must be long range planning based on 
the recognition that growth is going to occur whether we like it 
1:tr· n1:1t and that we m•Jst make the necessary deci.si•:•ns today t~:. 
en.sure that we will be prep-1.red to support this future growth. 

I believe that there are several specific actions required for 
Prince William County to accomplish this balancing act. 

First, there must be realistic planning for future 
development. We cannot afford to rest on the Comprehensive 
Plan and assume that there will be no development outside of 
its provisions. This just will not be so. If we do assume no 
growth outside of the plan ro~ds will not be improved until after 
the z~:'ining r:h~nge is a~:complished and homes or· b•Jsinesses are 
b c? i n •l b u i 1 t • T h i s i s t o 1) 1 a t e • We n e e d t o d e s i tJ n a t e p I) t e n t i a. 1 
a r· e a ; o f d e v e 1 •:. t=•rT• e r. t n •) w a n d p r- e p a r e a r- o a d i m p r '' v -em e n t p 1 an t h a t 
takes int•:e ~:~:.nsider·atic:•n the probable •:•:antribiJti,.sns of the state, 
t he f •J t •J r- e b •J i 1 de r , and t t. e r: o •J n t y • 26" 1'2 



BILL BECKER FOR SUPERVISOR 
BREN1'SVILLE DIS'TRICT 

7714 SIGNAL HILL ROAD 
MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22111 

At the same time we should encourage those who a~e willing 
to de~ignate their land as part of an Agriculture and Forestal 
D i s t r i •: t t •:• d r.• s 1:r • T h i s w i 1 1 e n s •J r e p r e s e r v a t i (1 n ,. f m 'J c h 1:. f t h e 
land for farming amd future uses and provide the time necessary 
to catch up on the improvements in the areas not so design~ted 
where development can be anticipated. 

3. Given your answer regarding growth, what ways would you 
supp~:·r·t t.) finance additit.•nal p•Jbl i•: faci 1 ities? 

Vi~ginia localities are limited in what they ~~n 
tax to obtain required funds, primarily to real estate and 
personal property, and some business taxes. The habit 
has always been to increase the Real Estate Tax to provude 
th~ needed funds. It is my belief that the continued growth 
of the community will provide much of the funds needed to finance 
i r. •: r· e a s e s i n ~· •J b 1 i c s e r v i c e • S •:• m e f a c i 1 i t i e s c •:r •J 1 d p •) s s i b 1 y b e 
financed by charging For their use, others by revenue bonds. 
H •:• we v e r· , m a j •) r· i n •: r e a s e i n n e e d s rrs a y r· e q •J i r· e b c• n d i s s •J e s , w h i c h 
could result in an increase in taxes. 

4. Do you support increases or decreases in re~l estate ~nd 
personal pr~perty taxes? Please explain 

I don't support either. I prefer decreases, but I ~m a 
realist, and recognize th~t in the best-c~se the r~te will 
remain where it is tod~y. 

5. In light of the defe~t of the road bond l~st ye~r, what 
are your views reg~rding solutions to Prince William,s road 
tr~nsportation problems? 

As des•:r·ibed ab•)Ve there is a need for a lc•ng range plan t•) 
mo~e clearly identify the road needs of the commu~ity. Jhis 
plan must must clearly identify the needs and how the~e- needs can 
be met, whether by state c•,nstr•Jction, contractor/builder 
proffers, o~ local funding and building. 

6. What innovative programs would you foster in order to 
~ttract leading business and industries into Prince William 
County? 

I believe that getting control of our growth 
t h r 1) •J g h e f f e c t i v e p 1 a n n i n 9 w i 1 1 d o m •J c h t o e n c o u r a g e 
businesses to come to our county. We should also emphasize 
the great pool of educated and specialized engineering 
~nd management personnel that exists here in Prince William 
many of whom would love to work locally rather than 
continue to commute elsewhere. 

My general comments on the various issues is also 
applic~ble to this que~tion. Z673 
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BILL BECKER FOR SUPERVISOR 
BRENTSVILLE DISrfRICT 

7714 SIGNAL HILL ROAD 
MANASSAS, VIRGINIA 22111 

7. What is your position regarding the Business-Professional
Occupational -License <BPOL) tax rates? 

As a business man I dislike taxes. However, 
I also recognize that we must pay something for the support 
that local government gives us. I d~ support a change in the 
laws ~o that the same income is not taxed more than once. 

Without furthur investigation, I am not prepared to 
eliminate this tax. 

,. 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRINCE WILLIAL"I COUNTY 

OMNI HOMES, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, 
VIRGINIA, 

Defendant 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) Chancery No. 36345 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEFENDANT BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
COUNTY'S FIRST REQUESTS FOR ADMISSION TO PLAINTIFF 

TO: OMNI HOMES, INC. 
c/o Mark A. Moorstein, Esquire 

10500 Battleview Parkway 
Suite 210 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

COMES NOW, Defendant ~oard of County Supervis~rs of Prince William 

County, Virginia, by counsel, pursuant to Virginia Supreme Court Rule 4: 11, and 

requests that the Plaintiff respond to the following Requests for Admission in writing no 

later than 21 days after receipt. 

1. Except for Exhibit 5 to Defendant's January 13, 1995 Memorandum in 

Support of Demurrer and Plea in Bar (the "Memorandum"), there is no written 

correspondence between the County and Plaintiff about Doves Landing subsequent in time 

to the dates of the Exhibit 4 to the Memorandum. 

Z675 
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2. Access to Doves Landing was possible without crossing Doves Overlook as 

long as the Plaintiff acquired the necessary easements or right-of-way from non-County 

landowners. 

3. The County did not mandate Smithfield Road as the only possible access to 

Doves Landing. 

4. The County suggested the extension of Doves Lane as access for Doves 

Landing. 

5. The County did not mandate or require the arrangements between DLA and 

the Plaintiff referred to in paragraphs 14 and 16 of the Amended Bill of Complaint. 

6. The County did not preclude the Plaintiff from submitting other 

development plans (aside from "Doves Landing SD 90-02P/SD .89040P"). 

7. The County did not preclude Plaintiff from developing Doves Landing in 

one-acre lots on private well and septic. 

8. Between the date of the settlement referred to in paragraph 39 of the 

Amended Bill of Complaint and the date this suit was tiled, Plaintiff did not request the 

County to agree to the same or similar arrangements it had had with D LA for water, 

sewer and roads. 

9. Since June 20, 1~, Plaintiff has not tiled with the County the Smithfield 

Road Plan or any other road plan for access to Doves Landing. 

10. Since June 20, 1990, DLA has not tiled with the County the Smithfield 

Road Plan or any other road plan for access to Doves Landing. 

11. Since June 20, 1990, neither DLA nor Plaintiff has bonded the Smithfield 

Road Plan or any other road plan for access to Doves Landing. 

2676 
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12. Plaintiff did not appeal the decisions referred to in paragraphs 21, 22 and 

24 of the Amended Bill of Complaint to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

13. Plaintiff did not appeal any of the decisions referred to in the Amended Bi 

of Complaint to the Board of Zoning Appeals. 

14. It was possible, albeit more expensive, for Plaintiff to process developmeJ 

plans for Doves Landing independently from Development Plans for Doves Overlc;>ok. 

15. The County did not mandate or require that Doves Landing and Doves 

Overlook be designed in such a way that Doves Landing was dependent upon Doves 

Overlook for water, sewer and roads. 

16. D LA did not process further with the County the plan for Doves Overlooi 

after DLA was granted a third plan extension in October, 1992. 

17. Subsequent to February 7, 1990, the County did not communicate to 

Plaintiff or D LA that any delay in the processing of Doves Overlook was because D LA 

proposed high-density residential development on public water and sewer. 

18. The County was not. a party to the agreements and understandings referre 

to in paragraphs 14 and 16 of the Amended Bill of Complaint, or any other agreements 

understandings between Plaintiff and DLA, for the provision of roads, water and sewer 

Doves Landing. 

BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF 
PIUNCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

BY COUNSEL 

zG77· 



SHARON E. PANDAK 
County Attorney 

----} / ·/ // //" 

'1PF . /'Pt'JW::4 GI ORb R. s ~ 
Assistant County Attorney 
ROSS G. HORTON 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
1 County Complex Coun 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 
(703) 792-6620 

4 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing mailed, first class mail, postage 
prepaid this J(tlr day of January, 1995 to Omni Homes, Inc., c/o Mark A. 
Moorstein, Esquire, 10500 Battleview Parkway, Manassas, Virginia 22110. 

W:GRH\Omnadm 



VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR PRINCE WILLIMI COUNTY 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 

Plaintiff. 

v. Chancery No. 36345 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, et al. 

Defendants. 

OMNI'S RESPONSE TO THE COUNTY'S FIRST REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS 

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Omni Homes, Inc., by counsel, pursuant to Rule 4:11 of the 

Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and responds to Defendant Board of County Supervisors 

of Prince William, Virginia First Request for Admissions as follows: 

1. Denied. See Exhibit A attached. There may be others. We have made a reasonable 

inquiry and the information known or readily obtainable is insufficient further to admit or deny. 

2. Denied, based on economic considerations. 

3. Admitted. 

4. Cannot admit or deny based on reasonable inquiry. All information is not readily available. 

s. Denied. 

6. Deni~ based on economic considerations. 

7. Denied, based on economic considerations. 

8. Admitted. 

9. Deni~ based on refusal of County to accept. 

10. Denied, based on refusal of County to accept. 

Z679 
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11. Admitted 

12 Admitted. 

13. Objection. Question is vague and overbroad. 

14. Denied, based on economic considerations. 

15. Denied. 

16. Admitted. 

17. Cannot admit or deny based on a reasonable inquiiy; information is insufl:icient to enable 

an answer. 

18. Denied. 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 

~VS~21201 
Mark A. Moorstein, P .C. . 
10500 Battleview Parkway, Suite 210 
County, Virginia 22110 
(703) 361-6500 

Cenificate 

I hereby cenify that on this 'l. V V, day of February, 1995, I have sent a copy of the foregoing Answer 
to Request for Admissions to: 

Gifford Hampshire, Esq. 
Office of the County Attorney 
1 County Complex Coun 
Prince William. Virginia 22192 
~unset for Board of Supervisors 

zGSO 
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MAR-03-1995 12:22 MARK A MOORSTEIN PC 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILUAM 
1 County Comple" Court. Prince Willia~ Virginia 22192-9201 
703-335-6600 Met.ro 631-1703 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
Jim Mull~n 

Omnl Homes Inc. 
8000 Sandburg Court 
Dunn Loring, VA 22027 

Dear Gentlemen: 

April 15, 1991 

There are two events which have created a need for this ferrer: 

BOARD of COU~TY Sl.i1'ERVISOI<S 

llilda M. 8.}rg 
William j. Becka:r 
Robt:rt L Col~ 
john 0. J-=nkins 
Edwin C. King 
Kc~thlcun K. S~\!f~ldl 
Tl!rrenc:c Sp"llan\! 

1. The problems being encountered by some residents with their septic drain 
fields. 

2. The plans for construction of homes in the Doves Overtook and Doves Landing 
area and with this the extension of central sewage to the area. 

The attached repon provides a summary of events leading up to the current situation 
and the posltlons of both the State Health Department and the County SetVice Authority. It 
is hoped this will enhance your understanding of the f?toblem and its poSSible solutions. 

VeJY trulY you{S. -/) ;; 4 
f:x,l/. 

William J. Becker 
Brentsville Supervisor 

Note: The traffic signal light (Brentsvi/Je Road & RoUte 234) that I reported on earlier was 
clelayecl oy the VIrginia Department of Transportation. but they now assure me rhat 
acJverrising for consrructton will be done In April. 

WJB/d/8 
Attachment (1) 

A:14Septi1 
· Z681 
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MAR-03-1995 12:22 MARK A MOORSTEIN PC 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
Sudley Not1h Govemmc:nl Center 
7873 Ashton Avenue. Manassas. Virginia 2211 n 
(703) 3lS.6 190 Metro 631-1703 Ext 6190 

BRENTSVILLE DISTRICT 
Wi IIi ant J. Becker 

703 361 6740 P.05 

BOARD uf COUNTY SUPERVISORS 

Terrence Spc:llane, Chainnan 
Edwin C. King, Vice Chairman 
Hilda M. Bars 
William J. B~cker 
Robert L. Cole 
John D. Jenkins 
Kathleen K. Secfclda 

SBDGB Ill '1'1IB 11BRADLBY JIORBST ARBAII 

The homes built in the "Bradley Forest Area" all use a septic 
system including the required drainfield to dispose of their 
sewage. . some of these are beginning to be unable .to absorb the 
amount of sewage generated by the residence and could become a 
health hazard. 

This summary is intended to describe the situation as it has 
developed over the years, its relationship to the potential 
development of Doves Overlook, and what the future could hold. 

· POTENTIAL DBVBLOPHEH'l' 

The area now called Doves Overlook and Doves Landing was 
zoned in 1962 as R-10 which provides for 10,000 square foot lots. 

Development was not initiated at that time because 
insufficient septic drainfield sites could be found and central 
sewage was not available. 

In 1988 the land for Doves overlook was purchased by an 
investor who proposed developing it as 10,000 square foot lots by 
providing a connection to the central sewage systea approximately 
3-4 miles away. He submitted a site plan to the County proposing 
such action. 

The county turned down the application on the basis that the 
current comprehensive plan designated this area for 1-5 acre lots 
and did not provide for any central sewage connections. The 
developer took the issue to the Circuit Court and prevailed; the 
county appealed to the State Supreme Court.where the circuit court 
decision was upheld. The County was directed to approve the 
proposed plan. This meant that the developer __ co_uld build up to 400 
homes and connect to the nearest sewage connector line. He did not 
have to make any improvements to existing roads: provide land or 
funds for schools or other needed infrastructure. I understand 
that plans to develop Doves overlook and Doves Landing are on hold 
because of the current financial climate. Development can probably 
not be expected for 3-5 years. Z68Z 
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§EWAGE PROBLEMS 

According to the State Health Department, a number of septic 
drainfields have failed or have been unable to handle the amount of 
sewage flowing from residences in the area. This is not unexpected 
because the life of a properly installed septic drainfield can be 
as little as 40 years and some of the.homes in the area are that 
old. In most of the cases where failure occurred, the householder 
does not own sufficient land to permit construction of a new 
drainfield and other actions had to be taken. The fact that such 
problems have occurred has ·raised concern in the community as to 
what the future holds. 

This question was asked of the two government aqencies most 
involved in sewage systems, the County Service Authority and the 
State Health Department. 

SERVICE AUTHORITY 

The Service Authority points out that in order to provide 
sufficient capacity to permit construction of a sewage line to 
support residences in Bradley Forest, Westchester, and.other nearby 
residences, the Doves Overlook developer would have to include 
additional capacity in the pumping station and increase the size of 
the force main line. The service Authority would have to pay for 
this increase. tn addition, a system to serve existinq units and 
convey the sewage to the pump station would have to be designed and 
installed. Availability fees would have to be paid by the 
homeowner to connect to the sewer. It is my understanding that the 
line from the Doves overlook pumping station to the central sewer 
system is a pressure line and would not easily be connected to by 
other users. As can be seen from the copy of the Service Authority 
report (Attachment 1) , the preliminary estimate of cost to the 
homeowner would be significant and depend to a great extent on the 
number of users. In addition, sewer policy 3 of the 1990 
Comprehensive Plan requires a feasibility study and an amendment to 
the plan to be completed prior to_providing public sewer service to 
this area. 

STATE HBALTH DBPARTMIHT 

'l'he Health Department is responsible for approving and 
monitoring all localized sewage systems. As noted previously, a 
number of septic drain fields have been unable to cope with the 
amount of sewage generated by those living in the residence, thus 
creating a healtl\ menace. The Health DepartlUent has worked closely 
with all residents in such situations and has often been successful 
in extending the life of the system. However, there are limits to 
this and the Health Department is concerned. Attachment 2 is an 
outline of the way in which they approach these problems and the 
steps they take in, first defining the problem: and second, in 
finding a solution. 

Z6B3 
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Both agencies believe that when problems occur, the Health 
Department is the aqency to be contacted. Further, in view of the 
probability that central sewage connection will not occur far some 
years, a private system solution appears most feasible. 

Hopefully, this brief summary will make homeowners of the area 
realize how important it is to take C)Ood care of their existing 
system and not to mis-use it. Specifically, action should be taken 
to have the septic tank pumped out reqularly, at least every s 
years as required by law, or preferably every 3 years. 

If any of you have questions not answered in this letter,· I 
suggest you contact Mr. John Meehan at the Health Department or 
this office for questions concerning individual systems. 

A:l4Septic 
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Item No. 

Location: 

Problem: 

r.:omments: 

Solution: 

Estimated Cost: 

Note: 

Bradley Forest - Bradley Forest Drlve 
Smithfield Road 

Endemic failure of on site sewage disposal systrms. 

Bradley Forest is located within a Rural Residential 
Zone. Additional failures are·ant~clpated on streets 
adjoining Bradley ·Forest Drive and Smithfield Road 
due to poor soil conditions in the area. 
Doves Overlook abuts Bradley Forest to the south. 
Bradley Forest coqld be gravltf aewered into a 

• slightly oversized Doves Overlook &ystem. This cQuld 
affect the proposed sizing of the Doves Overlook sewer 
system and pump station. 

Irista11 ·gravity sewer ln Bradley Forest, draininq into 
the Doves Overlook system. 

16000 Lf '8" Sewer I $80/LF 
SO Hanholes ,. $2500/IA 
Doves Overlook oversizlng 

Total 

$1,280,000 
$125,000 
$200,000 

$1,~05,000. 

Estimated Cost does not include homeowners' costs for 
physical connection to the new sever, application, 
availability~ or inspection fees. 

. ~ 

c .. ~x:· f~ ~~~ :;f:;1ro';.OO 
~~ ,J~.k,.c1- I 
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In C9vn•.U•" 'llhh ct\1 
Sr•c• Oa~attlfll"• el ,._.. 

COMMONWEALTH of VIRGINIA 
Prince Will~ain Health, D!tbict ~w:o~.,.••••• 

tsOt LEE AVENUE r..~:.: =s::J..~ 
MANA88AI, VllGINIA 2211o.a&77 • TU.!flHOHI: US.baa. 

IINVlftONMIHTAL HeALTH! -.e311 

---·-····· 

-r 
~t---~ 

lti.IUtCnat · ID IIUUIZnal . . l 
~ .. CDIIII'rllll 

•• a..ltd.te ......... .. 
~. ............... ...., ... . 
'· ~u. n..... .. 1a r..u .................... 
,. atw-a ~ .,_... .... •· .._,r .._...'lbllc a.lt 

l. e.tuata Gtallll-. Wt.ttaet. W. 111t1 1111 'llaa:W . . l . .!liB I • • ...J., If ltllt Mo~ 
•• IMt.lll .. - t .. tt.) ..... 

. t. a..._.._.,.., . . '. I .... a ..... 

'· t.tdt ... ~- ... t. r a.a.~a 

A. ~l a..tk 1!1* &a.latletd 
a. ca..~te•-• ,_., r. ~ ..._ o t : ; ar n.
c. tat ... ......_ Onlalt.Y 
b. ..._til .... ... 
........... tift ....... . 

. " J".·· 

Z687. 

ma .... 
A. biD CD- t-.ca + 
L tl~JD.CD-...,._+ 

a. tmt.CD - t1mu.m ~ 
D. ~alt.at• 
.. PD.CD - ..... CD pliia 
...·:..,...tD.mfM,..f 
....... t.!e 



. _._., ---.. .., . -..~ . . . ..,._, 

AGINIA: . 
~~~R IN THE CIRCUIT COtJRT FOR PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 

Plaintiff. 

v. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUN1Y, VIRGOOA. et aL 

Defendants. 

O~OO'S SUPPI EMENTAL RESPONSE TO 
THE COUNTY'$ FIRST REQUEST P'OR ADMISSIONS 

COMES NOW the Plaintiff, Omni Homes, Inc., by counsel. pUISUant to Rule 4:11 of the 

Rules of the Supreme Court of Virginia, and supplements its response to Defendant Board of County 

Supervisors of Prince William, Vtrginia riiSt Request for Admissions as follows: 

4. Admitted, w1th the qualification thaL other infonnation may exist which may ~gate this 

response. Plaintiff has made reasonable inquiry, including intenogatories and production requests 

to Defendant County seeking such information. 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 

~4~~21201 
Mark A:. Mcorstein, P .C. 
10500 Battleview Parkway, Suite 210 
County, Vtrginia 22110 
(703) 361-6500 
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Certificate 

I hereby certify that on tms s-srt day of April, 1995, I have sent a copy of the foregoing 
Supplemental Answer to Request for Admissious to: 

GiJiorcl Hampshire, Esq. 
Ofllce of the County Attorney 
1 County COmplex Court 
Prince William, Vuginia 22192 
COunsel Cor Board of Supervisors 

2 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

OMNI HOl\'IES, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, 
VIRGINIA, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) Chancery No. 36345 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEFENDAl'IT BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY'S 
SECOND RE01JEST FOR ADl\IIISSION TO PLAINTIFF 

TO: OMNI HOMES, INC. 
c/o Mark A. Moorstein, Esquire 

10500 Battleview Parkway 
Suite 210 
Manassas, Virginia 22110 

COMES NOW, Defendant Board of County Supervisors of Prince William 

County, Virginia, by counsel, pursuant to Virginia Supreme Court Rule 4:11, and 

requests that the Plaintiff respond to the following Requests for Admission in writing 

no later than 21 days after receipt. 

1. During the May 15, 1991 meeting in Supervisor William Becker's 

office, previously identified in response to the County's First Set of" Interrogatories, 

Supervisor Becker did not say that final subdivision processing of the Doves Landing 

Plan would be blocked by legal review. 
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2. Negotiations with owners of property needed for the extension of Doves 

Lane in accordance with County and State standards was not pursued, in part, because 

Doves Lane would provide less attractive access than Smithfield Road. 

SHARON E. PANDAK 
County Attorney 

/t J,j!f! ~hi¥:( 
ROSS G.t ORT 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
GIFFORD R. HAMPSHIRE 
Assistant County Attorney 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 
(703) 792-6620 

. Counsel for Defendant 

Respectfully submitted, 

BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS 
OFP~CE~COUNTY,~GnfiA. 

BY COUNSEL 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby cenify that a true copy of the foregoing Second Request for Admission 
was mailed, postage prepaid, to Michael E. Snyder, Esquire, and Mark A. Moorstein, 
P. C., 10500 Battleview P~iTJ: 210, Manassas, Virginia 22110, counsel for 
Plaintiff, this ~ day of , 1995. · 

at#£{_, 
C nsel 

GRH/cbl0mnAdm2 
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VIRGINIA: 

IN lHE CIRCUIT COURT FOR PRINCE wnL1AM COUNTY 

O:MNI HOMES, INC. 

Plaintiff. 

v. Chancery No. 36345 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE wnLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, et aL 

Defendants. 

O:MNI'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE wnL1AM COUNTY'S 

SECOND REQUEST FOR ADMISSIONS TO PLAINTIFF 

1. Denied. 

2. Denied unless by "less attractive" Defendant is referring to the fact that access by way of 
Doves Lane would require the acquisition of additional property and/or easement and the 
ability to increase the size and use of the existing easements as well as the construction of an 
improved road 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 
By Counsel: 

ark A Moorstein 
ames· A. Yergin 

Mark A Moorste · .C. 
10500 Battleview Parkway, Suite 210 
Manassas, V~rginia 22110 
(703) 361-6500 

Certificate of Service 

I hereby certify that on this 3/ S {ay of July, 1995, I mailed a copy of the foregoing 
Response to Second Request for Admissions to: 

Gifford Hampshire, Esq. 
Office of the County Attorney 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22110 

. ·.· ~ --· ---·--- ---~-··----··-----



V I R G I N I A: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 

Plaintiff. 

v. Chancery No. 36345 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, 
et al. 

Defendants. 

OMNI'S RESPONSE TO DEFENDANT 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY'S 

THIRD REQUEST FOR AQMISSIONS TO PLAINTIFF 

Plaintiff, omni Homes, Inc., by counsel, responds to 
Defendant's Third Request For Admissions as follows: 

1. Admitted. 

2 . Admitted. 

3 • Admitted. 

4. Denied. 

5. Denied to the extent that the request refers to ingress 
and eqress for the development of Doves Landinq as 
planned. 

6. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny this request. 

7. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny this request. 

a. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny this request. 

9 • Admitted. 

10. Denied. 

11. Admitted. 

1 
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12. Admitted. 

13. Admitted. 

14. Denied. 

15. Admitted. 

16. Admitted. 

17. Admitted. 

18. Denied. 

19. Denied. 

20. Denied. 

21. Denied. 

22. Denied. 

23. Admitted except that Plaintiff denies that any 
settlement discussions of this lawsuit are 
confidential. 

24. Admitted except that Plaintiff denies that any 
settlement discussions of this lawsuit are 
confidential. 

25. Denied. 

26. Denied. 

27. Admitted. 

28. Admitted. 

29. Admitted. 

30. Denied to the extent that the request implies that 
such access was offered or was economically feasible to 
the Plaintiff. 

31. Admitted. 

32. Admitted. 

33. Admitted. 

2 
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34. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny that this request is 
true as of today. 

35. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny that this request is 
true as of today. 

36. Admitted. 

37. Admitted. 

38. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
reasonably obtainable to Plaintiff is insufficient to 
enable Plaintiff to admit or deny that this request is 
true. 

39. Plaintiff objects to this request on the grounds that 
it is too vaque in that it does not identify the 
"power line 11 in question and assumes it is leqally 
there to beqin with. 

40. Plaintiff objects to this request on the grounds that 
Plaintiff admits that Exhibit "G" is a true and 
authentic copy of a February 5, 1990 memorandum from 
which this request is taken and Plaintiff asserts that 
the document speaks for itself. 

41. Admitted. 

42. Admitted. 

43. Denied. 

44. Admitted. 

45. After reasonable inquiry, the information known or 
readily obtainable to Pl~intiff is insufficient for 
Plaintiff to admit or deny this request. 

46. Denied. 

47. Admitted to the extent that the title policy refers to 
an "olc;i road per tax map." Denied to the extent that 
the request implies that the policy exclusion is proof 
that such a road exists. 

48. Same as response to Request number 47. 

49. Admitted. 

3 
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50. Denied. 

51. Admitted. 

52. Admitted. 

53. Admitted. 

OMNI HOMES, INC. 
By Counsel: 

Certificate of Service 

Suite 210 
22110 

I hereby certify that on this J)'-f4day of September, 1995, 
I mailed a copy of the foreqoinq Response to Third Request for 
Admissions to: 

Gifford Hampshire, Esq. 
Office of the County Attorney 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22110 

4 
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VIRGIN I A: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRINCE WILLIA1\1 COUNTY 

OMNI HOl\'IES, INC., 

Plaintiff, 

v. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WILLIAl\'1 COUNTY, 
VIRGINIA, 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) Chancery No. 36345 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

DEfENDANT BOARD OF COlJNTY SIJPERVJSORS OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
COUNTY'S THIRD REQUEST FOR ADMISSION TO PLAINTIFF 

TO: OMNI HOMES, INC. 
c/o Mark A. Moorstein, Esquire 

10500 Battleview Parkway 
Suite 210 
1\'lanassas, Virginia 22110 

COMES NOW, Defendant Board of County Supervisors of Prince William 

County, Virginia, by counsel, pursuant to Virginia Supreme Coun Rule 4: 11, and 

requests that the Plaintiff respond to the following Requests for Admission in writing 

no later than 21 days after receipt. 

1. Subsequent to October, 1993, Plaintiff did not request E. Ralph Coon, Jr. to 
agree to the same or. similar arrangements as Plaintiff bad with DLA for water, sewer 
and roads. 

' Subsequent to October, 1993, Plaintiff did not request DLA to extend, ratify, or 
renew any arrangementS or agreementS Plaintiff had with DLA for water, sewer and 
roads. 
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3. Subsequent to October, 1993, Plaintiff did not request DLA to enter into any 
new arrangements or agreements for water, sewer and roads. 

4. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential) 
Plaintiff did not, at any time subsequent to October, 1993, request the County to agree 
to the same or similar arrangements Plaintiff had with DLA for water, sewer or roads. 

5. The Doves Landing Property bas a means of ingress and egress to and from 
Doves Lane. 

6. In February, 1989, Terry and Eva Kitchen invited Plaintiff to present an offer 
to buy the Kitchen property (Tax Map 065-01-()()()..72). 

7. The copy of the letter dated February 17, 1989 from Terry and Eva Jean 
Kitchen, attached hereto as "Exhibit A", is a true and authentic copy of that letter. 

8. Plaintiff did not respond to Terry and Eva Kitchen's invitation that Plaimiff 
offer to purchase the Kitchen property (Tax Map No. 065-01-()()()..72). · 

9. Plaintiff did not purchase the Kitchen property (Tax Map No. 065-01-000-72). 

10. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential) 
Plaintiff has not. since October, 1993, requested the Counr:Y to grant Plaintiff 
easements for water, sewer and roads across the Doves Overlook propeny. 

11. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested E. Ralph Coon, Jr., Trustee, to 
grant Plaintiff easements for water, sewer and roads across the Doves Overlook 
property. 

12. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested Defendant to grant Plaintiff 
easements for water, sewer and roads across the Doves Overlook property. 

13. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested DLA to grant Plaintiff 
easements for water, sewer and roads across the Doves Overlook property. 

14. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested Defendant to seek bonding or 
approval of Smithfield Road. 

15. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested E. Ralph Coon, Jr., Trustee, to 
seek bonding or approval of Smithfield Road. 

16. Since October, 1993, Plaintiff has not requested DLA to seek bonding or 
approval of Smithfield Road. 
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17. Since June, 1990, Plaintiff has not requested DLA to seek bonding or approval 
of Smithfield Road. 

18. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential) 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to constrUct a water system 
on the Doves Overlook property. · 

19. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential) 
Plaintiff ~ not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to construct a sewer system 
on the Doves Overlook property. 

20. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential), 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to allow anyone other than 
Defendant to construct a water system on the Doves Overlook property. 

21. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential), 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to allow anyone other than 
Defendant to construct a sewer system on the Doves Overlook propeny. 

22. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential) 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to constrUct the portion of 
Smithfield Road identified in the June 7, 1990 letter from Caster D. Chasten to F .R. 
Hodgson. 

23. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential), 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to allow anyone other than 
Defendant to consauct the portion of Smithfield Road identified in the June 7, 1990 
letter from Caster D. Chasten to F.R. Hodgson. · 

24. Aside from any settlement discussions of this lawsuit (which are confidential), 
Plaintiff has not, since October, 1993, requested Defendant to allow anyone other than 
Defendant to obtain bonding and approval of the portion of Smithfield Road identified 
in the June 7, 1990 letter from Caster D. Chasten to F .R. Hodgson. 

25. Plaintiff had no written agreements for water, sewer or roads with DLA. 

26. The only agreements that Plaintiff bad with DL.A regarding water, sewer and 
roads was an oral agreement that there would be a furore agreement for pr.o-rata cost 
participation for water, sewer and roads. 

27. In May of 1989, Plaintiffs engineer requested that that County planning staff 
agree· that the interparcel connector between Doves Overlook and Doves Landing be 
amended to reflect more vehicles traveling through Doves Overlook to Doves Landing. 
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28. The copy of the letter dated May 4, 1989 from F.R. Hodgson to Debbie 
Kearnes, attached hereto as "Exhibit B," is a true and authentic copy of that letter. 

29. The copy of the letter dated May 1, 1989 from F .R. Hodgson to Steve Griffm 
attached hereto as "Exhibit C, " is a true and authentic copy of that letter ' 

30. The Plaintiff rejected using Doves Lane for access to the proposed Doves 
Landing subdivision. 

· 31. In November of 1987, Plaintiff's engineer requested Defendant to require the 
Doves Overlook preliminary plan to provide access to the Doves Landing propeny 
through an interparcel connector. 

32. The copy of the letter dated November 4, 1987 from F. R. Hodgson to Steve 
Griffin, attached hereto as Exhibit D, is a true and authentic copy of that letter. 

33. The copy of the memorandum dated July 2, 1990 from F.R. Hodgson to F. M. 
Kea m , attached hereto as "Exhibit E", is a true and authentic copy of that 
memorandum. 

34. 1, 1 OS, 980 square feet of Doves Landing project exists within floodplain. 

35. 473,220 square feet of Doves Landing project exists outside of floodplain. 

36. The copy of the undated document, attached hereto as "Exhibit F" is a true and 
authentic copy of a document from the files of Plaintiff's engineer. 

37. As of February, 1990, Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative ("NOVEC") had 
a 3-phase power line on the Doves Landing property. 

38. NOVEC's 3-phase power line continues to exist on the Doves Landing 
property. 

39. In February of 1990, NOVEC's power line needed to be relocated in order for 
Doves Landing plan to be built. 

40. In January, 1990, NOVEC stated· to Plaintiff's engineer that it was very 
unlikely that NOVEC would allow the power lines existing on the Doves Landing 
property to go underground. 

41. · The copy of the memorandum dated February 5, 1990 from R. Hodgson to 
Harry Ghadban, with attached copy of the January 8, 1990 letter from Robert 
Magnuson to Greenhome & O'Mara, Inc., collectively attached hereto as "Exhibit G", 
is a aue and authentic copy of that memorandum and attached letter. 

42. ·The copy of the memorandum dated July 10, 1989, from R. Hodgson to F. M. 
Kea, m, with annotations, attached hereto as :&Exhibit H," is a true and authentic copy 
of that memorandum with annotations. 

43. The copy of the letter dated January 15, 1988 from Page S. Glenhill to Castor 
ChastenS. Chasten. attached hereto as ;£Exhibit I." is a true and authentic copy of that 
letter. · 
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44. The copy of the memorandum dated January 15, 1992, produced from the tiles 
of the Business Bank, attached hereto as "Exhibit J," is a true and authentic copy of 
that memorandum. 

45. As of January 15, 1992, the timing of the design and construction of sewer and 
waterlines by the developers of Doves Overlook was contingent upon market conditions 
improving as well as the ~vailability of development funds. 

46. Since 1989, Plaintiff bas not requested that Defendant exercise its condemnation 
powers to provide Plaintiff with easements for water or sewer or road access. 

47. In January, 1989, Plaintiff's title insurance policy for the Doves Landing 
property did not insure against loss or damage which might arise by reason of an old 
road appearing on the Prince William County Tax Map. 

48. Currently, Plaintiff's title insurance policy for the Doves Landing property does 
not insure against loss or damage which might arise by reason of an old road appearing 
on the Prince William County Tax Map. 

49. The copy of the document attached hereto as "Exhibit K" is a true and authentic 
copy of page 3 to Plainti~ s title insurance policy for the Doves Landing property. 

50. The only written agreement between Plaintiff and DLA relating to the 
development of Doves Landing and Doves Overlook was a commitment by Plaintiff, 
dated February 17, 1987, not to negotiate for the purchase of the Doves Overlook 
property until March 31, 1987. · 

51. The copy of the document, attached hereto as "Exhibit L," is a true and 
authentic copy of page 24 of the February 6, 1992 Appraisal Report by Real Property 
Services chat was produced from Plaintiffs files. 

52. The copy of the document, attached hereto as "Exhibit M," is a true and 
authentic copy of page 27 of the February 6, 1992 Appraisal Repon by Real Property 
Services that was produced from Plaintiff's tiles. 

53. The copy of the document, dated May 1, 1989, attached hereto as "Exhibit N," 
is a true and authentic copy of that document. 

BOARD OF COUNTY SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE wn..LIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA 

BY COUNSEL 
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SHARON E. PANDAK 
County Attorney 

~ 

6 

~~~~~~"'-'-·17 ___ 41 t' 
Assistant oumy Attorney 
ROSS G. HORTON 
Senior Assistant County Attorney 
1 County Complex Coun 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 
(703) 792-6620 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing was band-delivered this ;) 1$ 
day of August, 1995 to Om.ni Homes, Inc., c/o Mark A. Moorstein, Esquire, and -
James A. Yergin, Esquire, 10500 Battleview Parkway, Manassas, Virginia 22110. 

GRH/cb/W:OmnAdm4 
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Greenhorne & O'Mara, Inc. 
9300 GRANT AVENUE • SUITe 102 • MANASSAS. VA 22110 • (703) 369-13:16 (Metro 968·9040) 

ENGINE:RS ARCHITaCTS PLANNEMS SCIENTISTS SURVEYORS PHOTOGrtAMMETRISTS 

Mr. Steve Gri!!!n 
Cepart:nent 9 f Cevelo;tne."lt Administ::a tion 
ene Countv caacle.~ <:our: 
Prioce Wiilian: Vol 22192-3201 

RE: Cove' s t.anc!ing 

Cear Steve: 

~.ay 1, 1989 

! want to :.;aruc you for meecinq wi~i. ~ on April !.3, 1989, to revierN 
t..~e Cove 1 s Cve:look (50 SS-l2~) ?relimina.ry ?lan. ! was ?le=-Sed that 
Castor Clasten and vou aarsed on t.~e need for t.1e inte~arc:el coccector 
be~Neen t..~e Dove's oV~loek Subdivision and ~~e Dove's tandinq .Subdivision 
to re.::~ec: t.,:,e total oanber of loa shown on :.:,e Cove' s L.anding ?ral.iminarf 
Plan. As vou are aware, t.:,e c.Jr.:e.."lt1.~1 suani:-:ed P!'eliminarv Plan for 
Dove 1 s Overlook i::dic:ates COC"..Sideraoly less vehicles usi:1; t.~is -in~a.""P&t:el 
connec:or t,.:,an ~ulc :e gene:a13d ';jy lOi lots. 

You and your cepar:::tent 1 s coo~at:ion in t.us mtter is appreciated. 
!f :.~ere is any ot.:,~ ir'.foca~ion 1"JU need, ?lease feel f:ee t~ contact me • 

. Sinca::el.y, 

/~ 
! .R.. Hodgson 
~ojec: Manac;e!: 
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TO: F.H. Kea, III 

FROH: a. Hodgson 

IE: Update on Status 

Date: July'lO, 1990 

On July Z, 1990 I wro~e you a memoran ~ on the s~&~us of Omai Homes' projec~s. The purpose of this memoran~~ ~o gpda~e you as ~o vha~ has 
occurred vith these projects since vri~ the July Z, 1990 memorandum~· 

OOWS~UG I 

~ ,' 
·,r. · ~'<l,_\...J, As stated in the July 2, l~O memorandum, ve are waiting for 

\ 111u#,~~~e v fur~er direction from c. Lacey:tom~ton on how to proceed. · Althougn 
~\\,~ I did not mention it in the July 2, 1990 memorandum, I did write to 
~ Castor Chasten after receivingi his letter indicating that the Plan 

~-J~1 , ~'<. could not be sent to the Planning Commission. A copy of my letter 
is attached to this memorandum. !!y letter asks that he update 

~t....~ \.~. DDA' s Pending Project Status· R.eport to indicate that Doves Landing 
'~ ~?:1 no longer has a close ou1:. dl.te. In checking over DDA' s Pending Proj.ect 
__ ,~'J Status leport for 6/'Z.S/90,/ it a.ov shows no close out date for Doves 
't" Landing "P I' ' \- . l Ll ... I ~ r· - ~ \ re\l~ \"? ")~VM.N.. me 'rec ~ l• c. ' tL \ r-. \ l l .-;YQlJ Vl(X)\s.~ (" ~ /~ c.\.'F(\t»il ~}\o ~AJ 11\0-\' .;~~l ~\~ ~4. ~~ J\A-- f """'- ..... Y e\ ' 

ALPS lOAD / q~\ L~~ . 

~~e writing ~~u1y Z, 1990," I have researched the issue of 
, . - \ · regional s~or.=water managemen~ versus on-site stormvater managemen~ ~d 
fe\J'f>!~ ~aLl lA. have vritten a letter to c. Lacey Compton concern.ing this matter. A 

1 ~ ~. i~S ~ copy of ary letter t~ !!r. Compton· is attached. A copy of this letter 
l.O•"l vas sent to Hr. D' A,rco and !!r. Ghadban. The July 2. 1990 memorandum 
'oe c~"ec;~J also indicates th&¥ Greenhorne & O'Hara. Inc. vill be reconfiguring 
~ .k ~\SOme af the lot.s ¥£1 the vicinity of the flood;plain to provicle a 
· or6.:N4..\lu't\ ~ ~eduction of a.a llldre than five ( S) lots • . I 

~ }.4r:c.._ ".J.. lf~"i~.t\ This redesi/.n vas clone ~d a copy vas sent to C. Lacey Compton 
f.\e Tet;u~\ \, o'n iuly S. 1990/ for his reviev and comment. A copy of the plan vas 

• !t _ 'bl" , ~~~left for !!r. G~dban in the recept.ion area for him to pick up when 
1~~\. fv '~ 1\. .~he v~s schedulfcl to aaeet vith !enry Doyle on July 6, 1990. I vill be 

call.mg !!r. COjarpton today to get his comments. 

M\lovYV' 
(.as~ fD..SS~ ~ ~ 

\)eUn\ ~ ~'IV\ 5 w\t o 

Wll S V)ta.vck\u.~t!-
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GREENHORNE 8c O'MARA. INC. 

Page 2 
Memorandum on Update on Status of Omni Homes, Inc. Projects 
July 10, 1990 

Cl!AHPS !!ILL BUNCH 

The Board of s~pervisars apprcved tQe aezoaing for Champs Kill 
Branch an July 3, 1990. Becaus~ of ~~ action, Greenhorne & O'Hara, 
Inc. vill be resubmitting the Preliminary Plan for Champs Hill Branch 

· by the end of chis veek • 

• hleeJ. ~Jt,~es~~t\. f)e1~ ~ ~'-"" fD\o ~ "~ ~ ~vV'Lvt 
BALLANTUE ESTATES PHASE I 

Ve are continuing to call Mr. Guzman daily to see vhen he vill 
have his response to us on our request for a deferral of stormvater 
111anagement on ehese three lots. To da~e, he has not returned our 
calls. If he does not call back today, I vill go dovu to the ~cCoa~ 
Building to see him. As stated in the July 1, 1990 111emorandum, the 
stormwater ~~L&a&gement question is the only outst~diBg issue on this 
plan. 

~~-e 1-e- Dsuu~ ~ 
. - .. p~tc.l -the. Je{evvaJ .reccCM.,e~'") "ff"CUt....i.. 

i ~,"t ;-\ -tv ~ Wl-e'k 

tj -M.-e.. ~ .:;~t ~ -\- b«.c.t. w / 'i.ue s-\111\o, <; 

\ fJ.. ~6 w~~ V)~~~'-ec:ls 
. \J ;_ L. . ' ~ l ~ 1~ ') ,JJl ~<J.-t ,J lfe_)<':>'\ ~ ·c' • 

g - \,e iV\M\~~ g '-~ev, ~ CCJ((epJ\ 1 '\V' \ .. . r_ 
, ' 4--'- \ ~ ClfYJ ~t.v'e. '-\~~· c~ w !" 

'J\:e CtU;' CO'f\\J \v'\C.e 1\J M. e·\ ~ I 



G h O 'M I .,-·een ornta & ara, nc. 
9300 GRANT AVENUE • SUITE 102 • MANASSAS. VA 22110 • (703) 369-13:38 (Metro 968·90401 

ENGINEERS ARCHITECTS PLANNERS SCIENTISTS 

June 20, 1990 

Mr. Caseor D. Chasten, Planner 
Plans Analysis & Special Projects 
Departmen~ of Developmen~ Adm~strat£on 
l County Complex Court 

U: SDI90-02P, Doves Landing 

Dear Mr. Chasten: 

SURVEYORS PHOTOGnAMMETRISTS 

Thank you for your June 7, 1990 letter conce~g Doves Landing and ~e 
fact that it has been determined that the plan cannoe be processed fu~er 
n.or scheduled for Plam:U.ng Commission cousiderat:iou. Your leeeer d.oes 
staee t!la.e the proj ece file application for the referenced s·ite vill remain 
active by your agency until ene subjec~ road plans are approved and/bonded. 

Although this is a. small det.ail, as discussed vit!l you yesterday ac 
your office. I vould appreciate i£ you vould a~dat:e DOA's Pending ?=ojec~ 
5 t.atus Report a.s ~e laeest copy ! received seill shovs a. close ou1:. d.ac.e 
for Doves Landing of 6/18/90. As you are a.vare, ve resubmieeed signature 
sets t.o the County on hy 24, 1990 vell before the 6/18/90 d.eaciline. ! 
believe based apon your June 7, l990 letter that. the Status i.epon for 
Doves Landing should not shov any close out. date as is being done for t.he 
Champs Mill !ranc~ (SD89-42P) plan on the P~ding Projec~ Stat.us iepor~. 

Your attention to ~s detail is ~ppreciated. 

pc : Omni Homes Inc • 

Sincerely, 

Ft 1/-v-------. 
'!. 1. Eloctgsou 
Senior Plamler 
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I 
~ .. 

. 
Based on my review of the soils types in my opinion, construction 
at the subject site for single family homes would not be impeded 
by the general makeup of the oils. However, due to the quality of 
permeability of the soils and t..i-le subject's proximity to the 
Occoquan River, in my opinion, intense residential development on 
individual·septic systems is highly questionable. Therefore, in 
the appraisers opinion, public sewer would necessarily nave to be 
connected to the subject site in order to intensely develop the 
property. 

Ingress/Egress 

The subject is an interior tract of limit havinq limited access to 
a secondary graveled roadway via a 30 • prescriptive easement. 
However the subject is located in an area that is designated by 
Prince William County as a suburban residential community in its 
overall comprehensive plan. As part of the overall development 
plan for the neighborhood direct access to the subject is planned 
through an adjoininq proposed subdivision known as Doves Overlook. 
A more detailed discussion of this project is included in the 
section entitled "Site Plan". 

. 
Utilities 

currently the subject has access to public electric and telephone. 
There is no sewer or water currently available to the subject. For 
further discussion on proposed sewer in the subject's neighborhood 
please refer to the section entitled "Site Plan". 

Flood Plain 

The subject is identified on the F.E.M.A. maps as being in a Flood 
Hazard area. A tabulation of flood area was made on the initial 
site plan. Approximately 35% of the total land area or 25 +/
acres was identified as being within a flood hazard area. For 
specific detail please refer to ~e site plan a copy of which is 
incorporated in the addenda of this report. 

ENVJROHMEHTAL ASSESSMENT 

It is especially noted that your appraiser does not possess 
expertise in the field of hazardous materials or contaminates. 
Hence, an environmental assessment of the subject property will 
not be undertaken by ~~e appraiser and as such HQ responsibility 
can be assumed as to the presence of hazardous materials or 
environmental contaminates. The property is appraised as beinq 
under responsible ownership and assumes no adverse soils or 
environmental conditions. 
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i 

1. The existinq overhead electric line is ·shown as being 
relocated during construction. 

Remarks on Site Plan 

I have thoroughly review the subject' proposed site plan and I have 
carefully inspected the subject site. In my opinion the plan is 
well designed. The lot layout capitalizes on the high bluffs 
overlookinq the Occoquan River and many of the lots have waterfront 
views. The wooded landscape provides good privacy and the 
surroundinq neighborhoods appear compatible with the type of 
development proposed. Hence, from a physical standpoint, in my 
opinion, the community as planned has very good market appeal. 

However, when thorouqhly analyzing the plan in relation to existing 
infrastructure, it becomes obvious that development is necessarily 
some time in the future. Specifically, stated the subject site is 
dependent on the development of an adjoining subdivision for both 
roadway access and utilities, i.e. waterjsewer. This adjoining 
subdiv.ision known as Doves Overlook is currently in an undeveloped 
state. The site has had preliminary engineering and a site plan 
detailing the subject into 400+/- single family lots has been 
filed. I have been advised by the developer that a tentative 
agreement between the two parties for sharing of some costs has 
been worked out. However, I was unable to ascertain a time frame 
in which actual construction of this project might begin. 

NOTE: A copy of the subject site plan as revised by Jrd summary 
letter dated 3/23/90 is included in the Addenda as 
Exhibit A. 
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Mr. Steve Griffin 
Department of Developnent Administration 
Q1e COunty canplex COurt 
Prince Willian, ~ 22192-9201 

RE: t:bve's Landing 

Dear Steve: 

May 1, 1989 

I want to thank you for meeting with me on April 13, 1989, to review 
the cove's <Nerlook (SO 88-l2P) Preliminary Plan. I was pleased that 
castor Chasten and you agreed on the need for the interparcel connector 
between the Dove's OVerlook Subdivision and the Dove's tanding Subdivision 
to reflect the total nlltlber of lots shown on the Cove • s Landing Pre11minary 
Plan. As you are aware, the currently sul:mitted Preliminary Plan for 
Dove's OVerlook indicates considerably less vehicles using this interparcel 
connector than would be generated by 107 lots. 

You and your department's cooperation in this matter is appreciated. 
If t."lere is any other infomation you need, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
F.R. Hodgson 
Project Manager 

FRH:t:ms 

pc: H. Qladban 
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Attorneys at Law 
Ronald L Walutes 
Barry K. Bedford 
Richard T. Cardinale 

Representing: 
Omni Homes,Inc. 

Dear Sir,s 

February 17,1989 

This letter is to inform you and Omni Hcmes,Inc. 
that we have removed the encroachment part cf our 
garage.the 8.3 feet that was on your property. 

This was no problem to us,It has been removed 
and your property cleaned up. 

We (My husband and !)have been considering 
placing our home for sale. We wonder if Omni Homes, 
Inc. would like to present a offer.Before we placg 
it on the open market. 

If interested you can contact ns at703-368-5272. 

Thank You 
Terry and Eva Jean Kitchen 

9003 Doves Lane 

Manassas, Va. 22111 
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January 27, 1992 

Ms. Debbie Kearnes 
PRINCE Wl:LLIAM COUNTY 

JAN 2 7 1992 
DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT 

ADMINISTRATION 

DEPARTMENT OF DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
l County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virqinia 22192 

Subj ec:t: Dove • s OVerlook Section One 

Reference: WHGA File #0965-0101 

Dear Ms. Kearnes: 

Metro (703) 690-2009 

We are transmittinq herewith for Quality Control review the 
following items on the above referenced plan: 

one (1) set of plans, including boundary survey. l. 
2 .. ·Once (1) copy of on-site subdivision and easement plats and 

the off-site easement plats. 

:. ' 

3. 
4. 
s. 
6. 

.. ; 7 
;~:. : ·~ 8. 
. .. ~ 

... ·: ··'· 

Plan and Plat Checklists. 
Development Control Application form. 
Review Fee Calculation Sheet and a check for $10,221.12. 
Unit Prince List and Cost Estimate. 
Boundary Survey • 
The total review fee for this plan is calculated at 
$11,356.80. We understand that DDA is allowinq p~an 

: ... submission with initial payment of 90% of the review fee 
. )~~~~~~;:::·~·~; .. . ( $10 ,221.12) • . 
.: .~:·~·.~._; .. ; .. , ;, .. :·; 0 

~:.-.... :i: i~~;·· .. • . .. .. ! . . •. . • ~ . .. . . ~ . ' . 

~~~~;;;~·This plan is the first lS-lot sec:t;i.on of the !!,§-acre, 472-lot 
~~!~~?tf?.~ development .. ;_ 'l'he preliminary plan for this project (SJ)88-12P) was . 
~~{~~-approved in Januaey 1990. The Preservation ~ea Site Assessment 
-~~~:~~si;;~--(92-00031. :RO SOP)· was approved by the County l.ll November 1991 for 
6f:~~~~: this site. The RPA and the RPA buffer are shown on the plans~ No 
-~~~~1lt.development .. or disturbance is proposed within these areas at this 
:~:~~~~~~- .. . "": :::::·· -'~~::· . ,. "~ :· ; . 

· _i-~~;~i:liT~~~; The project. site ·is presently owned by the Daniel and Mary Louqhran 
·;~!h·~~~~~-; Foundation. The developer, Dove Lane Associates, is the contract 
~:.::?~~i: purchaser of the property. The plat for this site provides ·for 
:· .. ~~:.:--.~=:··~:: consolidation of the existinq lots and resu.bdivision for the ·:,n;t- proposed development. 

: i: .;!. The site is not subject to any· rezoninq proffers. 
· ·:::_:._ · Z71Z 
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Ms. Debbie Xearnes 
January 27, 1992 
Paqe Two 

We appreciate your attention to this project. Should you have any 
ques~ions or comments, please do not hesitate to call us. 

.. ... -
a •·•' 

~ . 
r •. •. 

-~~·-·····..--.... :·.a . 
• J: ·-·· • a•• •• .... ----~~ .... 

:- .~ ..... . 
.. : .. 

Very truly yours, 

GORDON ASSOC~TES, INC. 

P.E. 

JRB/rk:kear.OOl 

cc: Al Linch/Dove Lane Associates 
Bill Myers/Dove Lane Associates 
Peter McKeejBunton & Williams 

--~ 

·-··· ·.. .. 
7!:r.~' ·~:;~ : .. · .. ;. 
~~:.'~:. :: .... 
. t;1:-: . :~·h. .. ~ : .. 
; -· ~ ...... . 
. ··~: :-.:-: . . · .. 
. '•\.--- .. .. ..... .· -.. , . 

·.·~ .. 
. ···· 

- .1. 

.. /.-: 
.... •.!: . 
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Martha W. Marshall 
Acting Director 

-. 
C()l~l'Y OF PRI~CE \\'lLLIA:\1 
1 C'ounry C:-.rr.~le'( Cou~ P:-:nc~ William. Virginia ~2!92-Q201 
(703) 792-69HO Mer:ro 631-1703 

EXTENSION LETTER 

06/17/92 

WILLIAM H. GORDON 
2750 KILLARBEY DRIVE SUITE 100 
WOODBRIDGE VA 22192 

RE: 92-00241 R 0 Review #: l 
DOVES OVERLOOK SECTION l 

Dear Sir; 

DE \'ELOP~·1E~ -r 
ADML"ISTRA710!\ 

I hav~ received your request to extend the pl~n sul?m.ission 
date for the above project. 

This plan extension has been granted until 08/17/92. The 
plan and appropriate correspondence must be submitted for 
review by this date or the file will be administratively 
denied and closed. 

If the file is closed further review and consideration of 
the plans for the development will require a new submission 
of plans in compliance with the current regulations and 
payment of all applicable fi~inq fees. 

If you have any questions or.require assistance please 
contact the project con~rol officer at (703) 792-7133. 

Very truly yours, 

~~ev&~-7 
Plans Manaqement Cent':_~~ 

pc: C/0 WILLIAM E. MYERS 
9621 PARK STREET 
MANASSAS VA 22ll0 

Z714 
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COl~TY OF PRI:\CE ,,~ILLI.-\~1 
1 County Complex Court. Pnnct: Wtlham. Vtrg.naa 22192-9201 
(703) 792-6830 M~tro 631-1703. E:u. 6830 F.~X (703) 792-7137 

Douglas L. James, A.l.C.P. 
Director of Planning 

Mr. James R. Beall, P .E. 
W'dliam H. Gordon Aaociates 
2750 Ki.1larDey Drive 

Suite 100 
Woodbridge, VA 22192 

August 13, 1992 

RE: Project #: 92-00241 RO SDF Doves Overlook 

Dear Mr. BeaD: 

I am in receipt of your request to enCDd the plan rcsubmission dare for the above project. This plan 
mensicm has been granted UDtil October 19, 1992. Please, be advisee~ that this is the ICCOIId eztcmsicm 
of two (2) mc:nsjons which can bc:iDg graatccl duriDg this review c:yde (DCSM Sec. 1002.03.2(0))]. 
The first mc:nsjon was graatccl by this oflice Oil JUDe 17, 1992. 

The Plan aad appropriate corrcspond=ce must be snhndttt!Cl for review by the menmnn date or the 
file wiJl be closed. If the file is closed, further review :md CODSideratioD of the plus far deYelopmeDt 
will require a =w submission of the pla.DS ill compliance with the curreDt n:plariou. Paymmtt of the 
applicable fcea will aJso be rcquirccL 

In the iDitial request for an eztension, and agaiD. in this ODe, problems related to Servi= Authority 
desip and spec:ificaticus are rcfercnced. Plcue forward a staDJs report to this of6ce by September 17, 
1992, which provides information as to how the proposccl Sc:rvice Authority work affec:s this plan 
submis&ioL If this is off-site work wiW:h your project ia dependent em, but DOC COIIS1Z'1JdiD& then ~ 
plan should be able to move forward. 

If you have ay questioDs or require assistance, p~ feel free to coatact me. 

... -- --·- ·-- -

· . 

... 
~! 

C onncr-cr ,r-
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COUNTY OF PRI~CE WILLI...\!\1 
1 Cowuy Complex Court, Pnnce William. Virguua 2219~ -'J~O 1 
(703) 792-6830 Mea"O 631-1703. ExL 6830 FAX (703)792~758 

Douglas L. James. A.l.C.P. october 23, 1992 
Director of Planning 

Mr. Peter McKee 
Hunton & Williams 

Suite 600 
3050 Chain Bridqe Road 
P.O. Box 1147 
Fairfax, VA 22030 

RE: Project #: 92-00241 RO SDF Doves overlook 

Dear Mr. McKee: 

OFFICE 

I am in receipt of your request to extend the plan 
resubmission date for the above project, for sixty .(60) days 
beqinninq October 19, 1992. Be advised that the two (2) 
extensions which may beinq granted durinq this review cycle 
have been granted previously. The first extension was 
qranted by this office on June 17, 1992, the second on. 
Auqust 13, 1992. 

Due to the details of this case, the Planninq Office will 
allow a third extension ·of sixty (60) days, in order that 
the issues particular to this case be resolved. Therefore, 
the resubmission for #92-00241 RO SDF Dove's Overlook is 
extended to December 21, 1992. 

The Plan and appropriate correspondence must be submitted 
for review by the extension date or the file will be closed. 
If the file is closed, further review and consideration of 
the plans for development will require a new submission of 
the plans in compliance with the current requlations. 
Payment of the applicable fees will also be required. 

If you have any questions or require assistance, please···feel 
free to contact me. 

pc. Paul Costanzo 

Very truly yours, 

/tY~~;t' > 

William T. Pickens, A.I.C.P. 
case Manaqer 

Ross Horton Z716 
File 
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•. LAW. OP"F..tS:ZS 

---- ... COMP't'-ON-& .DULING 

C. LACEY COMPTON, JR. 
THOMAS :D. :DULING 
.ROBERT L. BBOWN'E 
ORAllY B. aoozasr 
JAY DO VON 
Xlt..~B J!:, BBO'WN 
CA.llOL L. K::RI.LZY• 
DOUOLASS.~COME 
lt.\.TBZlliN'B :M. WATEJiST 
JA..~l!!S W. L"'OLZ 
DA.."ffZL .t. KIBSCB 
RAYXONDJ.OA.LLAOBXB 

t ALSO· .Al)MlTrB:D cr :DISTlUCT 01" COL'C'MBIA 
• ALSO A.DMITTZD IN omo 

POTOMAC PROFESSIONAL BU1LDL"'G 

l4914 JEP'Fl!:BSON OAVIS HIGHWAY 

WOODBlUDOE. vtllODnA 22191 

(703) 494·2100 

XXTBO: 890•6800 

? AX: (703) 484·2420 

XZTBO: 890•3048 

May 3, 1990 

Mr. Sherman Patrick, Jr. 
Zoning Administrator 
Prince William County Planning Office 
one County Complex Court 
Prince William, Virginia 22192 

Re: SO #90-02P/Doves Landing 

Dear Sherman: 

RT:CEI\rED 

r1AY 0 3 1190 

. Planning Cfflr.a ' 
Prrnca ..&ril!iam County.~ 
X&"'fA.SSAS OP'P'ICE 

OLD COtrllTBOl1SZ SOUA.B.Z 

9300 GJU..~ AVD""CJ3 

HANASSAS.V1B0~22UO 

(703) 381•5200 

XZTBO: 831•U80 

PAX: (703> 381-6283 

Pursuant to our conversation on May 2, 1990, please find 
enclosed a copy of the fourth summary letter concerninq the above 
subdivision plan. I would appreciate it if you would confirm to cas 
that a 456 Review is not required of Doves Landing. It is my 
understanding from the engineer that this comment is pursuant to a 
commen~ made by Donna Eaton that a 456 Review may be necessary. I am 
sure you recognize the judicial history of this matter and will 
advise Cas at your earliest convenience pursuant to our discussion. 

If I can provide you with further information, please contact me 
at your convenience. 

CLCjrjrae 

Enclosure 

cc : Harry Ghadban 

0028C 

Very truly yours, 

COMPTON & D~NG 

o{au..q.-
c. Lacey tompton, Jr . 

. 1?---., 



Sharon E. Pandak 
County Attorney 

TO: 

COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 
1 County Compl~x Court. Prince William. Virginia 22192-9201 
(703) 335-6620, Metro 631-1703, FAX (703) 335·6633 

SHERMAN PATRICK 
Zoning Administrator 

~1ay 22, 1990 

FRO~l: ROSS G. HORTON 4ft' .. 
Assistant County Attfrne; 

COUi'.'TY A ITORNEY 

RE: SECTION 15.1-456 REVIE\V OF DOVES LANDING, SO 90-02P 

As you are aware, the question of whether a "456 review" is appropriate for 
the extension of public water and sewer lines into the Doves Landing/Doves 
Overlook area was extensively litigated by the County up to the Virginia Supreme 
Court. That court found no reversible error in the trial court's determination that a 
456 review was not required for the extension of public water and sewer service to 
the adjacent Doves Landing subdivision. In light of that determination, the County 
would be hard pressed to justify requiring a 456 review for the adjacent subdivision. 
In the prior case, the trial court found that the three mile extension of water and 
sewer was a "normal service extension" within the meaning of Section 15.1-456(c). 
Since Doves Landing will connect to the utility lines in the adjacent subdivision, 
even I would agree that this is a "normal service extension." A. copy of the trial 
court's opinion is attached for your information. 

In light of the above, the County cannot require a Section 15.1-456 review of 
Doves Landing and that comment should be removed from the requirements that 
the developer of that subdivision must meet prior to approval. 

If you should have any questions concerning this matt~r, please feel free to 
contact me. 

cc: /sharon E. Pandak, w I o attachment 
Castor D .. Chasten. w/o attachment 
C. Lacey Compton, Jr., w/o attachment 
F. R. Hodgson, w/o attachment 

RGH/cb/W:DovesRev 
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V I R G I N I A: 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

WILLIAM E. MYERS, 
et al., 

Petitioners, 

v. 

BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS 0~ 
PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY,· 
VIRGINIA, et al. 

Defendants. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
y 
) 
) . 
) 

IN CHANCERY NO. 25817 

FINAL DECREE 

THIS CAUSE came to be heard the 21st day of December, 1988 

upon Petitioners' Petition for Writ of Certiorari and Injunctive 

Relief, upon Defendant Board of Zoning Appeals• Return of Writ of 

Certiorar1, upon Defendant Schofield•s Answer, upon the evidence 

:; presented and u-con memoranda and argument of counsel; and .-
=i 
·j 
~ I 

w~REUPON, the Court h~v;ng determined the facts and applied 

the law thereto in its opinion dated Dec·ember 22, 1.988, a copy ·of 

;; which is attached hereto and made a part her.eof; 

NOW, Tr~REFORE, IT IS ADJUDGED AND DE~~ED that the Board of 
~ I 

.. Zoning Appeals ·applied erroneous principles of law in failing to 

overrule the Zoning Administrator's decision denying "zoning 

approval" to Petitioners r Subdi "'Tis ion Plat; and it is 

FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that Defendant Board of Zoning 
. 

Appeals' failure to overrule Defendant .Zoning Administrator be, 

and is hereby, reversed and final judgment is hereby entered 

Z7ZO 



r..( ·?r·· .. 

;. -2-
,; 
!! 
:; entitling Petitioners to nzoning approvaln of their Subdivision ,, 

'II 
!l Plat without the necessity for 456 Hearinq approval; 'to all of 
II 

!I which D-efendants object and take except ion; and it is 

1!.'! I. FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that by specific agreement of 
: ~ 

:1 the parties hereto, as reflected by the limited endorsement of 
ll 
il , !I both counsel hereon, the effect of this Final Decree sha~l be 
•• 
:1 stayed pending. final dispos'ition on appeal except to the extent 

• tl 
I! 

!! that the Defendants and all other appropriate plan-a~proving 
!( 

- if agents of the County shall, pending final disposi~ion of said 
!! 
~: .. 
:• 
I! 

appeal, afford Petitioners' aforesaid Subdivision Plat and 

·t .. subsequent Final Subdivision Plat their customary review and 
i! 

l} approval in accordance with applicable ordinances and procedures, 

.. it being specifically understood by the parties hereto that each 
! ~ 

1l such approval shall be made ~xpressly subject to ( i) final .. 
1: 

il disposition of ,this matter on appeal in a manner favorable to 
~ ~ 
!I • 
:
1 

Pet l t ioners, and ( i i) the understanding and agreement of the 
l! 
:; Petitioners that Petitione~s· r.ight,_ if any, to the issuance of 
'i! 
ti grading, building or other pe~i ts for site 'IIOrk and/or the 

il construction of improvements on subject property pursuant to 'said ,, 
~ i 
jj approved plans ~e, and is hereby, stayed until. final disposition 

;! of· this appeal by the Supreme Court of Virginia; and it is 
.. 
n FURTHE& .ADJUDGED. AND DECREED that the verbatim transcript of 

:• the t~ial be, ~nd is hereby, made a part of the record; and it is 
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FURTHER ADJUDGED AND DECREED that within twenty-one days of 

the entry of this Final Decree counsel for Defendants may 

substitute photographs for tne slides offered in evidence~ and 
I. 

counsel for Petitioners and/or Defendants may· take such 

additional steps as are necessary ·to compl~te. the record in 

accordance with the aforesaid transcript of trial proceedings .• 

AND THIS CAUSE IS FINAL. 

ENTERED THIS ~AY OF JULY, 1989. 

We Ask 'for This: 

HUNTON & WILLI~~S 

~cDermott 
Peter K. McKee, Jr. 
Rober~ J. Lowe 
3050 Chain Bridge Road 
P.O. Box 1147 
Fairfax, Virginia 22030 
{ 703 )· 934-89·34 
Counsel for Petitioners 
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VIRGINIA: 

COUNTY ATTDilliEY'S OfFiCE 
IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF PRL.'fCE vVILLIAJ.\1 COUNTY 

DOVES LAL'lE ASSOCIATES. 
A VIRGINIA PARTNERSHIP 

Petitioner 

v. 

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF 
PRINCE WlLLIAL\1 COUNTY, VIRGINIA 
A BODY POLITIC, et al 

Defendants 

DECREE 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) IN CHAJ.'fCERY NO. 26263 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

THIS MA TIER comes before the Court on motion of parties for entry of a 

Decree dismissing the proceedings herein upon certain terms and co_nditions. 

IT APPEA.RL.'\fG to the Court that the Petition filed herein was instituted 

pursuant to Virginia Code Section 15.1-475 to challenge the administrative rejection and 

denial of review oi the third submission of a preliminary subdivision plat for property oi 

approximately 184 acres (SD 88-12P); 

AJ.'ID IT FlJRTIIER .APPEARING that receipt and revie\v oi such plans \Vas 

refused by the DefendantS in conformance with a ruling by the Prince William County 

Zoning Administrator which ruling wns reviewed by the Prince William County Board oi 

Zoning Appeals and is the subject of proceedings styled William E. lvfeyers, et aL, v. Board 

of Zoning Appeals, er aL., In Chancery No. 25817 in this Court: 

AJ.'ID IT FURTHER APPEARING that the parties have agreed to afford 

Petitioner's third preliminary subdivision submission an administrative review in 

accordance with customary procedures, subject to the provisions of this Decree, o.n:c 

provided that nothi11g in such review or these proceedings shall prejudice either party or 

otherwise aifect the proceedings in ~¥/eyers .. supra. 



2 

IT IS, ACCORDil~GL Y, DECREED as follows: 

1. Petitioner, DOVES Uu'ffi ASSOCIATES, may resubmit for third preliminnr: 

subdivision submission review, the plans rejected and returned to it pursuant to a lette:. 

of May 18, 1988, from the Department of Development Administration; and shall remi 

any fees established for such review. 

2. Defenda.nts, and their agents, shall afford said plans their customary review ir 

accordance with established procedures provided, however, that the plans shall not bt 

presented for final approval to the Prince William County Planning Commission, 01 

other agency having final approval authority for preliminary subdi~ion plans, unless anc 

until the issues in ~Villiam E. lvfeyers, er al., v. Board of Zoning Appeals, et aL, In ChanceiJ 

No. 25817, have been finally resoLved in· favor of Petitioner, or if in advance of such fin~ 

resolutio~ the decision by the Planning Commission, or other plan-approving authori~ 

shall expressly be made subject to the outcome of l'd eyers, supra. 

3. In all other respectS, review and disposition of the plans shall adhere to Count) 

procedures . 

.A..L.'ID THIS CAUSE IS DISMISSED \VlTHOUT PREJUDICE. 

ENTERED this lst: dav of November , 1988. - .. --------

VIE ASK FOR TiiiS: 

HUNTON & WILLI.~vtS 

F~iZ&~ 
3050 Chain Bridge Road 
Suite 600 
Fairfa.~ Vir2inia 21030-2883 
Counsel for -Petitioner 
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JOHN H. FOOTE 
County Attorney 

~ . 
~ :' 2' A ;{.j( ~- _... ~~.-~ 

Assistant County Attorney 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William. Virginia 22192-9201 
Counsel for DefendantS 

A20:Dove0rd 
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V I R G I N I A : 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT FOR THE COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLIAM 

OMNI HOMES, INC. ) 
1601 Carlin Lane, ) 
McLean, Virginia 22102 ) 

) 
Plaintiff, ) 

) 
v. ) IN CHANCERY NO. d1 J'~'l 

) 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF PRINCE ) 
WILLIAM COUNTY, VIRGINIA, ) 
a body politic ) 

) 
Serve: John H. Foote, Esq. ) 

County Attorney ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince William, VA 22192 ) 

.. ) 
and ) 

) 
RICHARD E. LAWSON, Director ) 
Department of Development ) 

Administration ) 
1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince William VA 22192 ) 

'=' -
-< 
I .. 

-
-·· .. ... 

I -· -,.. ;.. 

;:--
) I ~r·• 

,- -. .. - .. Serve: Richard E. Lawson, ) -.·~. _,. 

Director , ) :·--

Department of Development· ) 
Administration ) 

1 County Complex Court ) 
Prince William, VA 22192 ) 

) 
John H. Foote, Esq. ) 
County Attorney ) 
l County Complex Court ) 
Prince William, VA 22192 ) 

) 
Defendants. ) 

PETITION FOR DECLARATORY JUDGMENT 
AND INJUNCTIVE RELIEF 

TO THE HONORABLE JUDGES OF SAID COURT: 

-
.... ... 

-; 

-· 

COMES NOW your Petitioner, Omni Homes, Inc., and pursuant 
to Virginia:Code Section 15.1-475 represents as follows: 

2727 

.. 

·-

co 
1..0 

·-'=7. 
-I 

\.A) 

~ 

r::J 
.r:-



1. Petitioner omni Homes, Inc., a Virginia corporation, 
is the legal and/or equitable owner of approximately 72.68 
acres situated in Prince William County, Virginia consisting 
of one parcel as follows: Sections 65-001-73 of the Prince 
William County Real Property Identification Map (the 
"Property"). 

2. Defendant Prince William County .Board of Supervisors 
(the "Board") is the governing body of Prince William county 
and is empowered to enact provisions of the Prince William 
County Code dealing with the approval of subdivisions, and to 
appoint such agents as may be necessary for the administr~tion 
of such provisions. 

3. Defendant Richard E. Lawson is Director (i.e., chief 
administrative officer) of the Department of Development 

Administration of Prince William County {"DDA"). DCA is the 
agent of Defendant Board accorded the responsibility for the 
review and approval of subdivision plats and the determination 
of their conformity with applicable County ordinances. 

4. The Property has been designated R-10 under the 
Prince William County Zoning Ordinance (the "Zoning 
Ordinance••) since 1963, the date the R-10 Zoning District was 
created. 

5. In January 1988 Petitioner filed with DCA its first 
preliminary subdivision plat, with the requisite filing fee 
therefor, for its proposed development on the Property, known 
as the "Doves Landing" project. 

6. On February 26, 1989, DCA advised Petitioner's 
engineering firm, Greenhorne & O'Mara, that DDA would not 
process Petitioner's first preliminary subdivision plat due to 
"the major issues involved" with another, unrelated project. 
DDA returned Petitioner's submission package without review or 

comment. 

Z7ZS 
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7. On April 28, 1989, Petitioner aqain attempted to 
file with DDA its first preliminary subdivision plat, together 
with the requisite filing fee therefor .. 

8. By letter dated May 11, 1989, DCA notified Peti-
tioner that DCA was again refusing to accept Petitioner's 
first preliminary subdivision plat for processing and review 
and returned Petitioner's submission package pendinq resolu
tion of "major planning issues" involved with the aforemen
tioned unrelated project. 

9. Petitioner's attempts in January 1988 and Apr~l 1989 
to submit its first preliminary subdivision plat and DCA's 
refusals in February 1988 and May 1989 to accept such plat for 
processing and review constitute an exhaustion of Petitioneris 
administrative remedies and constitute an invalid, wrongful 
denial of review of said preliminary subdivision plat (here
after, the "subdivision plat••) . 

10. The subdivision plat had been submitted by Peti
tioner on both occasions pursuant to and in accordance with 
the requirements of Virqinia Code Section 15.1-475 and satis
fied all applicable provisions of the Prince William County 
Subdivision Ordinance (Prince William County Code Section 25.1 
et seq.) governing submission ·requirements of preliminary 
subdivision plans. 

li. DDA's repeated refusal to accept Petitioner's 
preliminary subdivision plat for processing and review (a) is 
illegal, (b) constitutes a failure under Virqinia Code Section 
15.1-475 to approve or disapprove the plat within sixty (60) 
days after it had been officially submitted for approval and 
(c) is a violation of the County's own established policies. 

12. By letter dated May 16, 1989, Peti~ioner, by its 

counsel, provided notice to DDA pursuant to requirements of 
Virginia Code Section 15.1-475 that it intended to petition 
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this Court to challenge the administrative denial of review of 
Petitioner's first preliminary subdivision plat. 

13. Petitioner has been and continues to be irreparably 
harmed by DDA's refusal to review Petitioner's preliminary 
subdivision plat. 

WHEREFORE, your Petitioner moves this Court to enter a 
declaratory judgment: 

A. Declarinq DDA's refusal to accept Petitioner's first 
preliminary subdivision plat for processing and review to be 
illegal and unreasonable: 

B. Directing Defendant Board, its agents and employees, 
including but not limited to DDA, to accept, to process and to 
afford a full review in accordance with customary County proce
dures of all bona fide submissions of Petitioner, consistent 
herewith, which are prerequisite to Petitioner's use of the 
Property as proposed under all submissions of Petitioner's. 
preliminary subdivision plat; 

c. Permanently enjoining Defendants, their agents and 
employees from delaying or interfering with the submission, 
processing and review of all proper and official submissions 
of Petitioner under Virginia Code Section 15.1-475; and 

o." Grantinq such other relief as may be appropriate. 

COMPTON & DULING 
14914 Jefferson Davis Highway 
Woodbridge, Virginia 22191 
(703) 494-2100 
Counsel for Petitioner 

By: f.tL~A.L 1!,. u.bW o/11 ..v 
Katherine M. Waters J~·~ 

0062DIW 
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OMNI HOMES 1 INC. 
By Counsel 
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Chesapeake Bay Requlations 
vestinq Guidelines 

The following circumstances will result in the vesting of 
development applications solely with regard to the Chesapeake 
Bay Regulations found in Section 32.504.00 et seq. of the Zoning 
Ordinance and Section 750.00 et seq. of the Design and 
Constructions Standards Manual. This policy is crafted with 
consideration for the substantial impacts the Regulations will 
have on development in the County and should not be viewed as a· 
precedent for vesting determinations ~nder any future regulatory 
amendments. 

Projects in the development process shall be considered 
vested if they fa!! ~nto one of the categories listed below and 
provided they meet the listed criteria: 

,. 
1. Approved Special Use Permit 

A Special Use Permit approved by the Board of County 
Supervisors and the acceptance of a preliminary or final plan 
for review within six (6) months of the date of the issuance of 
the Special Use Permit. Plans submitted for review must be 
diligently pursued in order to retain their vested status. 

2. Proffered Rezoning and an Approved Preliminary 
or Final Plan 

A proffered rezoning incorporating substantially 
defined uses, which has been approved by the Board of County 
Supervisors and the approval of·a preliminary or final plan, 
provided the Applicant diligently pursues the plan. In 
instances of multi-phased projects, vesting of one final phase 
of the project would vest subsequent phases, provided the 
remaining phases of the project and diligently pursued and also 
provided the preliminary plan remains valid under section lS.l-
466(F), Va. Code Ann. The term 11dili~ntly" as it is used in 
this.section shall be defined as obta1ning the approval and 
recordation of final plans within two (2) years of preliminary 
plan approval followed by an application for building permits 
within two (2) years of final approval; or in the instance of 
multi-phased projects, the preliminary plan shal·l only be vested 
for five (5) years from the date of recordation of the first 
final phase of the project. 

An applicant who has submitted a preliminary plan and has 
received a summary letter from the Department of Development 
Administration indicating that only minor issues remain to be 
addressed may petition the Director ~f the Department of 

Adopted 11/27/90 
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Development Administration to have his preliminary plan 
determined vested pursuant to this policy. The Director shall 
determine whether the plan shall be vested pursuant to this 
policy·and shall consult with the Offices of Planning and 
Economic Development before issuing a determination. 

3. Final Plan Acceptance 

Development applications that are not subject to a 
Special Use Permit or a proffered rezoninq shall be considered 
vested upon the acceptance of a final plan for review by the 
Department of Development Administrat~on provided that the plan 
is diligently pursued. In the instance of multi-phased 
projects, the vestinq of one of the .flnal phases would vest 
subsequent phases provided the plan is diliqently pursued. The 
term "diligently pursued" as it is used in this section is· 
defined as the approval and recordation of final plans within 
two (2) years of the preliminary plan approval followed by an 
application for building permits within two (2) years of final 
plan approval.; or in the instance of multi-phased projects, the 
preliminary plan will be vested for five (5) years from the date 
of recordation of the first final phase of the project. 

An applicant whose preliminary plan has been approved may 
petition the Director of the Department of Development · 
Administration to have his preliminary plan vested under this 
policy provided that he can substantiate that substantial 
enqineerinq has been accomplished on the preliminary plans. The 
Director shall determine whether the preliminary plan shall be 
vested pursuant to this policy after consultation with the 
Offices of Planninq and Economic Development. 

4. Appeals 

Appeals from any decisions made by the Director of the 
Department of Development Administration pursuant to this policy 
shall be handled as any appeals of determinations by the Zoning 
Administrator under the Zoninq Ordinance. 

W:VESTING 

Adopted 11/27/90 
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l MOTION: KING 

SECOND: SEEFELDT 

November 17, 1990 
Regular Meetinl 
Ord. No. 90-145 

RE: ADOPTION OF CHESAPEAKE BAY PRESERVATION AREA OVEI 
DISTRicr ZONING TEXT AMENDMENT 90-09 

WHEREAS, in 1988 the General Assembly enacted the Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Act {the "Act"), VA Code Section 10.1-2100 et seq., which required Prir. 
William County as a Tidewater County to incorporate water qllality protection meas 
into its zoning ordinance, subdivision ordinance and comprehensive plan; and 

WHE~, the Board of County Supervisors is required by the Act to design 
Resource Profectlon Areas (RPAs) and Resource Management Areas (RMAs) and· 
adopt regulations governing these areas; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed Chesa~ake Bay Preservation Overlay District 
(Ordinance draft dated August 27, 1990) includes amendments to Section 32-500.00. 
seq. of the Zoning Ordinance, Chapter 2S et seq. of the Subdivision Ordinance, Sectic: 
101, 102, et seq., 522,700.00 et seq., 150.00. et seq., and 1001.00 et seq. of the Design a~ 
Construction Standards Manual and also includes generalized Chesapeake Bay 
Preservation Area Overlay District Maps which indicate the general location of RP A 
RMAs and Intensely Developed Areas (IDA) in the County, all of which are set fonJ 
Attachment A; and . . 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearinp on the proposed 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District on June 20, September S, and 
October 17, 1990 and recommended adoption of the ordinance with the changes four 
Attachment B; and 

WHEREAS, notice of public hearing for consideration of the adoption of the 
proposed Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay Disuict as recommended by st, 
(Attachment A) and as recommended by the Planning Commission (Attachment B) f, 
been duly advertised in accor~ce with VA Code Section 15.1-431 in the Journal 
Messenger and Potomac News on November 13 and November 20, 1990; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of County Su~rvisors held a public hearing on the 
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District on November 27, 1990; 

NOW,_'IHEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of County Supervise· 
makes the following findings of fact with res~ct to the Chesapeake Bay Area Overla~ 
District: r- · 

a. The Chesa~ake Bay is an imPQrtant and productive es~ providing 
econo~c and social benefits to the citizens of the Commonwealth of ~qinia and th4 
health of the Bay is vital to maintaining the State's economy and the welfire of its 
citizens; and . 

b. The Chesapeake Bay waters have been degraded significantly by point 
source and nonpoint source pollunon from land uses ancf Qevelopment along the shor 
the Bay, its tributaries, and other state waters and existing high quality waters are wo1 
of protection from degradation to guard against funher pollution; and 
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~ovember 27. 1990 
Regular ~feeting 
Ord. No. 90-l..JS 
Page Two 

c. The mandates of the Act constitute a material change in circumstances 
substantially affecting the public health, safety, and welfare and necessitate an 
appropriate legislative response by the Board of County Supervisors; and 

;I 
l 
I 

I d. The Board of County Supervisors is authorized to enact the Chesapeake l 
Bay Preservation Area Overlay District pursuant to VA Code Sections 10.1-2100, et seq. i 
and 15.1-489; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED that the Board of County Supervisors 
does hereby ado~>t the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District as set forth in 
Attachment A wtth the addinon of the vesting guidelines as contamed in Attachment E, 
as amended by Paragraph 4 (~peals). Paragraph 4 shall read: 

4. Appeals 

Appeals from any decisions made by the Director of the Department of 
Development Administration pursuant to this policy shall be handled as any appeals of 
determinations by the Zoning Administrator under the Zoning Ordinance . 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board of County Supervisors indicates 
that the purpose and intent of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Area Overlay District is 
to: 

a. Protect existing high quality state waters: · 

b. Restore all other state waters to a condition or quality that will permit all 
reasonable public uses and will support the propagation and growth of all aquatic life 
including game fish which might reasonably be expected to inhabit them; 

c. Safeguard the clean waters of the Commonwealth from pollution; 

d. Promote water resource conservation in order to provide for the health, 
safety, and welfare of the present and future cit~ens of Prince William County. 

YQw: 
Ayes: Barg, Cole, Jenkins, King, Seefeldt 
Nays: None 
Absent from Vote: None 
Absent from Meeting: Becker, Spellane 

Attachments 

For Information: 
County Attorney 
Planning Director 
Director of Department of 

Development Administration 
Director of Public Works 
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~n7S ilE"D, 11\Sde this 12th da7 ot April, 195~. b7 am between GEORGIA / I 
I : 

E. RA::Et (SCI!letillee spelled PAINEY) Mil BEJWAMDI FRAMKLifl RANEr, each in ber/ . 
r 

hi~ own ri~ht and as vite and husband, parties ot the t1ret part, and JOtC! '·: 

SYY.F .. c; aDJ .u.P11Etl VICTt:R ~'YKES, vile and husband, aa joint tenants with CDIIIIlon ; 

l:l.v rtt·ht.s or surnvorship, parties ot the second parta 

W I T 1: E S S E T H 

T ...... ;:Ao I tor and in CDnsi.deration ot the SUII· ot Ten Dollars (.;lo.oo) ux1 

oth~r · ood anc.l valuable consid~nt.ion in hand J)&id at or betar'e the sealinr. an!. 

ttr.liv«!r:' or t.~lCl!e presents, the receipt wtlereor is hereby acknovleclrl!d, the 

!1\t.d panies or the f1rst part do hereby grant, bargain, sell and corrrey, Vlth 

~,.r.erd \-inrrant71 unto the 151.1d parties ot the aecond part., vile and husband . . 
:\!! .~~tnt. t~tnnnt.s with ~on lav rirhts ot .sui'Yivorship, all t.t-.at certai.rr:traet 

or par1!el cr land lyinr. and beine situated in ~anusas Haristerial Diat.rict nf 

r :1. nee •,;nuam Count.y, Vtrr,inia on the :.~side or the Old ~inel:U. r Mill . 
:toad nnd bein~ !POnt psrtic:ularl,. described aecordint to a plat. and survey made 

~ 

by R •• 1. u~teliffe dAted April 2, 1955, a copy ot vr.ich is attached hez:oeto and 

,:,de a part hereot, &:J tollovsa 

= 

!JECil'!f:ii!;Q at an iron bar ·located s. U4° 07' 40" E. )0.09 teet 
1'rr111 the nort.heast. corner or the lAnd:s or taneorw, said bar 
tleint: on t.he northeast slde ot a )0 toot. out.let road Ntained 
by Raney; thence vith the Old S1ncla11" Mill Road s. ~G 07' 
1&0" E. 210.00 teet. to an iron bar; thence clepartine !raft t.he 
road and throu,h the lancta or Raney s. Sf? 22 • 20" w. h16.1S 
f4~t to an iron bar; thence N. 1&4" 071 l&O• W. 210.00 teet. to 
an 1!'t'n bar on the easterly side ot the )0 toot outlet. ro..t; 
.1nct thenett ll. 5oJ 22' zo• t. G16.15 flO Uii pointo of bietriiiin! 
cnnt.a1.ninp 2.000 acres, more. or less; am beinc a portion ot 
the bnrj conveyed to Het.t.io Brown and Georgia E • .,_ (ae Ra1ne7) 
by deed rect'rcied ... ou the aforesaid lan:l l"ecords 1~ beect Book 
9& Pare 223, the said ·Nettie Bron hanne died ~state, leaY• 
; n,r a:s her lKil;a·beir at lmr tM said Oeorcia !. Raney. 

The part.t~. ot t.he tirat. part COYen&n'\ that th•T !aYe the neht. to 

ccmey the said land to the parties ot the secCIIIIi part.; that the said parties; 
I 

or t.he •cond part. shall. haYe qui•t po._Aian ot t.Jie NMJ tree and c:lar ti'Oil 

all encnabrance~, &Ill the,., tbe said part.a• ot ~ tsrn part vUl U8cr&lte I 
I 



:. -~ ........ -: 

,. 
-.1~ .. -~~(IIIL) 

I 

I: State ot VirrJ.Id.a 

r County ot Prince WUliaa, to-viti 
!' 

I,&(a / q. 4H- •...., a llot.u7 Pablict ot Ull tor tM 

· County and State ator.aid, do blrebr c:ezoU..tT tba' CJeosop.a 1. BaDq and . 
Benj~n Frai1Jcl1n Ranq, her bub&Dcl, vbo• a.ea an aie-l to tbe t~ 

' anr:l hereunto am~DCl deed be&riD& 4at.e ot tbl l2tb dq ot AprU.1 USS1 ban 

each acknavledgecl the SIM 'beto" • in WfT Co\mt.7 atare..S.cl. 

OiTen un:ier rq bud tb11 /..,Lda'¥ ot ~., L , 19SS. I 
liT -·ol.on apirea OD tho ~ u dq. ot 41· :t'.l~ ' us...£ I 

. , ... 11... . 

?I• J.t7 .:Jf "l fU l 
fL.., /".: ~.:Jit..Z l')· 
;e. F R'ln.ey· 

to -· 

" l 4z;;; ,, t:/. LLt..a.1~ 
Not&r)' Publlo i 

·. 
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COUNTY OF PRINCE VVILLIA.M: 
l Counry Complu Coun. Pnnce Wiilwn. Virgm&.a :::92~201 
< i03J lJ.S.08JO Metro 6J 1-l i03 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

Jack B. Clatk 
Gregory J. Gorgone 
E. Bruce Holley 
Billy Isbell 

Oougja L.. lmte. A.!.C.P. 

Fnmk R. Milligan 
John F. O'Neil 
Cecil C. Taylor. Jr. Oirector 

MOTJ:ON: 

SECOND: 

GORGONE 

HOLLEY 

RES. NO. 90-34 
REGULAR MEETl:NG 
FEBRUARY 7, 199 0 

RE: SUBDIVISION #88-12, PRELIMINARY, DOVES OVERLOOK -
RELUCTANTLY APPROVED 

WHEREAS, the developer of the subject property 
containinq 188.0 acres±, described on Tax Map #65-((l))-62, 63, 
67; 65-7-((3))-l-43; 65-2-((2))-2 thru 76, and 8l thru 208, 
located in the Brentsville Maqisterial District, have submitted 
preliminary plans for the development of a 405-lot residential 
subdivision; and 

·~ ~' this plan has been reviewed by the appropriate 
County and State aqencies, whose approvals/denials are 
acknowledqed in the January 17, 1990, Staff Report; and 

WHEREAS, due to unresolved site development issues, the 
Oepar-~ent of Development Administration does not recommen~ 
approval of the subject prelilDinary plan; and 

WHEREAS, the County Attorney's Office advised the 
Planning Commission ~~at if this subdivision was denied, there 
was lit~le cha~ that decision would be upheld in court; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I'I' RESOLVED that the Prince William 
County Planninq Commission does hereby approve Subdivision 
#88-12, Preliminary, Doves OVer·look, as submitted. 

VOTE: 

AYES: 
NAYS: 
ABSENT: 

GORGONE, HOLLEY, C'L.ABK, TAYLOR, MILLIGAN 
ISBELL 

O'NE:!L 

EXHIBIT l 
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October 11, 1995 

BEN KELSEY, SRPA 
Real Estate Appraiser 

17845 Old Triangle Road 
Triangle, VA22172 

703-690-2400 

Mr. Gifford R. Hampshire 
Assistant County Attorney 
County of Prince William 
1 County Complex Court 
Prince William, VA 22192-9201 

Re: Appraisal of property owned by 
Omni Homes Inc. 
Doves Landing subdivision 
9005 Doves Lane 

Dear Mr. Hampshire: 

As you requested, ! have appraised the fee simple interest in the 
referenced real estate to provide an estimate of its current market 
value. The attached appraisal report contains descriptive details, 
market information, and analysis. 

The report is divided into 5 parts. To aid the user of the 
appraisal there is a "Sununary of Important Facts and Conclusions" 
immediately after the Table of Contents which follows this letter. 
The section of "Premises and Definitions Used in The Appraisal" 
contains standard information applicable to all appraisals. The 
"Descriptive Data 11 section gives a description of the property and 
area. 11 Market Information, Analysis and Conclusions 11 includes the 
sales and other market information and the analytical process that 
leads to the final.conclusions. Supplementary information is in 
the 11 Addenda" but most of the maps and photographs are scattered 
through the report near the text ~hat applies to each. 

My opinion of the value of the-property is based on inspection of 
the property and standard apprai9al analysis which is explained 
more fully in the "Premises 11 section of the report. This appraisal 
report has been prepared in accordance with the Uniform Standards 
of Profession Appraisal Practice published by the Appraisal 
Foundation, known as USPAP. 

After considering the information presented in the appraisal 
report, it is my opinion that the referenced real estate, has a 
market value as shown on Page l and in the final opinion of value 
stated at the end of this report. 

Sincere~ly, . L /. 
~'(_ ·~ 

Ben Kelsey, SRPA 



SUMMARY OF IMPORTANT FACTS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Identification: 

Owner: Tax Map: 

Location: 

Land: 

Doves Landing subdivision 
9005 Doves Lane 

Omni Homes Inc. 

065-001-000-073 

The subject is in south central Prince William 
County, in an area partially developed with a 
40 year old subdivision of scattered houses of 
mixed sizes and ages. Present access is over a 
gravel road, located 3 miles south of 
Manassas and 9 miles from the nearest 
Interstate interchange. 

72.6819 acres 

Improvements: none 

Zoning: R-10 

Highest & best use: 
As of January 1989 - Develop under existing R-10 zoning with 
106 lots as shown on preliminary plan. 

As of 10/93 and 10/95 - Develop with 5 septic field sites 
with _lots averaging 14.5 acr'IJeji.P.lJI~I /f81'4r 1/J!,i.,~ _1!!!-tl!, 

Estimated value of land: [~.. - T 1 
01-Jan- 89 11_ 05 -Oct -9316 -Oct- 95] 

II= ~~~'''~( '{w,.r-----
value with R-10 zoning and $1,030,000 $900,000 $912,000 

?l--"1 st.- cost sharing assured e\; ~~~ Wllffl}-,:~{::ta 
Value with cost sharing $742,000 t $675;;000 $684:, 000 

~ 7 0 I ) '15 ~l)tl?> /tiiJJII'IJ probable but not assured ,. K77 o..G. ~ 
Value with cost sharing n/a $305,000.; .342,000 
unlikely ~ ,frp4:r iJ.tJ 

A -l (A-Ut tOS,n75 ~w-(_bt,t) .. f51-S;~ 
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PURPOSE AND USE OF APPRAISAL 

This appraisal provides an estimate of the market value of the fee 
simple interest in the real estate identified in a following 
section titled "Identification of Property." Fee simple estate is 
full ownership; it is ownership of all the rights in real estate. 
Market value is defined in a following section of this report. 

Anticipated use of the appraisal is in a court suit to evaluate 
possible damages to the property resulting from government purchase 
of adjoining land. 

This is a complete appraisal, and this report is a self-contained 
appraisal report as defined in USPAP (the Uniform Standards of 
Professional Appraisal Practice) issued by the Appraisal Standards· 
Board of the Appraisal Foundation. 

The appraisal provides a market value estimate for the property as 
it existed January 1, 1989 and as of October 16, 1995. 

COMPETENCY 

The appraiser's experience is summarized on a page in the addenda 
titled "Qualifications of the Appraiser." This type of property in 
this area is one with which the appraiser is experienced, and no 
unusual steps were necessary to comply with competency 
requirements. 

UNUSUAL ASSUMPTIONS AND LIMITING CONDITIONS 

There are no unusual assumptions or limiting conditions. Standard 
assumptions and limiting conditions are stated after the final 
opinion of value and before the certification. 

Z745 
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DEFINITION OF MARKET VALUE 

The following definition of market value was published in the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, published in 
the Federal.Register, in Chapter 12, Code of General Regulation, 
Part 34.42(f) and has been widely accepted as the standard 
definition. 

The most probable price which a property should bring in a 
competitive and open market under all conditions requisite 
to a fair sale, the buyer and seller, each acting 
prudently, knowledgeably,_and assuming the price is not 
affected by undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition 
is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and 
the passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions 
whereby: 

1. buyer and seller are typically motivated; 

2. both parties are well informed or well advised, and 
each acting in what they consider their own best 
interest; 

3. a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open 
market; 

4. payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in 
terms of financial arrangements, comparable thereto; 
and 

5. the price represents the normal consideration for the 
property sold unaffected by special or creative 
financing or sales concessions granted by anyone 
associated with the sale. 

The inf~uence of financing on prices is further explained in Real 
Estate Aooraisal Terminoloav as part of the definition of 11 Cash 
Equivalent 11 as: 

A price expressed in terms of cash as distinguished from a 
price which is expressed all or partly in terms of the 
face amount of notes or other securities which cannot be 
sold at their face amount. 

The definition of market value adopted by government regulators is 
essentially the same as the definition by the Supreme Court of 
Virginia, which is: 

The price which one, under no compulsion, is willing to 
take for property which he has for sale, and which· 
another, under no compulsion being desirous and able to 
buy, is willing to pay for the article." (Talbot vs. 
Norfolk 158 va. 387, 163 S.E. 100) 
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MARKETING TIME 

Reasonable time to market property varies by property type and 
size. Residences typically reach contract in an average of 60 days 
according to real estate multiple listing service {MLS) reports 
over a period of years. Also from MLS year end statistics, 
commercial and industrial properties averaged 6 months to reach 
contract; land averaged 4 months to sell. Time to reach settlement 
adds around 60 days to marketing time for residences and 6 months 
to land, commercial and industrial properties. Total marketing 
time averaged 4 months for houses, 1 year for land, commercial and 
industrial properties. 

Comparable sales averaged around 3 years marketing time. 

For a short marketing period of less than 1 year, one can not rely 
upon finding an end user. Speculators have not been active and 
would have to be attracted at a deep discount. 

The market value estimate in this appraisal is based on a marketing 
time of 1 year. 

COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

For this appraisal, the property was inspected, local government 
staff and documents were consulted, and a search was made for 
information about the market. The County Attorney's staff provided 
some documents and some information about access. County files 
contained some information about proposed development of the 
property. Mr. Jack Rinker of Rinker Detwiler & Associates provided 
some cost estimates for sewer and other possible costs of 
development. 

In this report, after the introductory information, the property is 
identified, then characteristics about its market area that 
influence its value are described. After that follows a 
description of the property. From the property characteristics and 
its area, the highest and best use of the property is judged. In 
conducting an appraisal, there are three standard approaches used 
to obtain indications of a property's market value: 1) the cost 
approach, 2) the income approach, and 3) the comparable sales 
approach. Not all approaches are used for all properties, but when 
the nature of the property and the information available make it 
possible to obta~n a reliable indication by use of an approach, 'it 
is used and included. The subject property is vacant land so only 
the comparable sales and an income approach using development 
analysis were used. There are no structures, so the cost approach 
is not used. The land is vacant and does not produce income, so 
the income approach is not used. 
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In the comparable sales approach, the subject is compared to 
similar properties that have sold recently. Comparable sales were 
selected from listings of all ownership changes since January of 
1988. The most recent sales of similar properties in each time 
period are used. I subscribe to several deed reporting services 
and keep their reports in my office. Additionally, owners of other 
properties and real estate brokers have provided market 
information. Some of the data used was gathered while making 
appraisals of similar properties. Sources and confirmation of 
information about sold properties are listed on each sale 
description. 

After the valuation process the final opinion of its value is 
concluded. Supplementary information is in the addenda. 

This appraisal conforms to the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice ("USPAP 11

) adopted by the Appraisal Standards 
Board of the Appraisal Foundation. 
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IDENTIFICATION OF THE PROPERTY 

Included in this appraisal is the real estate identified as: 

Address: 

Legal: 

Tax map: 

Owner: 

Doves Landing subdivision 
9005 Doves Lane 
Manassas, Virginia 

Deed Book 1629 Page 1129 

065-001-000-073 

Omni Homes Inc. 

ASSESSMENT & REAL ESTATE TAXES 

Assessed value as of January 1, 1989 

Land: $436,091 which is · $6, 000 per acre 

Buildings: $0 

Total: $436,091 

Tax rate: $1.44 per $100 of assessed value 

Taxes: $6,280 

Estim.ratio: 100% assessments/sales prices 

Effective tax: 1.4% as a % of market value 

The assessed value for 1995 

Land: $473,2~0 which is $6,511 per acre 

Buildings: $0 

Total: $473,200 

Tax rate: $1.43 per $100 of assessed value 

Taxes: $6,743 

Estim.ratio: 100% assessments/sales prices 

Effective tax: 1.4% as a % of market value 
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Studies of assessed values compared to actual sales prices are 
performed by the State, but reports are several years behind the 
current tax year. The estimated ratio shown above is based 
partially on State reports, but primarily on observed ratios and 
information from assessment staffs. 

Although the ratio of assessments to sales prices under Virginia 
Law is supposed to be 100% in Virginia, prior to the recession of 
the early 1990's it was normally less. When real estate prices 
fell during the recession, assessed values often exceeded sales 
prices. 

The jurisdiction in which the subject lies reassesses all property 
annually based on sales preceding the reassessment. 

According to an article in the Potomac News, the Prince William 
County Office of Assessments reported that in 1994 commercial 
property which accounts for 22% of the tax base, lost value for the 
5th consecutive year. The decrease from 1993 to January 1994 was 
9% and 12% from 1992 to 1993. Through 1993, townhouses decreased 
1.6%, condominiums decreased ·2.3%, and single family assessed 
values were up 1.2%. On April 3, 1995, ~Washington~ 
reported Prince William County commercial assessments were down an 
average of 7.0% from January l, 1994 to January 1, 1995, while 
residential assessments rose 1.4%. 

The tax rate has remained fairly stable and no large changes are 
anticipated from information known to this appraiser. 

HISTORY OF THE PROPERTY 

This property has not been sold in the last 3 years. It was 
purchased by the present owners in January, 16, 1989. The recorded 
purchase price was $436,091 or $6,000 per acre. 

Since then the owners have had some engineering work performed on 
the property by the engineering firm of Greenhorne & O'Mara. A 
Preliminary Plan For Doves Landing was drafted but it has not been 
approved by the Prince William County Planning Department. The 
preliminary plan was reviewed by the Prince William County Service 
Authority, Department of Engineering and Wastewater and the County 
Department of Development Administration. Correspondence occurred 
between May and August of 1989. Copies of selected correspondences 
are included in the addenda. 

There is a memo from the records of The Business Bank of Fairfax 
dated January 11, 1993 which reports "Cost estimates are being 
prepared to finish the Doves L~ding property so that it can be 
marketed into finished 10 acre lots." There was no additional 
information available on these cost estimates. 
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The owners have also attempted to market the property. From 
information supplied by the client, the subject was listed with 
Premier Properties of Mclean, Virginia. This listing is several 
years old; we were unable to locate the listing agent to verify any 
market activity which occurred while the property was listed. 

There is currently no known agreement for sale of the property and 
no current listings, options or agreements of sale of the subject 
property were discovered in the course of this analysis. 

NEIGHBORHOOD 

~ediate Area {see addendum for County description) 

As of January, 1989 the appraised property is located in an area 
that is primarily rural and suburban in character. The surrounding 
properties are a mix of vacant land and single family detached 
residences on lots ranging in size from 1 acre to 5 acres. House 
siz~s and ages are mixed from small to large and old to new. Brief 
descriptions of the properties bordering the subject are in the 
following paragraphs. 

A vacant 188 acre parcel which is known as Doves Overlook borders 
the subject to the west. This parcel is zoned R-10 which· allows 
for the construction of single family housing with a minimum lot 
size of 10,000 square feet. A lease/agreement by Prince William 
County for the property was made October 5, 1993 and the County had 
not taken title by the date the appraisal was prepared. In 1988 it 
had been planned for development but the County refused approval 
and subsequently purchased the property. Neighboring Doves 
Overlook received preliminary plan approval in February, 1990 after 
much litigation with the county. Timing of development of this 
parcel was unknown in 1988. 

Parcel· #72 wh~ch fronts on the south side of Doves Lane adjoins· the 
subject to the west. This is a 2.acre parcel with a single family 
detached dwelling with a total assessed value for land and building 
of $97,000. 

The southern boundary of the subject borders land that fronts on 
the Occoquan River or what is the back waters of Lake Jackson, 
which is owned by the County of Prince William. From tax records 
the property is listed as all under water but from tax maps, aerial 
photographs, and the Preliminary Plan of Doves Landing, the parcel 
is densely wooded. 

Along Doves Lane, before reaching the subject, there are 2 small 
subdivisions. The first is located off Brother Court. Homes were 
constructed in the mid to late 1970's and are located ·on lots 
ranging in size from 1 acre to 3 acres. These are average quality 
houses with assessed values in the $170,000's. There is also a 7 
lot subdivision known as Tall Trees which is located on the north 
side of Doves Lane. Lot sizes·in Tall Trees are 3 to 5 acres. ~~o 
homes have been constructed in Tall Trees. 

Z75Z 
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One was built in 1985 and is a 1,336 square foot rambler with a 
total assessed value of $193,500. A second home was constructed in 
1987 which is a 3,781 square foot house with a total assessed value 
of $294,500. 

Access from the subject to the City of Manassas and local commuter 
routes is average. The City of Manassas is 3 miles north via 
Brentsville Road to Route 234. From the City of Manassas, Route 28 
provides access to western Fairfax County and Interstate Route 66. 

Entry to the subject property is limited. The property is located 
beyond the end of state maintained Doves Lane. Doves Lane is a 
gravel, state maintained road. Access to Doves Lane is via Bradley 
Forest Road or Smithfield Road which also intersects with 
Brentsville Road to the north. Bradley Forest Road is an interior 
street of Bradley Forest subdivision and is a narrow, 2 lane, 
paved, state maintained road. Smithfield Road is similar but is a 
little wider. 

A second possible entry point to the subject is through the 
neighboring parcel known as Doves Overlook. This parcel was 
planned for development·as of January 1989 but the timing was 
uncertain. The subject borders the easternmost portion of this 
parcel. Access through any future street in Doves Overlook would 
be dependant on the phasing of construction and the developers of 
Doves Overlook desire to provide access to the subject. 

As of late 1988 there is no access to public sewer and water in the 
subject area. The surrounding properties have developed with 
individual well and septic systems. The subject does not have 
access to public water and sewer. Public sewer is planned for the 
area but the timing of this is unknown. 

Little has changed in the subject's immediate area since 1989 
through October, 1995. The area has maintained its rural 
character. The neighboring parcel which is known as Doves Overlook 
was purchased by Prince William County. It is no longer planned 
for intensive development and is now a possible site for a county 
park. 

Growth and employment data for the subject's area and Prince 
William County in 1988 and 1995 are located in the two separate. 
Prince William County Descriptions located in the addenda of this 
appraisal. 
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Competition 

The owners of Bradley Forest Sections 2 & 3, are currently 
attempting to market 37 platted lots which are zoned R-10. The 
owner has proposed developing the property with drainfield and 
wells. The owner has not had adequate soils work completed on the 
property to determine the number of septic field sites available. 
The current listing price appears to be unreasonable. The owner is 
asking $1,700,000 for the 37 lots or $45,945 per lot. The listing 
does provide an indication that owners of a parcel with the same 
zoning as the subject plan well and septic development not a sewer 
and water .development. 

In October 1995, there is a current listing located at 9155 French 
Ford Road which is off Bristow Road. It is on the south side of 
the Occoquan River across from the subject. This property·is about 
82 acres and is offered for sale at $425,000 or about $5,200 per 
acre. The property is zoned R-1-5 which allows for detached houses 
on lots as small as 1 acre. The listing indicates there are about 
30 delineated drainfield sites, a site assessment and feasibility 
study along with a site plan are available which shows 15 lots with 
5 to 7 bedroom percolation sites. The listing also states the 
seller is attempting to rezone the land to allow for·10 acre lots 
which will reduce the proffers and reduce the number of lots which 
could be platted to 8 lots. R-l-5 zoning requires a developer to 
construct an asphalt road to the lots which would not be required 
with A-1 zoning. This propercy has been on the market with the 
current broker since October 19, 1994 with no price change. It may 
have also been listed before with another broker. The owner is 
listed as the Assets Resolution Corporation. The current road 
providing access to these lots is a poor quality dirt road. 

A listing which is identified as parcels 6 and 7B is located on 
Hershey Drive off Aden Road in south central Prince William County. 
The property contains about 87 acres and is listed at $525,000 or 
about $6,000 per acre. It has a l acre lake and is reported to be 
relatively level. It is zoned A-1, agricultural, and is in an area 
which has a planned use of AE,· agricultural estate, which allows 
for detached houses on a minimum of 10 acre lots. According to the 
listing, this property has been on the market since November 22, 
1994 with no price change. 

The fourth listing is located at 12604 Hazelwood Drive which is in 
south central Prince William County south of Aden Road near the 
Fauquier County line and a portion of Quantico Marine Base. This 
property is listed for $975,000 and contains about 504 acres which 
equates to about $1,900 per acre. This property is ·zoned A-1, 
agricultural, and is located in an area which has a planned use of 
AE, agricultural estate which allows for detached houses on a 
minimum of 10 acre lots. This property has been on the market 
since March l, 1995 with no change in price. 
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The final listing is located at 11609 West Valley View Drive south 
of Bristow Road and north of Aden Road south of the Manassas 
Airport. This property is listed for $975,000 and contains about 
131 acres which results in an asking price of about $7,450 per 
acre. It is adjacent to a golf course, and part of the land 
adjoins Kettle Run. The property is zoned A-1, agricultural and 
the planned use for the area is AE, agricultural estate, which 
allows for detached houses on a minimum of 10 acre lots. From the 
listing, this property went on the market on March 4, 1995 for 
$1,175,000 and it appears that the price was dropped in July of 
1995. 

Of the five listings, the first and second are located near the 
sUbject. The other listings are in more rural areas where the 
likelihood of denser development is very ~emote. The largest 
parcel is the most remote and is offered at the lowest per acre 
price. Listing one and two provide indications of plans of 
property owners nearby the subject. The owners of the two parcels 
both plan to 11 down zone" the property to reduce their development 
expenses and in turn make the parcels marketable. 
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CURRENT AND PROJECTED MARXET CONDITIONS 

The demand for properties like the subject was low in January 1989 
and remains low in 1995. The subject is located in an area that is 
rural in character. Home buyers purchasing houses in a FUral area, 
generally desire lots that are at least 1 acre in size. The 
property was also intentionally or unintentionally being marketed 
as an additional section of the neighboring Doves Overlook. This 
limited the marketability of the subject due to the legal preceding 
Doves Overlook was involved in throughout the late 1980's and early 
1990's. 

In the late 1980's development in Prince William County was 
primarily around the Manassas and Woodbridge areas. Subdivisions 
in these areas were marketing single family detached and attached 
housing within close proximity to Interstates 66 and 95, these two 
routes being the two primary commuter routes into the washington 
Metropolitan Area. Outside the Manassas and Woodbridge areas, the 
communities of Dale City and Lake Montclair were actively marketing 
single family detached housing but both of these communities are 
located near Interstate 95. 

In more remote areas, subdivisions were being developed with l to 5 
acre lots with private well and septic systems. Home buyers were 
and are willing to forgo the longer commuting time and the 
conveniences of the more densely developed areas to obtain larger 
lots with rural surroundings. 

As areas of the county have developed with water and sewer, it has 
been in a manner that as one subdivision is successfully marketing 
houses, the neighboring properties are then planned for 
development. These properties develop with supply and demand in 
area. Subdivisions do not typically develop in a "leap frog" 
manner with developers passing by other parcels which are available 
and ready for development. Parcels which are considered ready for 
development are the parcels which.are the next to a subdivision 
which is nearly sold out. Developing properties in this manner 
typically reduces the development cost, as utilities are near and 
do not have to be extended as far and new home buyers have shown a 
desire to locate in the given area. 

Marketing lots and new houses in remote locations is more difficult 
than in areas where there are other developing communities. New 
home sales in developing areas can be difficult due to the 
competition from other builders. Profitable home sales in these 
developing areas can also be difficult due to builders attempting 
to market lower cost housing than the neighboring builder or 
offering extras at lower prices. Builders marketing housing 
outside of developing areas must compete with the builders in the 
more desired locations. Builders in remote locations have higher 
marketing expenses in trying to get new home buyers to drive to 
these remote locations. They will also have a lower absorption 
pace than the builders in the closer in locations due to the 
limited number of people they are able to entice to the area. 
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Large builders which are capable of constructing and selling 
several houses per month will typically not go into remote 
locations and purchase undeveloped or developed lots. The 
developer of a subdivision is then forced to market lots to 
builders who do not have an established reputation or name 
recognition and are not capable of selling houses at a acceptable 
pace. 

New home buyers typically seek locations which are near local 
commuter routes, schools, shopping, and surroundings which are 
comparable or above the quality of housing they intend to purchase. 

The developers of Doves Landing have not'attempted to develop the 
property separately from the neighboring Doves Overlook. In doing 
so they have forced themselves to time the development of the 
subject with the development plans of the neighboring property. 
The neighboring parcel has been involved in litigation with Prince 
William County and during this time the development plans of the 
subject were on hold. Due to the decisions of the owners of the 
subject property to not obtain an additional point of ingress and 
egress via Doves Lane, they limited their development potential. 

The cost of bringing public sewer and water to the Doves .Landing 
has been a limiting factor in the development of the subject and 
the surrounding area. There are other parcel in the immediate area 
which are zoned R-10. It is not known if the owners of the subject 
have attemoted to form a consortium with the other land owners to 
divide the-development cost between the members of the consortium. 

The client provided cost estimates for bringing sewer and water to 
the subject. The cost estimate also provides the share of the cost 
if the subject was developed in conjunction with the neighboring 
Doves Overlook. There is no known formal agreement between the 
owners of the subject and the former owners of Doves Overlook or 
the banks which financed their purchase on how development costs 
were to be split. The owners of the subject also have not obtained 
all of the needed sewer and water easements needed to begin 
development of the infrastructure. The cost estimates do not 
include a estimate of the cost of the easement to the property. 
The estimates indicate the cost to bring sewer and water to the 
subject is $2,184,879. The neighboring Doves Overlook was planned 
for 405 lots and the subject was planned for 106 ·lots. From these 
estimates the subject share of the cost if they are developed 
together is $456,606 or $4,300 per lot. These costs only bring the 
utilities to the property and do not include any of the additional 
site development cost. 
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The subjec~ is being appraised as of January 1, 1989 so absorption 
time from this time period will be examined. In the mid 1980's, 
the pace of construction increased while prices for lots rose. 
Then, towa=d the end of 1988, sales slowed. Sales volume actually 
peaked in 1986. During the first six months of 1986, sales 
totalled 16, 854 units; but, by 1989, the tot·al volume for that year 
had fallen to 7, ·605 units. This downward sales trend continued in 
1990 but has moved upward since 1991. 

In January, 1989, Housing Data Reports, a publication which tracks 
new home sales in the Washington Metropolitan Area, was tracking 
new home sales in 28 subdivision marketing single· family detached 
housing in Prince William County. These are not all of the 
subdivisions in the county but were the communities with sales of 1··. 
plus house per builder per month. These subdivisions have lots of 
similar sizes as planned for the subject. Of the 28 subdivisions, 
17 were located in the Woodbridge-Occoquan area and 11 were located 
in the Manass~. area. The average absorption per project-was 4 
units per month in the Manassas area and 4.76 units per month in 
the Woodbridge-Occoquan area which also includes Dale City. 

The sub~ is also being appraised a~ of October 16, i995. There 
are 15 subdivisions in the western half of Prince William County 
marketing single family detached housing comparable to the housing 
which would be constructed on the subject property. These. 
subdivisions have an absorption pace of 2 units per month. These 
projects are located near the City of Manassas and along the Linton 
Hall corridor. 

The County description in the addenda includes information on 
history of numbers of building permits as well as other market 
condition data. 

Financing for vacant land was essentially unavailable in January of 
1989. In October 1995, financing is available at rates around 10% 
for 70% of the market value of land ready for immediate 
development:. 

Future supply and demand relationships are now expected to remain 
the same, but in January of 1989 there was great concern about the 
building industry. 
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LAND DESCRIPTION 

Size: 

Shape: 

Frontage: 

Road type: 

Entry: 

72.6819 acres or 3,166,024 sq.ft. 
From a Preliminary Plan for Doves Landing 
which was designed to the R-10 zoning 
criteria, there are 106 lots on 60.99 acres 
planned for the property. The lots range is 
size from 225,200 square feet to 10,000 sauare 
feet. The average lot size is 24,1~7 square 
feet, which is just over 1/2 acre. Of the 106 
lots a portion of 35 of the lots are located 
in floodplain. There are 5.39 acres of open 
space on 7 separate parcels scattered through 
the subdivision. Of these 7 parcels, "Parcel 
A" is 0.46 acres which does not border the 
larger tract which is subject. 

Irregular but ok, 

The parcel has no frontage on a state 
maintained road. Access to the parcel is via 
an easement which extends from the end of 
state maintenance on Doves Lane. This 
easement is located at the northeasternmost 
portion of the subject. From Doves Lane there 
is a strip 30.09 feet wide and 416.15 long 
that extends to the main part of the parcel 
beside the Kitchen property. East of the 
Kitchen property, the subject fronts on an 
abandoned portion of Sinclair's Mill Road. 

Doves Lane is a gravel 2 lane state maintained 
road. If developed under R-10 zoning, the 
roads accessing the subject and the roads 
within the subdivision would have to be 
constructed to state standards which requires 
improveme~ts to Doves Lane. 

The owners planned to the gain access to state 
maintained roads through Doves Overlook· in 
1988 via Smithfield Road. The current cost to 
construct Smithfield Road is estimated at 
$619,052. The pro-rata share for the subject 
is $~29,371 or $~,209 per lot if developed in 
co~junction with Doves Overlook. Without 
Doves Overlook the subject might bear the 
total cost for the construction of Smithfield 
Road. Entry can be obtained via Doves Lane 
however this would require purchasing 
additional right of way and making 
improvements to existing Doves Lane. 

2760 
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Access: 

Sewer: 

Water: 

Topography: 

Soils: 

If the property were developed with well and 
septic, the access roads and the interior 
streets of the subdivision could be gravel and 
Doves Lane would not have to be improved. The 
required street right of way would need to be 
40 feet wide which would require obtaining 
additional right of way. The could be 
obtained from the neighboring parcel #72 owned 
by Terry L & Eva Jean Kitchen. The reported 
asking price of this parcel is $90,000. 

The City .of Manassas is 3 miles north via 
Brentsville Road and Route 234. From the City 
of Manassas, Route 28 provides access to 
western Fairfax County and Interstate 66. 
Reaching Doves Lane from Brentsville .Road 
requires traveling Bradley Forest Road to 
Smithfield Road. These are narrow 2 lane, 
paved, state maintained, roads. 

Sewer is available 16,100 feet to the east at 
the Cockrell Branch trunk. The current cost 
of constructing sewer and water mains to the 
subject is estimated at $2,218,879. If 
developed in conjunction with Doves Overlool~ 
the pro-rata share for the subject is $456,606 
or $4,267 per lot. 

There are reported to be 4 septic field sites 
with an 80% probability of approval and 2 
additional sites with a less than SO% 
probability of approval on the property. 

Public water is 14,200 feet north. The 
estimated cost of the water main is $439,600. 
There are plans for well lots which would be 
dedicated to the Service Authority according 
to the preliminary plan. If the subject was 
subdivided with large lots, the lots would 
have private wells for each lot. 

Gently rolling down to nearly level flood 
plain. The general topography is low, 80% of 
the property is located between the sao and 
100 flood plain. 

A letter from Mr. John Elder to Castor 
Chasten, Planner II, dated August 2, 1989 
describing the soils of the subjec~ property 
is included in addenda. The client reported 
that there were 6 perc sites located on the 
subject. The probability for approval of 2 of 
these lots is less than SO%, an estimated lot 
count of 5 perc sites will be used. 
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Access: 

Sewer: 

Water: 

Topography: 

Soils: 

If the property were developed with well and 
septic, the access roads and the interior 
streets of the subdivision could be gravel and 
Doves Lane would not have to be improved. The 
required street right of way would need to be 
40 feet wide which would require obtaining 
additional right of way. The could be 
obtained from the neighboring parcel #72 owned 
by Terry L & Eva Jean Kitchen. The reported 
asking price of this parcel is $90,000. 

The City of Manassas is 3 miles north via 
Erentsville Road and·Route 234. From the City 
of Manassas, Route 28 provides access to 
western Fairfax County and Interstate 66. 
Reaching Doves Lane from Erentsville Road 
requires traveling Bradley Forest Road to 
Smithfield Road. These are narrow 2 lane, 
paved, state maintained, roads. 

Sewer is available 16,100 feet to the east at 
the Cockrell Branch trunk. The current cost 
of constructing sewer and water mains to the 
subject is estimated at $2,2~8,879. · If 
developed in conjunction with Doves Overlook 
the pro-rata share for the subject is $456,606 
or $4,267 per lot. 

There are reported to be 4 septic field sites 
with an 80% probability of approval and 2 
additional sites with a less than SO% 
probability of approval on the property. 

Public water is 14,200 feet north. The 
estimated cost of the water main is $439,600. 
There are plans for well lots which would be 
dedicated to the Service Authority according 
to the pre~iminary plan. If the subject was 
subdivided with large lots, the lots would 
have private wells for each lot. 

Gently rolling down to nearly level flood 
plain. The general topography is low, 80% of 
the property is located between the 500 and 
100 flood plain. 

A letter from Mr. John Elder to Castor 
Chasten, Planner II, dated August 2, 1989 
describing the soils of the subject property 
is included in addenda. The client reported 
that there were 6 perc sites located on the 
subject. The probability for approval of 2 of 
these lots is less than SO%, an estimated lot 
count of 5 perc sites will be used. 
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Vegetation: 

Flood plain: 

Natural Value: 

Wetlands 

Other values: 

The property is completely wooded with 
relatively large trees, most of which are 
hardwoods. 

According to FEMA maps #51153C0178 D, 
#51153C0186 D, 51153C0187 D, and 
51153C01187 D approximately 20% of the 
subject is within zone X above 500 year flood 
plain, 45% is designated AE which is 100 year 
flood plain, and the remaining 35% is within 
zone XU which are areas of 500 year flood and 
areas of 100 year flood with average depths 
of less than 1 foot. The Prince William 
County Mapping Department defines XU as the 
area located between the sao year and 100 
year. The effective date of the maps is· 
January 5, 1995. The area in flooo plain 
appears unchanged from the earlier maps. The 
4 separate map numbers are due to the subject 
being split be~ween 4 map pages. 

none observed but the appraiser is not an 
expert in these matters. 

There were no RPA designations in January 
1989. In October 1995, approximately 3·5%' of 
the subject property is designated as a RPA, 
(Resource Protection Area) which indicates 
the presence of wetlands or protection of 
adjacent wetlands or streams. The subject 
borders the Occoquan River the land adjacent 
to the river and is low lying. 

There was no obvious evidence of cultural 
value, recreational value, or scientific 
value observed on the subject property. The 
property borders land owned by Prince William 
County on its southern and western boundary. 
This is based on an inspection of the 
property and the County's Comprehensive Land 
Use Plan which identifies environmental 
resources, designated cultural resources, 
public land, and parks/open space. There is 
an easement for an overhead, 2 phase electric 
line which is near the western boundary of 
the subject. The easement crosses the 
western boundary near its northern end and 
extends approximately 400 into the property 
before crossing the Occoquan River along the 
southern boundary of the subject. 
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Other: 

BUILDING DESCRIPTION 

There is a small parcel which is mapped as 
"Parcel A" on the Preliminary Plan of Doves 
Landing. This parcel does not border the 
larger subject parcel. Parcel A is separated 
from the subject by the land which is owned 
by Prince William County which borders the 
Occoquan.River along the southern boundary of 
the subject. It is mapped as tax map 
64-001-SB. 

There are no building or structures located on the subject 
property. 
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ZONING AND LAND USE PLAN 

Current zoning is R-10 without proffers. On the preliminary plan 
there is a conunent; "Note: A monetary contribution of $12,942.60 
will be made to the Prince William County Park Authority." 

A copy of a Preliminary Plan for Doves Landing which was designed 
by the engineering firm of Greenhorne & O'Mara, Inc. dated January 
9, ~988 with revision in November ~3, ~989, February 8, 1990, and 
March 23, 1990 was supplied by the client. A Preliminary Plan of 
Doves Landing was first submitted to Prince William County on 
February 10, 1987. From the plan dated January 9, 1980 there are 
106 lots mapped on the subject. These lots range in size from 
0.229 acres to 5.169 acres. This is not an approved Preliminary 
Plan but is an indication of a possible development plan for the 
subject. 

The Long Range Future Land Use Map Adopted August 3, 1982, amended 
May 2, 1989, indicates the planned use of the subject is Rural 
Residential which is planned for 1 dwelling per 1 to 5 acres. The 
Rural Residential planned use was superseded by a court ruling and 
the R-10 zoning which is the higher density qualifies as the Long 
Range Planned Use. From the Long Range Planned Use Map dated 
November 16, 1993 the planned Use is SRL Suburban Residential Low · 
which is 1 to 4 units per acre. The current planned use is in line 
with the current R-10 zoning. 

The present use is in compliance with existing zoning and the land 
use plan. 

Proffers have been required for rezoning in recent years. Land 
zoned before proffers were required is exempt from proffers. 
Average cost of proffers is approximately 10% of land value but 
ranges widely. The amount of road frontage has a large effect on 
the cost of proffers since typically road dedication and road 
construction are normally required. 

In considering development of the subject under the R-10 zoning the 
first hurdle to overcome is entry to the subject. The subject 
fronts on a easement which provides access to state maintained 
Doves Lane. There is another possible entry point to the subject 
property which is through the parcel which borders the subject 
along it northwestern boundary. The owners of the subject property 
have indicated there was an informal agreement with Doves Lane 
Associates, the owners of the neighboring property. The agreement 
was for the subject to gain access to a state maintained road 
through their property. The timing of when this access would 
become available, the cost associated with construction of the 
access road to the subject property, and the maintenance agreement 
until the road was taken into Virginia road system is not known. 

The access which is available from the subject to Doves Lane has 
not changed from 1988 to ~995. 
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The easement which the subject fronts on is abandoned Sinclair Mill 
Road. This access is believed to be 30 feet wide. From the 
Preliminary Plan of Doves Landing, state maintained Doves Lane has 
a prescriptive right of way of 30 feet. In developing the subject 
it reas~n~le to belive that the developers of Dove Landing would 
be requ~red to and would want to make improvements to Doves Lane. 
Some of the improvements along Doves Lane would be to pave Doves 
Lane and widen the current road width. In doing this the drainage 
ditches along Doves Lane would have to be improved. If any 
utilities were located in these areas they would have to be moved. 
Any improvements which took place out side the 30 foot wide right 
of way would require obtaining additional right of way from the 
land owners along each side of Doves Lane. From the 1988 Prince 
William County Tax Records there were 10 separate land owners along 
Doves Lane. It is not known if the owne+s of Doves Landing had 
made attempts to obtain the additional right of way. 

To proceed with off site road improvements a Public Improvement 
Plan which shows the road improvements would be needed. This plan 
would be submitted to the county and Virginia Department of 
Transportation for approval. A preliminary study of the Public 
Improvement Plan would improve the marketability of subject by 
showing there is ingress and egress without being dependant on the 
development of the adjoining parcel. 

The second possible access road from the subject to a state 
maintained road is through the neighboring proposed subdivision 
known as Doves Overlook via proposed Smithfield Road. This access 
is hinged upon the development of Doves Overlook. As discussed 
earlier, there was reported to have been an informal agreement 
between the owner of the subject and the owners of Doves Overlook 
to allow access through Doves Overlook through Smithfield Road. 
Smithfield Road is the primary road through Doves Overlook. The 
terms of this agreement are not known. The Prince William Coun~y 
Planning Department also requires interparcel connectors between 
adjoining parcels. The developers of the subject would gain access 
after a road·was constructed o~ the adjoining parcel. 

The subject is zoned R-10 and can be developed with septic but is 
limited to the number of septic field sites which could be located 
on the property. The subject would not need to be rezoned for this 
use. The quality of the soils on the subject limit the number of 
possible septic field sites on the property. It has been estimated 
that there are 6 possible sites on the subject property. This 
would be the maximum· number of lots the subject could be subdivided 
into. With 6 lots, the average lot size would be 12 acres per lot. 
Since the probability for approval of 2 of these lots is less than 
SO%, an estimated lot count of 5 will be used. 
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If the subject were developed with the R-10 zoning with S large 
lots the development standards would be greatly reduced. The 
developers could apply for a variance from the BZA to develop the 
subject under the A-1 zoning standards which allow the current 
access via Doves Lane and the easement to the property but the 
width of the easement is required to be 40 feet where it is 30-
feet. 

-21- A!767 



HIGHEST AND BEST USE 

The highest and best use of a property is the use that will produce 
t~e greatest net ret~rns. It is the most profitable likely use. 
F~rst, one must cons~der the highest anq best use of the land as if 
it were vacant and available for development. Second, the highest 
and best use of the land with its structures must be evaluated. 
Most often, the highest and best use is the present use. However, 
there are situations when the existing structures do not constitute 
the highest and best use of the land. The highest and best use is 
defined in "The Appraisal of Real Estate", ninth edition, published 
by the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers as: 

"The reasonable and probable use of vacant land or 
improved property, which is physically possible, 
appropriately supported, financially feasible, and that 
results in the highest value." 

There are 4 criteria for highest and best use. The text ]ust cited 
says: 

"The highest and best use must be 

1) physically possible, 
2) legally permissible, 
3) financially feasible, 
4} maximally productive. 

A#·'~ 
In my opinion the highest and best use of the lan~in January 
was to hold it as an investment while awaiting po sible devel 
of the adjoining parcel that would bring sewer, w. ter, and a 
road nearer with or without cost sharing. Now ~taetit the po sible ~ 
development of the adjoining parcel, the highest and best use is toh 1_ J 

develop with the maximum number of lots which are available using ·;~ 
well and septic systems. It has been estimated by specialists that ~ 
there are 4 probable and 2 questionable septic field sites on the 
property. There are subdivisions near the subject marketing lots 
which range in size from 1 to 10 acres. The highest and best use 
has changed from January, 1989 to the present. 

Physicallv Possible 

Physically, the land is suited to these uses. The soils on the 
subject property are generally poor due to the port~on which is 
mapped as flood plain and relatively low percolation. Only 20~ of 
the total acreage of the subject is located outside the limits of 
the 500 year flood plain and 65% of the property is located outside 
the 100 year flood plain. This limits the portion of the subject 
which can be developed. The soils of the subject limit its 
potential development with septic sites to a maximum of 6 sites, 
but 2 of those potential sites are characterized.as having a less 
than 50% probability of approval. 
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Legallv Permissible 

It is zoned R-10 for single family detached housing on lots as 
small as 10,000 square feet. 

Surrounding properties are vacant or used for residences on 
relatively large lots and the trend has been slow conversion from 
woodland to large lot residences. 

Financiallv Feasible 

Economic feasibility of development with sewer and water was poor 
in January 1989 and now. Efficient development was dependent upon 
development of the adjoining parcel and that was uncertain. 
Financing of offsite improvements was not really available in 1989 
but is somewhat available now. The site was remote and lot prices 
would have to be at lower than average prices. High sewer costs 
would reduce the net income available to the land owner. Market 
times for lots were long in 1989 but have improved now. The supply 
of competitive land was abundant in January 1989, numerous 
prospective buyers were dropping their deposits and not settling on 
similar land. Now there are developers buying R-10 land and land 
for large lot development but they are selective and throughout the 
1990's have been buying land ready to develop. Having to wait for 
others to build roads and sewer lines made this land suited to 
speculative investment rather than immediate development in January 
1989. Now, with some remaining access problems, it is ready for 
large lot development. 

Maximallv Productive 

The land would be most valuable if held as an investment in January 
1989. Now it would be most profitable to develop it with large 
lots immediately since holding costs of 11% exceed lot price 
increases around 6% now seen in the·market. 

The expenses of developing the_subject under the R-10 zoning is 
discussed in greater detail later in this report. 
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LAND VALUE ESTIMATE 

Sales that are representative of the subject's market value are 
described on the following pages. After this, they are compared 
with the subject with adjustments made to account for differences 
between the comparable sales and the subject. Presented below is a 
complete explanation of the criteria used to account for these 
differences. Then presented are the individual sales followed by 
the comparison section. 

Adjustments For Differences in Land Features 

Adjustments for differences between the subject and similar 
p~operties are based on several major sources. My experience in 
analyzing sales prices while appraising the past 24 years, have 
provided me with the knowledge of the effects of various 
characteristics on prices. Over those years, I have occasionally 
found pairs of sales of properties that were nearly identical, 
except for the difference of one feature. These paired sales 
showed the effect of one feature on market value. Sales studied 
were mostly in Prince William, Culpeper,. Stafford, and Fairfax 
Counties of Virginia but some examples were found as far away as, 
Maryland, Pennsylvania, and New Jersey where I have done some 
special appraisals. Some factors are drawn from computer assisted 
studies I conducted while developing and operating an automated 
assessment system of all the 20,000 sales that occurred in Prince 
William County during a six year period. Later I used a computer 
for statistical analvsis of all the commercial and industrial land 
sales transacted from 1985 to 1990 in Manassas City. 

The most important statistical study used by me and others is 
multiple regression analysis which measures the effect the main 
physical characteristics have on sales prices. Multiple Regression 
analysis is discussed in The Aooraisal of ~ Estate, Tenth 
Edition, and says in the opening statement in the section on 
"Statistical Reference" in Append~x B, page 661: 

Statistical inference is based on the assumption that past 
market actions provide a valid basis for forecast~ng 
present or future market actions. 

Statistical studies of past market transactions indicate that there 
are significant ~ariations in price for characteristics such as 
size, shape, neighborhood, and access. Paired sales, groups of 
sales, information from buyers, and statistical analysis in many 
areas all indicate that the main characteristics that drive market 
values are applicable to real estate in different regions and over 
time. 

The results of statistical studies and paired sales is tempered by 
general experience with sales and motivations of buyers to arrive a 
reasonable adjustments for the differences between the property 
being appraised and comparable sales. 
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Following is an explanation of the adjustments used to evaluate 
differences between the subject property and the comparable sales. 
After they are described, sales that are representative of the 
subject's market value are presented, and adjusted accordingly to 
arrive at the final estimated market value. 

Date of sale: Sale prices of land in the subject's area increased 
in excess of 24% per year from 1985 to 1989. Since the beginning 
of 1989, prices have decreased measurably. Comparable sales of 
undeveloped tracts are adjusted as listed in the table above the 
sales comparison grid. In the comparison of finished lots to the 
subject, recent sales are used to avoid the need to adjust for 
cha~ges in market conditions. 

Location: Adjustments are based on the convenience to commuters and 
the value of surrounding housing. These adjustments were derived 
from sales studies I made and directed as· County Assessor. The 
studies of sales included statistical analysis of all sales in 
Prince William County for a period of 6 years, and lot price 
patterns in a 500 lot subdivision in Fairfax County. 

Accessibility, is rated and adjusted for differences in convenience 
for commuters. Studies of sales showed a pattern of lot values 
decreasing l/2% for each mile distance from an interchange. 
Immediate access also affects prices; properties with frontage on 
state roads command a premium over those with access over a 
privately maintained road. · 

Surroundings are measured by the average value o~ buildings 
surrounding the property. Clearly surroundings are one of the most 
important factors in setting the price of a property. From large 
statistical studies, the rate of influence upon residential land 
prices appears to be 1/3% per 1% change in value. For example land 
sales in an area of good buildings (where building values are 
around $60 per square foot) show land selling for 10% more than in 
an area with average quality buildings (where building values are 
approximately $45 per square foot).. While I was County Assessor, 
all lots in Prince William County-were assessed using that as the 
measure of surroundings, with an average error between assessed 
values and sales prices of only 5% in residential properties. 

Zoning: To the greatest extent possible, sales with the same zoning 
as the subject are used. Adjustments in zoning are made depending 
on the amount of engineering completed at the time of sale. It 
takes .around six months to one year to engineer a zoned parcel and 
get County approvals for subdivision. Rezoning of a parcel will 
take an additional quarter year. During this time there are 
engineering expenses and county fees to be paid, as well as the 
~xpense of carrying the land during that period. A table listing 
the cost bringing a property only zoned to the status of plan 
approved, ready for recording; follows. Most undevelop~d 
residential land purchases in this area are of property with lots 
ready to be recorded. 
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These expenses must be considered when comparing sales of land only 
zoned to land with engineering complete and lots ready to be 
recorded. 

Financing, when unusual or special, is adjusted for and explained 
when applicable. Financing was not available from 1989 till 1995 
fro~ tra~itional sources for raw land without preliminary 
eng1neer1ng completed. Consequently, land carrying costs during 
this period was at equity investment rates, which is were around 
20% per year. 

Engineering is the second largest cost; plans for this type of 
subdivision typically are in the range from $800 to $1,200 per lot 
for construction plans and record plats, including some extra 
revisions that typically occur. Taxes must be paid during this 
time; taxes are estimated at 1% per year. 

Carrying cost 

Engineering 
design, submittal 

Taxes 

Value of prelim. plan 

20% for 1 year, @ equity rate 

10% to 15% 

1% 

31% 

Sewer: Sales of land with and without sewer in various places in 
Prince William County, most evident when sewer was installed in 
Wellington Road westward from Manassas, show that sewer at the 
property or near it doubles the land value as compared to land 
which percolates poorly and has no prospects of obtaining sewer. 
Where sewer lines must be built, sewer lines, engineering, and 
other associated costs total approximately $50.00 per square foot. 
A pump station costs approximately $50,000 to $100,000 depending on 
size. Since most people will not bear the cost of building a line 
by themselves, the influence on land value is usually less than the 
full cost to extend a sewer line .. In the City of Manassas the 
pattern of prices for distance·from sewer showed land prices 
dropping 7% per 1,000 feet which. was 38% per mile up to a max~mum 
of SO%. In the subject's case the cost of sewer line extension is 
~0~. 

Topography: Sales show a decrease in price with increasing 
steepness of land. The influence on price is in the range near 1% 
per 1% of slope angle. (Slope is measured in percentage of rise (a 
rise of 1 foot in 100 feet is a 1% slope.) As an example, 
moderately sloped land with 5% slope angle sells for approximately 
10% more than rolling land with a slope angle of 15%. 
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Shape: Irregular~y or triangul~rly shaped lots possess unusable 
land or restricted building area. Narrow lots leave less land 
between houses which reduces appearance and privacy. With the 
minimum width lot of 100 feet, side yard requirements of 25 feet 
would leave room for a so foot house and a 2 car garage. While 
wide enough to build a typical large house, privacy is reduced. 
Adjustments are made accordingly. 

Some sales possess water frontage which adds to the land value. 
Flood plain generally detracts from market value. However, since 
flood plain can be counted as density, the effect on value can be 
minimal if the flood plain is small and can serve as part of back 
yards. All sales are adjusted accordingly. 

Size: Adjustments are based on past experience with the 
relationship of size to prices, which affects the total cost of a 
project and the absorption time. Sales of tracts of land indicate 
a pattern of little difference in price for various sizes of 
parcels. The lack of discount for size.is explained, by 
developers, by control of a larger area offsetting the disadvantage 
of size. Individual lots are affected by size. 

Sales of a large number of lots in one sale show a di~count in 
price as compared to phased delivery. As an example Equity 
Resources, Inc. purchased 39 lots in Brittany Subdivision (PWC tax 
map# 17-9-multiple lots) for $2,397,468 or $61,500 per lot in 
January of 1990. In August 1990, in the same subdivision, 
N.V. Homes, Inc. purchased 3 lots for $219,000 or $70,500 per lot. 
Winchester Homes purchased 34 lots, in December 1991 in the Lake 
Ridge Community. The consideration was $1,487,500 or $43,750 per 
~lot. Earlier in 1991 Winchester Homes had made purchases of 6 and 
8 lot groups for $55,000 per lot. The price difference for the 
larger number of lots as compared to the small number was -26%. 
After purchasing these lots in late 1991, which reportedly required 
an additional cost of $2,000 per lot, a contract was signed with 
Ryland Homes. Ryland Homes contracted for 35 lots and purchased 
their first lot in January 1992 for $57,000 per lot. This phased 
delivery a represents a 30% in~rease over the bulk sale. 

Development costs that are unusual or different between the subject 
and comparable sales are adjusted based on the cost of the 
development item. In the case of old zoning, although there are no 
proffers, there usually will be frontage improvements to roads 
required by the county. 

Frontage improvements are based on the number of vehicle trips per 
day generated by the subdivision. These are minimum improvements 
that can be increased during the zoning process. The number of 
vehicle trips per day is the number of lots in the subdivision 
multiplied by 10. For a subdivision with less than 300 units a 
simple subdivision entrance is required. Frontage improvements 
would include right of way dedication, and a left turn lane. The 
typical length of the improvement would be 550 feet. In a 
subdivision with over 300 units a full entrance is required which 
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includes right and left turn lanes and acceleration and 
deceleration lanes. The total length of the frontage improvement 
increases with full entrance for a street with a posted speed of 35 
miles per hour. The length of the left turn lane is 550 feet and 
the right turn lane is 425 feet. The cost of frontage improvements 
varies depending on the quality of the existing street, existing 
topography, the posted speed limit and the volume of traffic on the 
street. A subdivision with a simple improvement frontage 
improvements are adjusted at $100,000. The cost of a full 
improvement for a street with a posted speed of 35 mph is adjusted 
at $170,000. A street with 45 mph is $190,000. With a posted 
speed of 55 mph is adjusted at $225,000. The estimated cost of the 
frontage improvement is then divided by the total number of lots in 
the subdivision. This is the number used in the adjustment grid. 

The following comparable sales are used to provide one estimate of 
the market value of the subject as of January l, 1989. The first 
sales are of undeveloped land planned ~or single family detached 
residential housing. Following these will be comparable sales of 
fully developed residential lots which occurred prior to January 1, 
1989. The appraised value of fully developed lots will be used to 
estimate the value of the subject in a simplified development 
analysis. 
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Undeveloped Land 1988, Sale 1 

Tax map #: 105-01-000-0002, 2A, 2B, 2C, & 2D 

Address: 8750 Linton Hall Road 
Kingsbrooke subdivision 
Gainesville, Virginia 

Grantor: Lacey, Frederick M., Jr. 
Lacey-Montgomery Joint Venture, a VA G.P. 

Grantee: Capital Homes Associates I, L.P., a VA L.P. 

Contract Richmond American Homes of Virginia, Inc. 
Owner: a VA corporation, as of 5/5/87 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$16,542,500 

Sep-88 

315.48459 acres 

or $52,435 /per acre 
$30,921 /per·lot 

535 proposed lots 

R-20, rezoned without proffers, preliminary 
site plan approved. 

very irregular 

Surrndings: Large tracts of vacant land, with industrial 
sites. Near Gainesville which is 2 miles 
west, the City of Manassas is 5 miles north. 

Entry 

Access: 

Topog.: 

The parcel has adequate frontage on Linton Hall 
Road a paved 2 lane state maintained road. 

Average, the .I-66 and Route 29 interchange is 2 
miles west. 

Level to gently rolling. Soils in area are 
below average due to clay and being shallow to 
rock. 

Floodplain FEMA map # 510119-0090, shows there is 
floodplain along both Rocky Branch and Broad 
Run which form part of the property boundary. 

Sewer: Enough available for immediate development at 
time of purchase. Linton Hall Trunk Line was 
planned eo serve region but not built. Sewer 
line extension cost prorated. 

Deedbook: 1596 Page 0147 

Z776 
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Financing: none recorded after Deed of Trust, reported to 
be foreign equity. 

Source: County records, buyers staff 

Comments: Lacey-Montgomery was a fourth party to this 
transaction. The fourth party did not have 
title to the property, but was included to 
convey any possible interests. 

Richmond American was a contract owner of the 
combined parcels from a sales and purchase 
agreement signed with.Lacey in May of 1987. 

A Deed of Covenant, recorded in Deedbook 1596, 
Page 0156, allowed Capital to purchase the 
contract Richmond American had with Lacey. 
There were certain items contained in this Deed 
of Covenant which are outlined as follows. 
There was a preliminary plan for 535 single 
family residential lots which was approved by 
the County, and the purchaser could try to get 
approval for more lots. If approval were 
granted for more than 535 lots, Capital would 
pay $20,000 each, up to a total of $2,400,000, 
if the approval were obtained before August 29, 
1993. There were other sections which are not 
outlined. 

The buyer's staff reported the property was 
purchased because of the approved preliminary 
site plan and non-proffered zoning. 
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Undeveloped Land 1988, Sale 2 

The following comparable is one parcel which was purcha·sed by 2 
separate grantee's, the deeds were recorded together. The 
consideration is described separately but the sale is combined as 
on~ comparable sale. 

Tax map #: 100-001-000-00173C 
100-001-000-00289. 

Address: 8103 Signal Hill Road 
8304 Davis Ford Road 
Arrowood subdivision 
Manassas, Virginia 

Grantor: Kline Properties Limited Partnership 

Grantee: Windson Development Corporation 
The Haddon Group of Virginia, Inc. 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$4,200,000 173C 
$3,600,000 289 

$7,800,000 

13-Jun-88 

54.806 acres #l73C 
46.45 acres #289 

101.256 total acres 

$77,032 /per acre 
$30,000 /per lot 

260 lots 

R-10 rezoned August 7, 1987 with proffers, 
which include extensive frontage improvements, 
and $500 per lot cash proffer. Preliminary 
Plan received approval May 18, 1988. The 
proffered density is 2.75 dwelling units per 
acre while the·preliminary plan density is 2.5 
units per acre. 

irregular, but ok. 

Surrndings: City of Manassas close by with a mix of 
residential housing ranging from apartments to 
detached housing, and commercial near along 
Route 28. 

Entry: The parcel has frontage on Davis Ford Road to 
the south and Signal Hill Road t~ the north. 
Two entrances are planned with the development 
of the subdivision. 
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Access: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Good, the City of Manassas is a short distance 
to the west. Liberia Road is also a short 
distance to the west which· intersects with both 
Davis Ford and Signal Hill Roads. Signal Hill 
also intersects with Blooms Road a short 
distance to the east. Route 28 is close. The 
I-66 and Route 29 interchange is 3 miles west. 

Nearly level to gently rolling with Buckhall 
Branch crossing through the mid portion of 
parcel 173C. No flood plain. The soils are 
generally good, depth to bedrock is deep. 

Available, 2,700 feet to sewer main at Russia 
Branch; requires a pump from the property to 
the opposite side of Signal Hill Road. The 
cost of force main and the pump are estimated· 
at $180,000. Water is available 700 feet from 
property. 

Cost/lot = $692 

Buildings: There were several out-buildings and an older 
house on the property. 

Deedbook: 1573 Page 41 

Financing Windson Development Corp. received financing 
from Riggs Bank in the amount of $3,720,000 The 
Haddon Group financed the purchase through a 
Credit Line Deed of Trust from Mid Atlantic 
National Bank. 

Source: County records, REDI 

Comments: The property was acquired by the grantor 
inOctober, 1987 for a consideration of 
$2,300,000. Proffered frontage improvements 
include a 2,500 half section of Signal Hill 
Road between Liberia and Blooms Road which is 2 
lanes of a 4 lane undivided road .. Frontage 
improvement along Davis Ford includes 55 foot 
wide right of way dedication with a right turn 
lane from Davis Ford to Liberia Avenue. The 
cost of the frontage improvements are estimated 
at $625,000 or $2,404 per lot. 
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Undeveloped Land 1988, Sale 3 

Tax map #: 33-002-000-00B 

Address: 14625 Minnieville Road 
Courtland Heights subdivision 
Manassas, Virginia 

Grantor: Coleman, Jack D. Trustee 

Grantee: Samuel A. Finz Company 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$660,000 

27-Jun-88 

27.398 total acres 

$24,089 /per acre 
$10,645 /per lot 

62 lots 

R-10, rezoned for 62 lots, April 28, 1988, with 
proffers. Proffers include frontage 
improvements of a half lane of Minnieville Road 
Left turn lane, acceleration and deceleration 
lanes. Cash proffers are $1,000. per unit for 
transportation which can be credited to the 
frontage improvements, $1,000 per lot for 
schools, and $125 per unit for parks. The 
density is 2.2 lots per acre with an average 
lot size of 13,200 square feet. 

Irregular, but ok. 

Surrndings: Vacant land and rural residential housing to 
the south. To the north sections of Dale City 
have been developed with single family 
detached housing in the $80,000's 

Entry: 

Access: 

Topog.: 

Average, Silverdale Drive is opposite the 
property, full frontage improvements are 
required with development. 

Average, property fronts on Minnieville Road 
near its intersection with Spriggs Road. I-95 
access is 5 miles east via Dale Boulevard to 
the north or Dumfries Road to the south. 

Gently rolling, with long broad hills, several 
streams traversing the southern half of the 
property. 
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Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Not readily available at the time of sale, the 
Powells Creek Intercepter was 6,095 feet east. 
The cost bring sewer to the site as of 
September, 1988 was $197,250. The Prince 2130 

William Service Authority was to bring sewer to 
the area with the development of a larger 
subdivision further south on Spriggs Road. 
There is sewer available on the opposite side 
of Minnieville Road which is owned by the Dale 
Service. There was a plan to temporarily pump 
sewer from the property across Minnieville Road 
but the details were never completely worked 
out. Water was available 4,000 feet east at 
the intersection of Cardinal Drive and 
Minnieville Road. Sewer was built in 1993 at 
no cost to the developer. 

1580 Page 1649 

Financing: Credit Line Deed of Trust, Dominion Trust 
Company in the amount of $2,268,750 

Source: County records, REDI 

Comments: There was a second rezoning in 1989 for 8 
additional lots. Development plans received 
approval August, 1993 for a maximum of 70 lots 
with proffers. Cash proffers include $72,600 
to be paid at the issuance of the first 
building permit, $69,750 to be paid at the 
issuance of the first occupancy permit and per 
lot cash proffers totaling $1,410 per lot to be 
paid at the issuance of each building permit. 
Proffers include language which can reduce the 
transportatio~ proffers of $71,600, in trade 
for offsite road improvements. Total proffers 
are $3,444 per lot. 
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Undeveloped Land 1988, Sale 4 

The following comparable is an a assemble of 2 parcels which were 
purchased on the same day with the same grantor. 

Tax map #: 23-003-000-00B2, B3, B31 

Address: 15139 & 15157 Cardinal Drive 
Prince William, VA 

Grantor: Frye, Marie I. 
Hedges Wilbur F., et ux 
Post Blanche F. & Everett L. 

Grantee: Samuel A. Finz Company 

Price: $300,000 B2 
$300,000 B3 
$300,000 B31 

$900,000 

Size 

$28,382 /per acre 

Date: 11-May-88 

12.00 acres 
11.00 

8.71 

31.71 acres 

Zoning: R-10 I rezoned in 1887 with proffers of $9.15 per 
lot and one time payment of $5,000 to fire and 
rescue. The preliminary plan was approved 
September 19, 1988. The grantee submitted the 
preliminary plan. There was also a $1,000 per 
lot transportation proffer at the time of sale. 
This proffer has since been credited to the 
frontage improvements along Cardinal Drive. 
Density is 2 lots per acre with an average lot 
size of 13,671 square feet. · 

Shape: Parcel B2, B3 and B3l were combined with 1 
other parcel.· The parcels are irregular, but 
ok in shape. Parcel B2 has road frontage, B3 
does not. 

Surrndings: Rapidly developing with single family detached 
housing. Lake Montclair is on the opposite 
side of Cardinal Drive, parcel B3 adjoins 
Neabsco Hills to the east. To the north, 
sections of Dale City have been developed with 
single family detached housing in the 
$80,000'S 

Access: Average, property fronts on Cardi~al Drive, a 
narrow 2 lane paved road. I-95 access is 4 
miles south at Dumiries Road. 
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Topog.:· 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing 

Source: 

Comments: 

May-88 
May-88 
Sep-87 
May-88 

Rolling, with long broad ridges, several 
streams traversing the mid portion of the 
property. The property required a large amount 
of overlot grading. Soils are average with 
some shallow rock ·at rid~e tops. 

Required new sewer line on south side of 
Neabsco Creek; Service is provided by the Dale 
Service Corporation. The developer paid a 
pro-rata fee to Dale Service Corporation to use 
the Neabsco Creek Interceptor of $3,500 per 
unit plus the tap fee of $1,067 per unit. 
Water is at site and is provided by the 
Virginia American Water Company; the tap fee 
was $287 as compared to $1,300 with the Prince 
William Service Authority. 

1580 Page 727 parcel B3 
1564 Page 724 parcel B2 
1564 Page 730 parcel B31 

Each of the grantors held a $200,000 trust on 
each parcel with·payment due in 1991. Riggs 
Bank also financed $3,718,000 towards the 
purchase ~nd development of the parcels. 

County records, REDI 

The grantor also purchased 14.807 acres which 
adjoins parcel 23-001-31 in September 1987 for 
$310,000 or $20,936 per acre. Parcel 31 is 
rectangular shaped with frontage on Cardinal 
Drive which provided access to the other 
parcels. The grantee also purchased parcel 
23-003-831, 8.713 acres in·deed book 1564 page 
730 a parcel which has no road frontage. The 
assembly of t~e 4 parcels was subdivided into 
93 lots and is known as Highbridge. 
Parcel Size Price 

B2 12.00 $300,000 
B3 11.00 $300,000 
31 14.807 $310,000 
B31 8.713 $300,000 

Totals 46.52 $1,210,000 

per acre 
$25,000 
$27,273 
$20,936 
$34,431 

$26,010 per acre $1l,011 per lot 
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Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing 

Source: 

Comments: 

May-88 
May-88 
Sep-87 
May-88 

Rolling, with long broad ridges, several 
streams traversing the mid portion of the 
property. The property required a large amount 
of overlot grading. Soils are average with 
some shallow rock at ridge tops. 

Required new sewer line on south side of 
Neabsco Creek; Service is provided by the Dale 
Service Corporation. The developer paid a 
pro-rata fee to Dale Service Corporation to use 
the Neabsco Creek Interceptor of $3,500 per 
unit plus the tap fee of $1,067 per unit. 
Water is at site and is provided by the 
Virginia American Water Company; the tap fee 
was $287 as compared to $1,300 with the Prince 
William Service Authority. 

1580 Page 727 parcel 83 
1564 Page 724 parcel B2 
1564 Page.730 parcel 831 

Each of the grantors held a $200,000 t~st on 
each parcel with payment due in 1991. Riggs 
Bank also financed $3,718,000 towards the 
purchase and development of the parcels. 

County records, REDI 

The grantor also purchased 14.807 acres which 
adjoins parcel 23-001-31 in September 1987 for 
$310,000 or $20,936 per acre. Parcel 31 is 
rectangular shaped with frontage on Cardinal 
Drive which provided access to the other 
parcels. The grantee also purchased parcel 
23-003-831, 8.713 acres in deed book 1564 page 
730 a parcel which has no road frontage. The 
assembly of the 4 parcels was subdivided int9 
93 lots and is known as Highbridge. 
Parcel Size Price 

82 12.00 $300,000 
83 11.00 $300,000 
31 14.807 $310,000 
B31 8.713 $300,000 

Totals 46.52 $1,210,000 

per acre 
$25,000 
$27,273 
$20,936 
$34,431 

$26,010 per acre $13,011 per lot 
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Comparable Land Sales 

The following pages provide descriptions of comparable land sales. 
After being described, they are compared directly with the subject 
with adjustments made to account for any differences. 

In adjusting sales for differences, the first adjustment is for 
changes in market conditions since the sale. It is made as a % of 
sale price. After that adjustment, the other adjustments are added 
together then multiplied to the market condition adjusted price. 

Land Sale Comparison 

Adjustment Criteria 

Date none needed 

Size Sales of tracts of land indicate a pattern of 
little difference in price for various sizes of 
parcels. The lack of discount for size i's 
explained, by developers, by control of a 
larger area offsetting the disadvantage of 
size. Individual lots are affected by size, 
and are adjusted at $10,000 per acre for 
differences in size. 

Zoning all the parcels are comparable, all are zoned 
for single family detached residences. The 
differences is in the stage of plan approval. 
The subject is only zoned and does not have an 
approved preliminary plan. The comparable 
sales were purchased with approved preliminary 
plans with engineering completed. It is 
believed that some engineer work has been 
completed on the subject but the extent is not 
known. 

Shape estimated from past experience 

Surroundings .measured by average value of 
surroundingbuildings 

Access rated in terms of convenience to major roads 

Entry The subject does not have a usable entrance 
road. Prorated cost of an entrance is 

$129,372 I 106 lots = $1,220 

Topography 1% per 1% increase or decrease in 
slope angle multiplied by the difference between 
subject's and comparable sales' slope angles 
plus adjustments for unusable terrain such as 
floodplain 
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Sewer 

Proffers 

D~velopment 

Other 

Sewer costs for the subject are prorated with 
the neighboring Doves Overlook. The prorated 
~est of constructing t~e sewer to the property 
1s $4,627 per lot. Th1s does not include the 
tap fees to be paid for each hookup or internal 
sewer lines. Properties which receive sewer 
and water from the Dale Service Corporation and 
water from the Virginia American Water have 
fees which are less than the Prince William 
Service Authority. The cost to be paid by the 
builder are considered by the developer when 
purchasing land for development because it 
affects the price of finished lots. 

per lot cash proffers paid at the issuance of a 
building permit are adjusted as a percentage of 
the sales price. 

Status: The subject was dependant upon development 
of the adjoining Doves Overlook for access and 
sewer. Therefore there was a holding period 
until development reached the subject and risk. 
For the holding period cost at 20% times the 
estimated undeveloped lot value for ~ year, and 
risk an adjustment is made of 

$1,000 per lot 

Frontage improvement adjustments are based on 
simple subdivision entrance and a full entrance 
as explained earlier in the Adjustments For 
Differences in Land Features. The cost of the 
improvement is divided by the number of lots in 
the subdivision and compared to the sales. For 
the 1988 sales, the frontage improvements were 
adjusted for inflation at 4% per year. 

Following standard appraisal procedures, in the comparison grid 
below, the sales price is adjusted first for unusual sale 
conditions including unusual financing, then the price is adjusted 
for changes in market conditions, and finally for the combined 
effect of all the other adjustments. Mathematic steps are to 
multiply the sales price by the adjustment for financing and market 
conditions then the resulting adjusted price is multiplied by the 
sum of all the other adjustments. 
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Undeveloped R-10·Land Sales As .of January 1989 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Subject Property 
Doves Landing I

Sale #1 
Kings brooke I

Sale #2 
Arrowood 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox'ty n/a 
$per lot n/a 
finance n/a 
mkt.cond 01-Jan-89 
# Lots 106 
Zoning R-lO,NoPlan 
Proffers none 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Entry need entran 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Frntimp. in entry 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Sewer $4,300 
Devel. Status 
Qther lesmts.req. 

105-01-000-0002thru2D 
5. 5 miles NW 

3rd party 
Sep-88 

535 
R-20,PlimPl 
none 
Irreg.Ok 
Vacant lnd 
av.1 Entr. 
av. 2mi. !66 
FulFnt$270 
gently roll 
plan/avail 
ready 

$30,921 

0% 
-31% 

$1,000 
($1, 220) 
($3,000) 

$270 

($4,300) 
($1,000) 

. ($500) 

100-00l-173C & 289 
4 miles N 

13-Jun-88 
260 

R-10PlimPln 
$500 

Irreg.Ok 
Manas,VacLd 
av+,2Entrs 
good 
$2404/lot 
gently roll 
$700per lot 
ready 

$30,000 

0% 
-31% 

$500 

($2,000) 
($1,220) 
($3,000) 
$2,404 

($3,600) 
($1,000) 

($500) 

Indicated value $12,584 I $12,283 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing I

Sale #3 
Courtland Heights I

Sale #4 
Highbridge 

Tax Map 065-001-073 33-002-000-00B 
Prox'ty n/a 6 miles SE 
$per lot n/a 
finance 
mkt.cond 01-Jan-89 Jun-88 
# Lots 106 62 
Zoning R-10,NoPlan R-10,PlimPl 
Proffers none $3,444 
Shape Irreg. ok irregular Ok 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr VacLdDaleCty 
Entry need entran av.MinvilRd 
Access Manss 3 mi. av.Smi.I95 
IFrntimp. in entry full front 
Topog. g.rlg,flood gnt rolling 
Sewer $4,300 planned 
Devel. Status not ready 
Other lesmts.req. 

$10,645 

0% 
-31% 

$3,444 

($1,220) 

$2,194 

($4 1 300) 

($500) 

23-003-000-00B2,B3,B31 
7 miles SE 

pt. owner 
May-88 

93 
R-10,Pli~ln 

$1,969 
irregular Ok 
MClairDalCy 
av.CardDr 
av.4mi.I95 
full front 
roll,smLow 
pland P·rRata 
ready 

$13,011 
-5% 

0% 
-31% 

$1,969 

($1,000) 
($1,220) 

$1,462 
$1,000 

($1,800} 
($1,000) 

($500) 
---------------------------------~---------------------------------
Indicated value $6,962 I $7,439 
=================================================================== 
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Unweighted average of sales (* indicates most similar to subject) : 

Unadjusted Adjusted 
Price Price 

Sale #1 $30,921 $12,584 
2 $30,000 $12,283 
3 $10,645 $6,962 
4 $13,011 $7,439 

----------- ------------
$21,144 $9,817 

Sale 1 is located in the Gainesville area, county sewer and water 
was not available at the time of purchase, but the likelihood of it 
becoming available was greater due to the larger number of 
developers which make up the consortium. The property has direct 
access on to Linton Hall but does not have an excess amount. of 
frontage which limits the frontage improvements. The purchase 
price is the highest price paid for undeveloped single family 
detached lots I am aware of in Prince William County. 

Sale 2 is located adjacent to the City of Manassas. The parcel has 
frontage on Davis Ford Road and Signal Hill Road. Sewer is 
available but is 2,700 feet from the property. The topography, 
soils, entry and surrounding are superior as comp~red to the 
subject. 

Sale 3 in comparison to the subject is also located in a semi rural 
area. Nearby development is on the opposite side of Minnieville 
Road. Sewer is available and was to be constructed by the Prince 
William Service Authority with the development of larger 
subdivision further south along Spriggs Road. The parcel fronts on 
Minnieville Road. The topography, soils and entry are superior as 
compared to the subject. 

Sale 4 is an assembly of 4 parcels. The parcels front on the north 
side of Cardinal Drive. Sewer service was planned to be 
available from the Dale Service Corporation which has reduced 
taps fees as compared to the Prince William Service Authority. 
There are portions of the property with rolling topography and 
areas which are shallow to rock which increase development cost. 

Sales of similar land after adjustment for differences, 
particularly Sales 3 and 4 which are the most similar in 
neighborhood and dependance upon sewer from others, and Sale 3 
which was more remote than the other sales in 1988, indicate a 
market value of approximately: 

106 lots @ $7,000 per lot (rounded) = $742,000 

Sales 3 and 4 compared to 1 and 2 indicate the significant 
difference in price between land that had sewer available and that 
for which sewer was planned. 
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Undeveloped R-10 Land As of October 1993 

The following sales are used to appraise the subject's value as of 
October, 1993. The comparable sales are being compared with and 
without pro-rata shared off-site development cost with the 
neighboring Doves Overlook. The first comparable sales are of 
undeveloped land which are zoned R-10. There are 2 sets of grids 
following the comaprable sales of undeveloped land. The first set 
of grids are without pro rata sharing and the second set of grids 
are with pro rata cost sharing. Following the two sets of grids 
are comparable sales of fully developed lots which are zoned R-10 
and R-20. These sales are also compared in grids to the subject. 
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1993 Undeveloped Land Sale 1 

Tax map#: 59-001-1A/4A, 31,31A,31C,31D,31E,31F,31H 

Address: Old Bridge Estates, Section 16 
Prince William County, VA 

Grantor: Old Bridge Estates General Partnership 
Grantee: Pulte Home Corporation 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

sale also includes 4 developed lots estimated 
value is $55,000 per lot 

$2,018,000 oi $23,465 /per lot 
$220,000 minus 4 developed lots 

$1,798,000 I -82 undeveloped lots 
$21,927 per undeveloped lot 

Sep-92 

86 Lots 27.01 acres 

R-10, approved, with proffers in two separate 
rezonings. Per lot cash proffers $~,040 per 
lot. 

near rectangular 

Surrndings: average+, homes selling in the $190,000's., 
Property is part of established community 
offering single family attached and detached 
housing. 

Access: 

Entry: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

good, northern Prince William County, I-95 
interchange 3 miles east. 

property is part of existing subdivision, 
ingress/egress from Smoketown Road. An 
existing entrance was in place for small 
private road. 

gently rolling to rolling, with steep slope 
along eastern boundary. 
available 
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Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 
Building: 

Comments: 

1927 page· 969 
none recorded after deed 
Co. records, grantee's staff, appraiser 
there were a total of 5 houses on the 
property. These homes were constructed 
between 1969 and 1983. They were moved to 
another location. 

This sale also includes 4 developed lots. The 
estimated value of the developed lots at the 
time of sale is $55,000 per lot. The 
remaining lots were engineered, approved and 
ready to be platted at the time of sale. 
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1993 Undeveloped Land Sale 2 

Tax map #: 89-01-0051, 51B, & 52 

Address: 10204 & 10309 Grant Avenue 
8539 Oakview Drive 
Known as The Hamlets 

Grantor: The George Mason Bank 
Grantee: Rivermead Homes Inc. 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

$869,500 
Dec-92 

45 Lots 

or $19,322 /per lot 

21.76 acres 

Zoning: R-10, approved, with proffers. Per lot cash 
proffers $1,000 per lot. Frontage improvements 
were $88,300 per grantee's staff. Engineered, 
plan approved, ready to record plat. 

Shape: near rectangular 

Surrndings: Average, mixed residential on the edge of the 
City of Manassas, townhouses and apartments in 
the City, semi-rural residential outside of 
City, Old Dominion Speedway nearby. 

Access: average+, south side of the City of Manassas 

Entry: Good, a subdivision on opposite side of Grant 
Avenue constructed improvements along frontage 
which benefited this property also. 

Topog.: near level 

Sewer: available, close by 

Deedbook: 1939 page 1639 

Financing: none recorded after deed 

Source: Co. records, appraiser, grantee's staff 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: The lots were undeveloped; they were 
engineered, platted and approved at the time of 
sale. 
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Undeveloped Land Sale 3 

Tax map #: 90-01-00027A 

Address: 10620 Lucasville Road 
Manassas, Virginia 
Known as Mayfair 

Grantor: Horizon Community Builders, Inc. 
Grantee: Ryland Group Inc. 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

Surrndings: 

Access: 

Entry: 

Topog.: 

$1,517,000 
Aug-93 

82 Lots 

or $18,500 /per lot 
$46,769 /per acre 

32.436 acres 

R-10, rezoned with proffers, received county 
approval October 13, 1989. Property was zoned 
for a maximum of 88 lots, engineering done, 
plan approved, ready to record. 

near rectangular 

Average+, above average quality housing in 
surrounding subdivisions, homes selling in the 
$160,000 range. In a neighboring subdivision, 
Country Roads, the average lot size is 1/2 
acre. Homes along Lucasville Road are a mix 
of older, average quality single family 
detached homes. The area has a rural 
atmosphere. 

Average, south side of the City of Manassas 
Route 234 and Route 28 nearby, access to I-66 
is 3 miles north or west through the City of 
Manassas. 

Average, Lucasville Road is a rural two lane 
road. Frontage improvements are a deceleration 
lane and a right turn lane at estimated cost of 
$100,000. 

Gently rolling with broad ridges, property is a 
mix of open pasture and established hardwoods. 
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Proffers: $2,000 pe~ lot for off site road construction, 
one time contribution of $1,500 for street 
lighting with one street light to be installed 
at all intersections and cul-de-sac's, $150 per 
lot park contribution, $100 per lot library, 
$50 per lot fire a~d rescue, and $1,125 per lot 
school contribution. Right of way dedication 
of 30' along Lucasville Road and a right turn 
lane. 

Sewer: available, nearby 

Deedbook: 2027 page 1834 

Financing: seller financed $217,000,no other financing 
recorded after deed 

Source: Co. records 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: The lots were undeveloped; they were 
engineered, platted and approved.at the time of 
sale. Prior sales were in December, 1986 for 
$1,300,000 and April, 1989 $2,967,000. In deed 
book 2027 page 1831, there i's a transfer from 
Country Roads Property Corp. to Horizon 
Community Builders, Inc. for $1,168,000 but 
this appears to be a intra-corporate transfer. 
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Comparable Sales Compared to Subject With Cost Sharing, l0/93 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox n/a 
$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-93 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-10,pt.eng 
$urrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $4,300 

'Frntimp. $1,220 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

ISale #1 Sale #2 
Old Bridge Est. Sec.16 The Hamlets 

59-001-1A/4A 
10 miles NE 

none recorded 
Sep-92 

0 
R-10,Approv 
av.+$190's 
av+,WDB 
average 
nearRectang 
near level 

$1,040 
at site 
existing 
ready 

$21,927 

-20% 
($2,000) 
($2,000) 

$0 
$1,040 

($4,300) 
($1,220) 
($1, 000) 

($500) 

$7,561 

89-01-0051, 51B, & 52 
3 miles N 

none recorded 
Dec-92 

45 
R-lO,ApvPln 
av. $135s 
av+,CtyMass 
average 
nearRectang 
near level 
none 
on sitePWC 
smple$1,960 
ready 

$~9,322 

-20% 

($2 1 00(}) 

$0 

($4,300) 
$740 

($1, 000) 
($500) 

$8,398 
=================================================================== 
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--------------------------------~-----------Subject Property 
Doves Landing ISale #3 

Mayfair 
-------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 90-01-00027A 
Prox n/a 2.5 miles N 
$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-93 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-10,pt.eng 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $4,300 
Frntimp. $1,220 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

sm.%owner 
Aug-93 

82 
R-10,ApvPln 
av+, $160's 
av,S.CtyMas 
average 
nearRectang 
gnt,rolling 

$3,245 
near by 
smple$1,200 
ready 

$18,500 

-20% 
($2,000) 
($2,000) 

$3,245 
($4,300) 

( $20) 
($1,000) 

($500) 

$8,225 
============================================ 
( * most similar) 

·Date 

Sale #1 
2 
3 

Price/per lot 

$21,927 
$19,322 
$18,500 

$19,916 

Adjusted 
$/per lot 

$7,561 
$8,398 
$8,225 

$8,061 

In comparison to the ·subject the comparable sales are all have 
public water and sewer at the property. The comparable sales all 
have frontage on state maintained roads which are considered 
adequate for the development on the properties. 

Sales of similar land, after adjustment, indicate that it is not 
feasible to pay the entire cost of extending sewer to the subject 
to develop it under R-10 zoning. 

i06 Lots @ $8,100 per lot, rounded= $900,000 
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Value As Large Lots As of October 1993 

The subject can be developed with individual well and septic fields 
on each lot. This will limit the number of lots which can be 
subdivided from the subject. It has been reported there are 6 
possible septic field sites on the property, but 2 are rated as 
having a less than SO% chance of approval. Therefore, it is 
estimated there will be 5 approved septic sites resulting in s lots 
with an average size of 14.5 acres. The subject will now be 
compared to other parcels which do not have sewer nearby and can be 
developed with septic sites. Following are two sets of comparable 
sales. The first group are sales of acreage which will provide an 
indication of value of the entire parcel. The second group of 
comparable sales are of lots which range in size from 10 to 14 
acres which will be used in an analysis of income and expense from 
probable development. 
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Residential Acreage Sale 1 

Tax map #: 65-0014-002A, 3A, SA, 6A & 7A 

Address: 9890, 9837, 9700, 9728 & 9760 Tico Road 
known as River Send Farms 
Brentsville, Virginia 

Grantor: Mansfield Park Partnership 
Grantee: GSS, INC. 

Price: 

Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$270,000 or $5,008 /acre 
$54,000 /Lot 

05-Mar-92 
53.9101 acres 5 /Lots . 

12.2167 acres lot 2A 
10.0143 acres lot 3A 
10.8097 acres lot SA 
10.7713 acres lot 6A 
10.0981 acres lot 7A 

A-1, planned use is AR, 10 acres per unit 

Near rectangular 

Surrndings: The property is located outside the Town of 
Brentsville. There are several small 
farmettes with horses nearby. A 2,200 sq.ft. 
house was constructed on lot 4A in 1992 with 
an assessed building value of $177,200. Each 
of the 5 lots back up to Cedar Run. 

Access: 

Soils: 

Topog.: 

The property is located at the end of a gravel 
road and fronts on a private road. 

The lots are listed in county records as "non 
build non perk". Approximately 30% of the 
soils are listed as moderate for septic tank 
absorption fields because these soils also 
percolate slowly. Environmental Health 
reported in early 1993, each lot has a septic 
field site for a three bed room house, the 
owner was working to upgrade the septic field 
sites to 4 bedrooms each. 

Gently rolling, each lot borders Cedar Run, and 
several small tributaries to Cedar Run cross 
the property. Approximately 100 feet along 
Cedar Run of each lot is mapped as RPA. 
Approximately 30% of each lot is mapped in 
flood plain. Map is dated December 1, 1981. 
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Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing 

Source: 
Building: 

Public sewer unavailable, each lot has a 3 
bedroom perc. 

1866 page 1123 

Deed of Trust Fairfax Bank & Trust, $585,000 
Tenn 3 years . 

County records, REDI 
None at time of sale 
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Sale 2 
Tax map #: 
Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 
Surrndngs: 

Soils: 

Access: 
Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Flood pln: 

Deedbook: 
Source: 
Building: 

Comments: 

039-01-000-0018 
15001 Fleetwood Drice 
Nokesville, Virginia 

Bell, Leslie L. and Anna H. 
Schettler, Thomas A. 

$180,000 
Aug-90 
48.874 acres 

A-1/AR 
near trapezoidal 

or $3,683 per acre 

Large tract farms and vacant land, rural 
residential, some custom homes on large 
lots 
soils map indicates adaquate soils rated 
as moderately limited for se~ti~ 
in this zoning area 
average ,on 2 lane paved road 
mostly level 
none 
5 to 10% along southern border, 
per map # 510119-0170 
1755 page 0555 
county records, REDI, MLS 
storage buildings, l with a bedroom, 
assessed a $5,300 

County records indicate about SO% of the 
property is in forest use. 
Private mortgage for $50,000, due in 5 years. 
REDI indicates the lot is 50.525 acres but 
County records lists acreage as shown and Deed 
supports County records. 
This property is currently listed for sale in 
MLS for $220,000. Listing indicates the owner 
says there· are 4-5 septic sites on the 
property. Alternative use of this property 
would be as farm. 
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Sale 3 
Tax map #: 053-01-000-0020 
Address: 12909 Fleetwood Drive 

Nokesville, Virginia 

Grantor: Richard A. Barkett, Trustee 
Grantee: PSB Investors, Inc. 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

·zoning: 
Shape: 
Surrndngs: 
Access: 
Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Soils: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 
Building: 

$700,000 
Nov-91 

146.1 acres 

A-1/AE 
irregular 

or $4,791 per acre 

farmland, vacant land, residences 
average 
gently rolling 
none 
Current soils survey indicates adaguate 
soils for septic sites. Information from 
previous'appraisal indicated there were 2 
septic sites 
1839 page 1047 
none recorded after deed 
REDI, county records, appraisal, seller 
silos and old barn, of no value 

Comments: The property is suited to farming. 
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Land Sale Comparison 

Adjustment Criteria 

Date Sales are adjusted -1.5% per year for 
sales from 1991 and 1992. 

Size No adjustment for size. There is no indication 
of price difference per acre in the range of 
size for the subject and comparables. 

Zoning Sales with the same or similar zoning are used 
to compare to the subject. The subject is zoned 
R-10 but could be developed with 10 acre lots 
with a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeal. 
It is probable that that this variance would 
be granted. There are no proffers to be 
adjusted for with the A-1 zoning but there is 
the delay and processing costs for rezoning and 
variance estimated at 15% of the value. 

Shape Sales with a shape which limits the use of the 
parcel are adjusted for. 

Surroundings Measured by average value of ~urrounding 
buildings. 

Access Rated by the quality of the road and the 
distance to local commuter routes. 

Soils The adjustment for soils is based on the 
suitability of the soils for septic fields. 

Topography The based on the amount of useable land and the 
percentage of the parcel that is mapped in flood 
plain. 

Other Adjustment are made for unusual characteristic 
that are not typical of other properties. 

Following standard appraisal procedures, in the comparison grid 
below, the sales price is adjusted first for unusual sale 
conditions including unusual financing, then the price is adjusted 
for changes in market conditions, and finally for the combined 
effect of all the other adjustments. Mathematic steps are to 
multiply the sales price by the adjustment for financing, then for 
market conditions, then the resulting adjusted price is. multiplied 
by the net total of all the other factors plus 100%. 

Z814 
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Large Acreage Land Sales Comparison Grid 
--------------~----------------------------------------------------
Subject Property 
Doves Landing !

Sale 1 
River Bend Farms !

Sale 2 
15001 Fleetwood Drice 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Tax Map 
Prox' ty 
$per ac. 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

05-0ct-93 
72.6819 

R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
mixed 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
Nr Occ Rvr 
wooded 

Indicated value 

055-01-000-0009 
1 miles w 

3rd party 
$5,008 

Mar-92 -2% 
53.9101 

A-1 & AR -15% 
rectangular 
Frmts$170's 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
GntRll30%FP 
Poor,5,3bed -10% 
Cedar Run 0% 
30%wooded 10% 

$4,172 I 

039-01-000-0018 
8 miles sw 

Aug-90 
48.874 

A-1 & AR 
Nr. trpzd 
VacLd,$l.50s 
Paved.Road 
Manss 8 mi. 
GntRol2strm 
poor-3perc 
barn/$257 
50%wooded 

$3,683 

-3% 

-15% 

10% 
-5% 
10% 

-5% 
15% 

$3,930 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 
Prox' ty 
$per ac. 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

05-0ct-93 
72.6819 

R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
mixed 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
wooded 
Nr Occ Rvr 

!
Sale 3 
12909 Fleetwood Drive 

053-01-000-0020 
5 miles sw 

Nov-91 
146.1 

A-1 
irregular 
Farms$200's 
pavedState· 
Manss 5 mi. 
roll,lw,FP 
poor 2 perc 
open 

$4,791 

-3% 
0% 

-15% 

-10% 
-5% 

25% 
20% 

5% 
---~---------------------------------------
Indicated val~e $5,577 
============================================ 
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Unweighted average of sales: 
(* indicates most similar to subject) 

Sale #1 
2 
3 

Unadjusted 
Price/acre 

$5,008 
$3,683 
$4,791 

$4,494 

Adjusted 
$/acre 

$4,172 * 
$3,930 
$5,577 

$4,560 

Sale 1 is the purchase of 5 lots with an average lot size of 10.78 
acres. The lots did have approved septic sites. The surroundings 
of Sale 1 are better than the subject and the access is similar. 

Sale 2, is located in a rural area of Prince William County near 
the Fauquier County line. It is the most remote of the 3 sales 
used. There is a barn or stable type building on the property, the 
assessed value per acre is deducted from the sales price. 
County records indicate about SO% of this parcel is in forest use 
and there is a small amount of flood.plain. 

Sale 3 in comparison to the subject is further from Manassas and in 
a more rural area of the county. The immediate area has a mixture 
of large farms and larger residences. It has no water near it. 
From an earlier appraisal done on this property it was learned that 
there were only 2 septic field sites on this parcel which results 
in a lower lot yield for total acreage. 

Sales of similar land, after adjustment, with particular emphsis 
on sale 1, indicate a market value of approximately: 

72.6819 acres® $4,200 per acre {rounded) = $305,000 

Z816 
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Undeveloped R-10 Land As Of October 1995 

The following sales are used to appraise the value of the subject 
as of October 16, 1995. The subject is being appraised as zoned 
and planned for development as a subdivision with 106 lots with an 
average lot size of 0.55 acres. 
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· Undeveloped Land Sale #1 

Tax map #: 22-001-000-00022 

Address: Cardinal Crest Sections 5 & 6 
15419 Cardinal Drive 
Prince William County, VA 

Grantor: Cardinal Crest Joint Venture 

Grantee: Cardinal Crest L C 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

$1,455,000 
29-May-95 

97 lots 

or 

or 

$15,000 per lot 
$30,605 /per acre 

47.5410 acres 

Zoning: Cardinal Crest is planned for 6 sections. The 
per lot cash proffers are $545 per unit for 
sections 5 and 6. Othe~ proffers include 
frontage improvements in the form of a right 
tum/deceleration/acceleration lane at the 
entrance and a $24,500 contribution to the 
county for the construction of a commuter 
parking lot. The grantee's staff reported the 
proffers included the construction of a soccer 
field, a tot lot, and asphalt walking trail in 
the community at a cost of $21,000. The total 
proffer cost is $1,014 per lot. 

Shape: Nearly rectangular, the back property boundary 
adjoins Neabsco Creek. 

Surrndings: The community of Montclair is a short distance 
to the southwest. A developing community of 
single family detached homes known as Cardinal 
Ridge is located on the opposite side of · 
Cardinal Drive. The area is developing with a 
mix of townhouses and detached houses selling 
in the upper $100,000's to the low $200,000's. 
The communities of Ascot Woods and Sedgewick 
Heights are a short distance to the east. 

2819 
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Undeveloped Land Sale 2 

Tax map #: 23-0041-0001 through 81 inclusive, and 
23-001-0009 

Address: Cardinal Ridge Section 1 & 2 
15318 Cardinal Drive 
Prince William County, VA 

Grantor: WNB, a wholly-owned subsidiary of First 
American Bank 

Grantee: CC!-rdinal Ridge L C 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

$1,050,000 
Mar-94 

Section 1 
Section 2 

Total 

This includes 

or $11,002 per lot 
$6,364 /per acre 

53.49 acres or Sl lots 
41.95 acres or 84 lots 
95.44 acres 

165 lots 
23.9 acres of open space 

Zoning: Cardinal Ridge Sections 1 & 2 are zoned R-10. 
Sections 1 & 2, have an approved Development 
Plan. The lo·ts in Cardinal Ridge, Section 1 
were platted and bonded for construction at the 
time of sale: The property was rezoned with 2 
separate proffers; per lot cash proffers are 
$1,255.25 and other proffers that include 
frontage improvements in the form of a single 
continuous right tum/deceleration/ 
acce1eration lane along the entire frontage. 
The applicant agreed to dedicate. property to be 
used for the future widening of Cardinal Drive 
to provide for an ultimate 55' right of way. 
Also the developer is to provide a twenty foot 
buffer along the entire frontage along Cardinal 
Drive. 

Shape: Irregular, Powells Creek crosses the southern 
portion of the property. Development is 
limited to the north side of Powells Creek. 
The land on the south side of Powells Creek is 
not developable. 

Surrndings: The community of Montclair adjoins the 
property to the south and west. A section of 
townhouses adjoins the entire western 
boundary. The vacant land on the opposite 
side of Cardinal Drive is planned for detached 
housing. The communities of Ascot Woods and 
Sedgewick Heights are a short distance to the 
east. 
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Access: 

Entry: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

Average, I-95 access is available 4.5 miles 
south at the Dumfries Road/I-95 interchange and 
4 miles north at the Dale Boulevard 
interchange. Commuter rail access is available 
5 miles northeast at the Rippon Landing 
Commuter Rail Station. 

average +. As per the proffers, the 
subdivision will have 2 entrances on Cardinal 
Drive which is to be made a 4 lane divided road 
along the property's frontage. The grantee did 
not have to complete the full frontage 
improvements on the property. The cost of the 
improvements is estimated at $100,000. 

Rolling with steep areas along several streams 
and Powells Creek which cross the property. 
These areas have slopes that are 25% or greater 
and 19.15 acres of flood plain located along 
Powells Creek. 

Sanitary sewer is available on the north side 
of Powells Creek near the southern boundary. 
Water service is accessed via a 10 11 main 
located in Windsong Lane in Montclair Section 
4B, which is 210 feet off the property. 

2126 Page 0553 
Bank of Baltimore 
Co. records, REDI, grantee, appraisal 

none at the time of sale 

Construction pegan immediately after the sale 
was closed. All of the lots were under contact 
to 2 builders at the time of sale. 
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Access: 

Entry: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

Average, I-95 access is available 4.5 miles 
south at the Dumfries Road/I-95 interchange and 
4 miles north at the Dale Boulevard 
interchange. Commuter rail access is available 
5 miles northeast at the Rippon Landing 
Commuter Rail Station. 

average +. As per the proffers, the 
subdivision will have 2 entrances on Cardinal 
Drive which is to be made a 4 lane divided road 
along the property's frontage. The grantee did 
not have to complete the full frontage 
improvements on the property. The cost of the 
improvements is estimated at $100,000. 

Rolling with steep areas along several streams 
and Powells Creek which cross the property. 
These areas have slopes that are 25% or greater 
and 19.15 acres of flood plain located along 
Powells Creek. 

Sanitary sewer is available on the north side 
of Powells Creek near the southern boundary. 
Water service is accessed via a 10" main 
located in Windsong Lane in Montclair Section 
4B, which is 210 feet off the property. 

2126 Page 0553 
Bank of Baltimore 
Co. records, REDI, grantee, appraisal 

none at the time of sale 

Construction began immediately after the sale 
was closed. All of the lots were under contact 
to 2 builders ·at the time of sale. 
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Undeveloped Land Sale 3 

Tax map #: 33-002-000AS & B 

Address: 5201 Jessup Lane 
14625 Minnieville Road 
Known as Courtland Heights 
Prince William County, Va 

Grantor: Professional Asset Management in Vinginia 
Grantee: Courtland Heights L.C. 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

$630,000 or 
Dec-93 
33.078 acres or 

5.679 Parcel AS 
27.399 Parcel B 

$9,000 per lot 
$19,046 /per acre 

70 Lots 

Zoning: R-10. Rezoned in two separate rezoning cases, 
the first rezoning was for 62 lots in early 
1988, the second rezoning was in 1989 for 8 
additional lots. Development plans received 
approval August, 1993 for a maximum of 70 lots 
with proffers. Cash proffers include $72,600 
to be paid at the issuances of the first 
building permit, $69,750 to be paid at the 
issuance of the first occupancy permit, plus 
per lot cash proffers totaling $1,410 per lot 
to be paid at the issuance of each building 
permit. Proffers include language which can 
reduce the transportation proffers, which total 
$71,600, in trade for offsite road 
improvements. Total proffers are $3,444 per 
lot. 

Shape: irregular, but ok 

Surrndings: vacant land to the south and rural residential 
housing to the north side of Minnieville Road. 
Stratford Glen homes in the $180,000's. Also 
nearby are sections of Dale City which have 
developed ·single family detached housing 
averaging in the $130,000's. 

Access: Average, property fronts on Minnieville Road 
near its intersection with Spriggs Road. I-95 
access is 5 miles east via heavily congested, 
Dale Boulevard to the north or Dumfries Road 
to the south. 

Entry: Average, there is a left turn lane in 
Minnieville Road for Silverdale· Drive opposite 
the property. Frontage improvements are 
estimated at $100,000. 
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Topog. ~ 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

Gently rqlling, with long broad hills and 
several streams traversing the southern half 
of the property. 

Not available at the time of sale. Sewer was 
to be brought to the property by the County 
Service Authority·by April, 1994. The grantee 
was aware of the timing and had assurances of 
the availability. 

2084 Page 1507 
none recorded after deed 
Co. records, REDI, grantee 

none at the time of sale 

In mid-February 1994 clearing was under way 
for construction. The current assessment for 
parcel AS is $316,300 and parcel B is 
$1,539,600. 
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Undeveloped Land Sale 4 

Tax map #: 89-01-0051, SlB, & 52 

Address: 10204 & 10309 Grant Avenue 
8539 Oakview Drive 
Known as The Hamlets 

Grantor: The George Mason Bank 
Grantee: Rivermead Homes Inc. 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

$869,500 
Dec-92 

45 Lots 

or $19,322 /per lot 

21.76 acres 

Zoning: R-10, approved, with proffers. Per lot cash 
proffers $1,000 per lot. Frontage 
improvements were $88,300 per grantee's staff. 
Engineered, plan approved, ready to record 
plat. 

Shape: near rectangular 

Surrndings: Average, mixed residential on the edge of the 
City of Manassas, townhouses and apartments in 
the City, semi-rural residential outside of 
City, Old Dominion Speedway nearby. 

Access: average+, south side of the City of Manassas 

Entry: Good, a subdivision on opposite side of Grant 
Avenue constructed improvements along frontage 
which benefited this property also. 

Topog.: near level 

Sewer: available, close by 

Deedbook: 1939 page 1639 

Financing: none recorded after deed 

Source: Co. records, appraiser, grantee's staff 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: The lots were undeveloped; they were 
engineered, platted and approved at the time of 
sale. 
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Undeveloped Land Sale 5 

Tax map #: 90-01-00027A 

Address: 10620 Lucasville Road 
Manassas, Virginia 
Known as Mayfair 

Grantor: Horizon Community Builders, Inc. 
Grantee: Ryland Group Inc. 

Price: 
Date: 

Size: 

$1,517,000 
Aug-93 

82 Lots 

or $18,500 /per lot 
$46,769 /per acre 

32.436 acres 

Zoning: R-10, rezoned with proffers, received county 
approval October 13, 1989. Property was zoned 
for a maximum of 88 lots, engineering done, 
plan approved, ready to record. 

Shape: near rectangular 

Surrndings: Average+, above average quality housing in 
surrounding subdivisions, homes selling in the 
$160,000 range. In a neighboring subdivision, 
Count~£ Roads, the average lot size is 1/2 
acre. Homes along Lucasville Road are a mix 
of older, average quality single family 
detached homes. The area has a rural 
atmosphere. 

Access: Average, south side of the City of Manassas 
Route 234 and Route 28 nearby, access to I-66 
is 3 miles north or west through the City of 
Manassas. 

Entrt: Average, Lucasville Road is a rural two lane 
road. Fro~tage improvements are a deceleration 
lane and a right turn lane at estimated cost of 
$100,000. 

Topog.: Gently rolling with broad ridges, property is a 
mix of open pasture and established hardwoods. 

Z830 
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Proffers: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing: 

Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

$2,000 per lot for off site road construction, 
one time contribution of $1,500 for street 
lighting with one street light to be installed 
at all intersections and cul-de-sac's, $150 per 
lot park contribution, $100 per lot library, 
$50 per lot fire and rescue, and $1,125 per lot 
school contributiqn. Right of way dedication 
of 30' along Lucasville Road and a right turn 
lane. 

available, nearby 

2027 page 1834 

seller financed $217,000,no other financing 
recorded after deed 

Co. records 

none at the time of sale 

The lots were undeveloped; they were 
engineered, platted and approved at the time of 
sale. Prior sales were in December, 19 8·6 for 
$1,300,000 and April, 1989 $2,967,000. In deed 
book 2027 page 1831, there is a transfer from 
Country Roads Property Corp. to Horizon 
Community Builders, Inc. for $1,168,000 but 
this appears to be a intra-corporate transfer. 
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Sale Comparison 
Adjustment Criteria 

Date 

Size 

Zoning 

Shape 

Surroundings 

Access 

Entry 

Topography 

Sewer/Finish 

No adjustment is needed all comparable sales 
are recent. 

Sales of tracts of land indicate a pattern of 
little difference in price for various sizes of 
parcels. The lack of discount for size is 
explained, by deyelopers, by control of a 
larger area offsetting the disadvantage of 
size. Individual lots are affected by size. 

The subject is zoned R-10 but does not have a 
approved preliminary plan. The cost of holding 
the property and the expenses incurred during· 
the approval are adjusted for. 

estimated from past experience 

measured by average value of surrounding 
buildings 

rated in terms of convenience to major roads 

Adjusted for the ease of entry to the property 

1% per 1% increase or decrease in 
slope angle multiplied by the difference between 
subject's and comparable sales' slope angles 
plus adjustments for unusable terrain such as 
floodplain 

All comparable sales have sanitary sewer on or 
very near the property. The subject does not 
have sewer readily available. The sewer and 
water cost.to· the subject are now being 
adjusted without being pro-rata with Doves 
Overlook. The cost of constructing sewer and 
water to the property is $12,908 per lot. This 
only brings sewer and to the property. 

In several of the sales sewer service is 
provided by the Dale Service Corporation . The 
cost of the Dale Service Authority is less as 
opposed to the Prince William Service 
Authority. Tap·fees with the Dale City Service 
Corp are $1,167 per unit as compared to $4,077 
with the Prince William Service Authority, a 
difference of $2,910 per lot which is adjusted 
for. 
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Proffers 

Other 

Per lot cash proffers paid at the issuance of a 
building permit are adjusted in comparison to 
estimated proffers for the subject. 

Frontage improvement adjustment based on simple 
subdivision entrance and a full entrance as 
explained earlier in the "Adjustments· For 
Differences in Land Features" section of this 
report. The subject requires extensive road 
improvements. The estimated cost for the 
construction of Smithfield Road is $619,000. 
The cost of upgrading Doves Lane is $215,000 
plus right of way. For this analysis the cost 
of right.of way is not included since the value 
of the lots is negative without that cost. The 
cost of the lower cost access improvement is 
divided by the number of lots in the 
subdivision and compared to the sales. 

cost # of lots cost/lot 
$215,000 106 $2,028 

Following standard appraisal procedures, in the comparison grid 
below, the sales price is adjusted first for unusual sale 
conditions including unusual financing, then the price is adjusted 
for changes in market conditions, and finally for the combined 
effect of all the other adjustments. Mathematic steps are to 
multiply the sales price by the adjustment for financing and market 
conditions then the resulting adjusted price is multiplied by the 
sum of all the other adjustments. 

2834 
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Undeveloped R-10 Land Sales As of October 1995 
With Cost Not Prorated: 
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Subject 
Doves Landing !

Sale #1 
Cardinal Crest 5 & 6 !

Sale #2 
Cardinal Ridge 1 & 2 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox n/a 

22-001-000-00022 
10 miles E 

23-0041-1\81 & 23-01-9 
10 miles E 

$/Lot n/a 
Sale. conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-95 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-10,NoPlan 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $12,908 
Frntimp. $2,028 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

3rd party 
May-95 

97 
R-10,ApvPln 
av.Vac.$180 
av.Smi, I-95 
2 Card.Dr. 
rectangular 
roll+StpSlp 

$1,014 
atsiteDAle 
smple$1030 
ready 

$15,000 

-20% 
$1,00Q 

$1,014 
($15,818) 

($998) 
($1,000) 

($500) 

<$4,302) I 

Bank Sale 
none recorded 

Mar-94 
165 

R-10, . 5Pltd 
Th,mix$180 
av,Smii95 
2 Card.Dr. 
Irregular 
roll+StpSlp 

$1,255 
on sitePWC 
simple$600 
ready 

$11,002 
33% 

-25% 
$1,000 

$1,255 
($12,908) 

($1, 428} 
($1,000) 

($500) 

($1,699) 
==================================================================== 

Subject 
Doves Landing !

Sale #3 
Courtland Heights 

Sale #4 
The Hamlets 

Tax Map 065-001-073 33-002-000AS & B 
Prox n/a 6 miles SE 

89-01-0051, 51B, & 52 
3 miles N 

$-/Lot n/a $9,000 
Sale conditions Bank Sale 33% 
finance cash to selle·r none recorded 

Dec-92 mkt.cond Oct-95 Dec-93 
#of Lots 106 70 
Zoning R-lO,NoPlan R-lO,ApvPlri 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr av.Vac.$150 
Access Manss 3 mi. av.Smi,I-95 

-20% 
$1,500 

Entry need entran 1 MinvilRd below 

45 
R-lO,ApvPln 
av. $135s 
av+,CtyMass 
average 
nearRectang 
near level 

Shape Irreg. ok irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood GntRollStrms 
Proffers none $3,444 
Sewer $12,908 on sitePWC 
Frntimp. $2 ,·028 smple$1420 
Devel. Status ready 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

$3,444 none 
($12,908) on sitePWC 

($608) smple$1,960 
( $1, 000) ready 

($500) 

$98 I 

$19,322 

-20% 
$1,600 

($2,000) 

($1, 000) 

($12,908) 
($68) 

($1,000) 
($500) 

( $419) 
=================================================================== 
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--------------------------------------------
Subject 
Doves Landing 

I

Sale #5 
Mayfair 

-------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 90-0l-00027A 
Prox n/a 2.5 miles N 
$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-95 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-10,NoPlan 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $12,908 
Frntimp. $2,028 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

sm. %owner 
Aug-93 

82 
R-10,ApvPln 
av+, $160's 
av,S.CtyMas 
average 
nearRectang 
gnt,rolling 

$3,245 
near by 
smple$1,200 
ready 

$18,500 

-20% 
$1,500 

($2,000) 

$3,245 
($12,908) 

($828) 
($1,000) 

( $500) 

$2,309 
============================================ 
( * most similar) 

Date Price/per lot 

Sale # 1 May-95 $15,000 
2 Mar-94 $11,002 
3 Dec-93 $9,000 
4 Dec-92 $19,322 
5 Aug-93 $18,500 

-----------
$14,565 

Adjusted 
$/per lot 

($4,302) 
($1, 699) 

$98 
( $419) 

$2,309 
------------

($803) 

In comparison to the subject the comparable sales are all have 
public water and sewer at the property. The comparable sales all 
have frontage on state maintained roads which are considered 
adequate for the development on the properties. 

Sales of similar land, after adjustment, indicate that it is not 
feasible to pay the entire cost of extending sewer to the subject 
to develop it under R-10 zoning. 

106 Lots @ ($803)per lot = ($85,095) 

Z836 
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Undeveloped R-10 Land Sales As of October 1995 
With Cost Prorated: 
--------------------------------------------------------------------
Subject 
Doves Landing 

I

Sale #1 
Cardinal Crest 5 & 6 I

Sale #2 
Cardinal Ridge 1 & 2 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox n/a 

22-001-000-00022 
10 miles E 

23-0041-1\81 & 23-01-9 
10 miles E 

$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond. Oct-95 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-10,NoPlan 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $4,300 
Frntimp. $1,220 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

3rd party 
May-95 

97 
R-10,ApvPln 
av.Vac.$180 
av. Smi, I- 9 5 
2 Card.Dr. 
rectangular 
roll+StpSlp 

$1,014 
atsiteDAle 
smple$1030 
ready 

$15,000 

-20% 
$1,000 

$1,014 
($7,210) 

( $190) 
($1,000) 

($500) 

$5,114 1 

Bank Sale 
none recorded 

Mar-94 
165 

R-10 I • 5Pltd 
Th,mix$180 
av, Smii95 
2 Card.Dr. 
Ir.regular 
roll+StpSlp 

$1,255 
on sitePWC 
simple$600 
ready 

$11,002 
33% 

-25% 
$1,000 

$1,255 
($4,300) 

{$620) 
($1,000) 

($500) 

$7,717 
==================================================================== 

Subject Sale #4 
Doves Landing I

Sale #3 
Courtland Heights The Hamlets 

Tax Map 065-001-073 33-002-000AS & B 89-01-0051, 51B, & 52 
3 miles N Prox n/a 6 miles SE 

$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions Bank Sale 
finance cash to seller 
mkt.cond Oct-95 Dec-93 
#of~Lots 106 70 
Zoning R-10,NoPlan R-10,ApvPln 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr av.Vac.$150 
Access Manss 3 mi. av.5mi,I-95 
Entry need entran 1 MinvilRd 
Shape Irreg. ok irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood GntRollStrms 
Proffers none $3,444 
Sewer $4,300 on sitePWC 
Frntimp. $1,220 smple$1420 
Devel. Status ready 
Other lesmts.req. 

$9,000 
33% 

-20% 
$1,500 

none recorded 
Dec-92 

45 
R-10,ApvPln 
av. $135s 
av+,CtyMass· 
average 
nearRectang 
near level 

$3,444 none 
($4,300) on sitePWC 

$200 smple$1,960 
($1, 000) ready 

($500) 

$19,322 

-20% 
$1,600 

($2,000) 

($1,000) 

($4,300) 
$740 

($~,000) 
($500) 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Indicated value $9,514 I $8,998 
=============================== ============================= 

2837 
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--------------------------------------------
Subject 
Doves Landing I

Sale #5 
Mayfair 

-------------------------------------------
Tax Map 065-001-073 90-01-00027A 
Prox n/a 2.5 miles N 
$/Lot n/a 
Sale conditions 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-95 
#of Lots 106 
Zoning R-lO,NoPlan 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Access Manss 3 mi. 

'Entry need entran 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Topog. g.rlg,flood 
Proffers none 
Sewer $4,300 
Frntimp. $1,220 
Devel. Status 
Other lesmts.req. 

Indicated value 

sm. %owner 
Aug-93 

82 
R-10,ApvPln 
av+, $160's 
av,S.CtyMas 
average 
nearRectang 
gnt,rolling 

$3,245 
near by 
smple$1,200 
ready 

$18,500 

-20% 
$1,500 

{$2,000) 

$3,245 
($4, 300) 

($20) 
($1,000) 

{$500) 

$11,725 
============================================ 
( * most similar) 

Date Price/per lot 

Sale # 1 May-95 $15,000 
2 Mar-94 $11,002 
3 Dec-93 $9,000 
4 Dec-92 $19,322 
5 Aug-93 $181 500· 

-----------
$14,565 

Adjusted 
$/per lot 

$5,114 
$7,717 
$9,514 
$8,998 

$11,725 
------------

$8,614 

In comparison to the subject the comparable sales are all have 
public water and sewer at the property. The comparable sales all 
have frontage on state maintained roads which are considered 
adequate for the development on the properties. 

106 Lots @ $8,600 per lot = (rounded) $912,000 
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Value As Large Lots As of October 1995 

The subject can be developed with individual well and septic fields 
on each lot. This will limit the number of lots which can be 
subdivided from the subject. It has been reported there are 6 
possible septic field sites on the property, but 2 are rated as 
having a less than SO% chance of approval. Therefore, it is 
estimated there will be 5 approved septic sites resulting in s lots 
with an average size of 14.5 acres. The subject will now be 
compared to other parcels which do not have sewer nearby and can be 
developed with septic sites. Following are two sets of comparable 
sale·s. The first group are sales of acreage which will provide an 
indication of value of the entire parcel. The second group of 
comparable sales are of lots which range in size from 12 to 16 
acres which will be used in an analysis.of income and expense from 
probable development. 

Z839 
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Residential Acreage Sale 1 

Tax map #: 65-0014-002A, 3A, SA, 6A & 7A 

Address: 9890, 983 7, 9700, 9.728 & 9760 Tico Road 
known as River Bend Farms 
Brentsville, Virginia 

Grantor: Mansfield Park Partnership 
Grantee: GSS, INC. 

Price: 

Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$270,000 or 

05-Mar-92 
53.9101 acres 

12.2167 acres 
10.0143 acres 
10.8097 acres 
10.7713 acres 
10.0981 acres 

A-1, planned use 

Near rectangular 

lot 2A 
lot 3A 
lot SA 
lot 6A 
lot 7A 

is AR, 

$5,008 /acre 
$54,000 /Lot 

5 /Lots 

10 acres per unit 

Surrndings: The property is located outside the Town.of 
Brentsville. There are several small 
farmettes with horses nearby. A 2·, 200 sq. ft. 
house was constructed on lot 4A in 1992 with 
an assessed building value of $177,200. Each 
of the 5 lots back up to Cedar Run. 

Access: 

Soils: 

Topog.: 

The property is located at the end of a gravel 
road and fronts on a private road. 

The lots are listed in county records as "non 
build non perk". Approximately 30% of the 
soils are listed as moderate for septic tank 
absorption fields because these soils also 
percolate slowly. Environmental Health 
reported in early 1993, each lot has a septic 
field site for a three bed room house, the 
owner was working to upgrade the septic field 
sites to 4 bedrooms each. · 

Gently rolling, each lot borders Cedar Run, and 
several small tributaries to Cedar ~un cross 
the property. Approximately 100 feet along 
Cedar Run of each lot is mapped as RPA. 
Approximately 30% of each l~t is mapped in 
flood plain. Map is dated December 1, 1981. 

Z841 
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Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing 

Source: 
Building: 

Public sewer unavailable, each lot has a 3 
bedroom perc. 

1866 page 1123 

Deed of Trust Fairfax Bank & Trust, $585,000 
Term 3 years. 

County records, REDI 
None at time of sale 

-75-

2842 



' I = 
f 
• 
·I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I .,. 

/ cQ 

·~ 

) 



Residential Acreage Sale 2 

Tax map #: 39-001-0018 

Address: Fleetwood Drive 
Nokesville, Virginia 

Grantor: Thomas A. Schettler ET UX 
Grantee: Kathleen Fillmore ET AL 

Price: 

Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

Surrndings: 

Access 

Soils: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

$183,000 or 

27-May-:-94 
38.873 acres 

$4,708 /acre 

A-1, planned use is AR, 10 acres per unit 
Near rectangular 

The property is located near the westernmost 
portion of Quantico Marine Base. The boundary 
with Fauquier County is 2 miles west. The 
surroundings are vacant land and a mix of 
newer and older homes on large lots. 

The parcel fronts on a 2 lane paved road. 

Only 5% of the soils on the parcel are listed 
as moderate for septic tank absorption fields. 
These soils also percolate slowly and the depth 
to rock is listed as severe. The parcel is 
part of a 48.87 acre parcel. The grantor 
indicated in the listing there were 4 to 5 
septic sites on the property. The buyer 
reported she obtained 3 septic field sites on 
the property. 

Gently rolling, there are two small streams on 
the property. A small portion of the property 
along the southern boundary is mapped in flood 
plain. 

Public sewer unavailable, private well and 
septic. 

2153 page 1597 

Financing: Buyer reported the owner provided about 86% 
financing at a rate below typical residential 
financing at the time of sale; 7 year term. 

Source: County records, REDI, MLS, buyer 
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Building: Understood from buyer that there was a barn on 
property, the estimated value: $10,000. 

Comments The property was for sale in 1992 with 48.87 
acres for $220,000. The grantor purchased the 
property in August, 1990 for $180,000 with 
48.87 acres. 
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Residential Acreage Sale 3 

Tax map #: 067-01-000-0009B 

Address: 11506 Parkgate Road 
Nokesville, VA 

Grantor: Sproles, Peggy et al 
Grantee: Barrett, James and Brenda 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

$215,000 
30-Jun-95 

71.68 acres 

A-1 
irregular 

or $2,999 /acre 

Surrndings: rural residential farms and average quality 
housing along Parkgate 

Access: 

Topog.: 
Sewer: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

average, 3 miles to Manassas, parcel fronts on 
Parkgate Road road which is a paved 2 lane road 
and a private road 

near level 
5 perc sites 

2251/0166 
private, owner for $185,000 
County records, REDI 

none of any value 

County designates land as: 
Class II soil, 11.16%; Class III soil, 
20.91%; Class·v soil, 7.94%; and Forest 
Use, 59.99%. · 
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Land Sale Comparison 

Adjustment Criteria 

Date Sales are adjusted -1.5% per year for 
sales from 1991 and 1992. 

Size No adjustment for size. There is no indication 
of price difference per acre in the range of 
size for the subject and comparables. 

Zoning Sales with the same or similar zoning are used 
to compare -to the subject. The subject is zoned 
R-10 but could be developed with 10 acre lots 
with a variance from the Board of Zoning Appeal. 
It is reported by the·county Attorney's Office 
that this variance would be granted. There are 
no proffers to be adjusted for with the A-1 
zoning. 

Shape Sales with a shape which limits the use of the 
parcel are adjusted for. 

Surroundings Measured by average value of surrounding 
buildings. 

Access Rated by the quality of the road and the 
distance to local commuter ro~tes. 

Soils The adjustment for soils is based on the 
suitability of the soils for septic fields. 

Topography The based on the amount of useable land and the 
percentage of the parcel that is mapped in flood 
plain. 

Other Adjustment are ·made for unusual characteristic 
that are not typical of other properties. 

Following standard appraisal procedures, in the comparison grid 
below, the sales price is adjusted first for unusual sale 
conditions including unusual financing, then the price is adjusted 
for changes in market conditions, and finally for the combined 
effect of all the other adjustments. Mathematic steps are to 
multiply the sales price by the adjustment for financing, then for 
market conditions, then the resulting adjusted price is multiplied 
by the net total of all the other factors plus 100%. 
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Large Acreage Land Sales Comparison Grid As Of October 1995 
-------------------------------------------------------------------Subject Property 
Doves Landing I

Sale 1 
River Bend Farms ISale 2 

Fleetwood Drive 
-------------------------------------------------------------------Tax Map 
Prox'ty 
$per ac. 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
16-0ct-95 

72.6819 
R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
rur,mix,wtr 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
Nr Occ Rvr 
wooded 

Indicated value 

055-01-000-0009 
1 miles w 

3rd party 
$5,008 

Mar-92 -2% 
53.9101 

A-1 & AR -15% 
rectangular 
Frmts$170's 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
GntRll30%FP 
Poor, 5, 3bed 
Cedar Run 0% 
30%wooded 10% 

$4,663 I 

39-001-0018 
8 miles SW 

86% owner 
May-94 
38.873 

A-1 & AR 
Nr.Rectang 
VacLd,$150s 
Paved.Road 
Manss 8 mi. 
GntRol2strm 
poor-3perc 
barn/$257 
30%wooded 

$4,708 
-10% 

-15% 

10% 
-5% 
10% 

-5% 
10% 

$4,449 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 
Prox' ty 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
16-0ct-95 

72.6819 
R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
rur,mix,wtr 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
wooded 
Nr Occ Rvr 

Indicated value 

I

Sale 3 
11506 Parkgate Road 

067-01-000-0009B 
4 miles w 

Private 
Jun-95 

71.68 
A-l 
irregular 
vacld$150's· 
pavedState· 
Manss 5 mi. 
level 
poor 3 perc 
60% wooded 

$2,999 
-10% 

-15% 

10% 
-5% 

25% 
5% 
5% 

$3,374 I 
============================================ 
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.... _.,..oc_~ ... _._. 

Unweighted average of sales: 
(* indicates most similar to subject) 

Sale #1 
2 
3 

Unadjusted 
Price/acre 

$5,008 
$4,708 
$2,999 

$4,238 

Adjusted 
$/acre 

$4,663 * 
$4,449 
$3,374 

$4,162 

Sale 1 is the purchase of 5 lots with an average lot size of 10.78 
acres. The lots did have approved septic sites. The surroundings 
of Sale 1 are better than the subject and the access is similar. 

Sale 2, in comparison to the subject, has surroundings that are 
similar, but the access is better due its frontage on a paved road. 
The buyer reported having owner financing at below market rates. 
The estimated lot size based on lot yield of Sale 2 is similar to 
the subject. 

Sale 3 in comparison to the subject is further from Manassas and in 
a more rural area of the county. It has no water near it. Buyer 
reported only 3 septic field sites on this parcel which results in 
a lower lot yield for total acreage similar to the subject's. 

Sales of similar land, after adjustment, indicate a market value of 
approximately: 

72.6819 acres @ $4,700 per acre (rounded) = $342,000 

Z851 
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RECONCILIATION OF VALUE ESTIMATES AND FINAL OPINION OF 

The final analytical step in an appraisal is reconcilia on~seGEN~L 
indications of the property's value into a single amount. REALESTATE 
Indications of the property's market value by the various APPRAISER 
approaches are as follows: 

Value as of January 1989 

Value indicated by sales of 

Value. indicated by analysis 

Value as of October 1993 

Value indicated by sales of 

Value indicated by analysis 

Value indicated by sales of 
10+ acre lots 

Value as of October 1995 

Value indicated by sales of 

Value indicated by analysis 

Value indicated.by sales of 
for 10+ acre lots 

Value indicated by analysis 
development 

undeveloped R-10 

of development 

undeveloped R-10 

of development 

undeveloped land 

undeveloped R-10 

of development 

undeveloped land 

of 10+ acre lot 

land 

land 

for 

land 

$742,000 

$1,030,000 

$900,000 

$800,000 

$305,000 

$912,000 

$780,000 

$342,000 

$193,000 

At both times, sales and development analysis indicate values that 
are close. Both are reliable indicators. Sales are used for the 
final estimate of value since development analysis is sensitive to 
assumptions about costs. Based on information and analysis in this 
report, it is my opinion that·the market value of the property 
appraised on the dates of this appraisal are approximately: 

Estimated value of land: 
01-Jan-89 05-0ct-93 16-0ct-95 

Value with R-10 zoning and $1,030,000 $900,000 $912,000 
cost sharing assured 

Value with case sharing $742,000 $675,000 $684:,000 
probable but not assured 

Value with cost. sharing n/a $305,000 $342,000 
unlikely 

Z85Z 
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Standard Assumptions and Limiting Conditions 

No title search has been made by the appraiser or provided. The 
appraiser is not qualified to render opinions that are legal in 
nature; however apparent easements other than normal utility 
services and other restrictions, where known or observed, are 
noted. Title to the property is assumed to be good and marketable. 
The property is appraised as if it is free and clear of any liens 
or encumbrances or encroachments and the improvements believed to 
be on the subject land are within the property boundaries. 

The appraiser is not an expert in matters concerning engineering or 
toxic wastes. Where some hazard is observed it is described. 

Information used in this appraisal is from sources considered to be 
reliable but no warranty is given for its accuracy. 

It is assumed there are no hidden conditions of the property, its 
subsoil, or structures which affect its value significantly. 
Unless specifically stated in this report, no studies were made or 
available. And no responsibility is assumed for hidden conditions 
or for arranging for studies to detect such conditions. 

It is assumed that all applicable zoning and use regulations and 
restrictions have been complied with unless a nonconformity has 
been stated in this report. It is also assumed that all required 
licenses and certificates have been or can be obtained. 

The following are quoted from "The Appraisal of Real Estate" 
published by the Appraisal Institute. 

"This appraisal report has been made with the following general 
limiting conditions: 

1. The distribution, if any, of the total valuation in this· 
report between land and improvements applies only under the 
stated program of utilization. The separate allocations for 
land and buildings must not be used in conjunction with any 
other appraisal and are· invalid if so used. 

2. Possession of this report, or a copy thereof, does not carry 
with it the right of publication unless this appraisal was 
prepared for use by the RTC in which case the RTC may 
distribute it according to its rules. 

3.. The appraiser, by reason of this appraisal, is not required 
to give further consultation, testimony, or be in attendance 
in court with reference to the property in question unless 
arrangements have been previously made. 

4. Neither all nor any part of the contents of this report 
(especially any conclusions as to value, the identity of the 
appraiser, or the firm with which the appraiser is 
connected} shall be disseminated to the public through 
advertising, public relations, news, sales, or other media 
without the prior written consent and approval of the 
appraiser. 

-84-



CERTIFICATION OF VALUE 

I certify that, to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
1. The statements of fact contained in this report are true and 

correct. 
2. The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions are limited 

only by the reported assumptions and limiting conditions, and 
are my personal, unbiased professional analyses, opinions, and 
conclusions. 

3. I have no present or prospective interest in the property that 
is the subject of this report, and I have no personal interest 
or bias with respect to the parties involved. 

4. My compensation is not contingent upon the reporting of a 
predetermined value, or direction in value that favors the 
cause of the client, the amount of the value estimate, the 
attainment of a stipulated result, or the occurrence of a 
subsequent event. 

5. My analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this 
report has been prepared, in conformity with the standards and 
reporting requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice. 

6. I have made a personal inspection of the property that is the 
subject of this report. 

7. Mr. Dwight Wessel and Mr. Hugh Smyth of my staff provided 
significant professional assistance in data gathering, report 
preparation and analysis. I have a full time staff and their 
work is done under my direct supervision. They are qualified 
to do this work. The conclusions and final opinion of value 
are mine. 

8. This appraisal assignment was not based on a requested minimum 
valuation, a specified valuation, or the approval of a loan. 

9. The appraiser has performed within the context of the 
competency provision of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice. 

10. To the best of my knowledge and belief, the reported analyses, 
opinions and conclusions were developed, and this report has 
been prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code 
of Professional Ethics and ~he Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute. 

11. The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the 
Appraisal Institute relating to review by its duly authorized 
representatives. 

12. As of the date of this report, I have completed the 
requirements of the continuing education program of the 
Appraisal Institute. 

13. The apprais~r is currently licensed by the Commonwealth of 
Virginia as a Certified General Real Estate· Appraiser, license 
number 983. 

Appraiser: ...................................................... . 

~855 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

DEVELOPMENT ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

In the following analysis, income and expenses from the development 
of the subject property are examined to provide an indication of 
market value. The subject is analyzed as it existed January l, 
1989, October 1993, and under current market conditions and 
development requirements. After analysis of the property as it is 
currently zoned alternative use of the land as a subdivision of 
large A-1, 10 acre and larger lots is eximined. The results provide 
indications of market value, estimates of development expenses, 
feasibility of development, and a greater .understanding of the 
property. 

Most developers arrive at the price they will pay for land by 
subtracting from the finished lot value estimated develqpment costs 
and profit, leaving the raw land value. Developers mostly use 
simple calculations that group together item in cash flow analysis. 
That is known as the development approach. 

First the subject is analyzed as it existed in 1989, then under 
current market conditions. 

Estimates used in the analysis: 

0.20703125 Pro rata Doves Landing (106/512) 

$966,000 Off site utilities 

$1,218,879 Doves Overlook off site development cost· subject 
to pro-rata cost sharing 

$2,184,879 Total off site Development cost 1995 

($620,000)Minus Smithfield Road w/o sidewalk 

$1,564,879 Total Off Site Development cost minus Smithfield Road 

$128,359 pro rata Smithfield Road for Doves Landing 1995 

$323,979 pro rata off site sewer and water 1995 

$452,338 Total pro rata off site development of Doves Landing 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 1 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Analysis as of January 1989 with costs prorated: 

106 
4 

2.21 
1.5 

$45,000 
1.0% 

4% 
0 

$18,000 
$41,000 

$259,000 
$102,000 

1% 
80% 
20% 
20% 

12.5% 
15.0% 

potential raw R-10 lots 
lots per month absorption 
yrs. sales period 
year start up period 
finished lot values from sales analysis, starting price 
lot inflation per month (typical lot price escalator) 
construction cost inflation 1989 - 1995 
cash proffers 
per lot, on site construction expense year 1 
pro rata for easements acquisition 

Sewer easement 20' by 16100' ® $0.50/sq.ft. 
+ appraisal fees for 10 easements® $1,000 
+ negotiator/legal 160 hours @ $50/hour 

Water esmt 20'X 2700' 54000 
2 appraisals @ 

20 hours @ 

water easement 

$0.25 
$1,000 

$50 

$161,000 
$10,000 

$8,000 

$179,000 

$13,500 
$2,000 
$1,000 

$16,500 
=========== 

easements 
rounded to 

pro rata for water and sewer construction cost 
pro rata for access through adj. subdiv~sion 
taxes, typical 
financing 
profit typical of market 
equity rate, typical 
mortgage rate (prime @ 10.5% + 2 points 1989) 
effective carry rate including taxes 

$195,500· 
$200,000 

.. 
Carry rate computation: 

interest 80% 12.5% 10.0% 
equity 20% 20% 4.0% 

Built up rate 14.0% 

Taxes 1.0% 

Carry cost: 15.0% 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of 
this appraisal, is estimated to be: 106 Lots 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 2 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Analysis as of January 1989 with costs prorated: 

A summarized analysis follows: 
per lot for 106 lots 

Average value of finished lots $55,523 $5,885,411 

Avg. on-site dev. cost: ($19,358) 
Off-site dev. cost: ($3,792) 

Total development cost ($23,150) {$2,453,923) 

Proffer estimate $0 $0 

Carrying cost of land during start up period @ equity rate: 
18 months ($4,173) ($442,377) 

Carrying cost during sales period 
26.5 months ($7,357) ($779,817) 

Profit 20.0% ($11,105} ($1,177,082) 
----------- ------------

Value of the raw lots $9,738 $1,032,212 

rounded to $1,030,000 

or, $14,300 per acre (R 

The computations indicate sufficient proceeds from sales to 
fund development at normal profit allowances. Feasibility of 
development is indicated, under the stated conditions with off 
site utilities and access expensess paid on a pro rata basis 
with the development of the adjoining subdivision. 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 3 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-lO Development as of October 1993 with costs prorated. 

Estimates used in the analysis for R-10 finished lots: 

106 
2 

5.92 
$53,500 

6% 
1%' 
0 

$21,400 
$41,000 

$314,474 
$124,594 

5% 
1% 

75% 
20% 
10% 
20% 

8.00% 
12.00% 

potential raw R-10 lots 
lots per month absorption 
yrs. project duration (start up + sales period) 
finished lot values from sales analysis, starting price 
lot price inflation per year 
construction cost inflation per year 
cash proffers 
per lot, on site construction expense 1993 
easements acquisition 
water and sewer 
access through adj. subdi"..ris_ion 
sales expense, typical 
taxes, typical 
financing 
profit typical of market 
overhead and development fee on construction 
equity rate, typical 
mortgage rate fall of 1993 
effective carry rate including taxes 

Carry rate computation: 
interest 75% 8.00% 6% 
equity 25% 20.00% 5% 

Built up rate 1~% 

Taxes 1% 

Carry cost: 12%' 

The 1992 mortgage rate estimate is based on a rate reported by · 
Southern Atlantic Mortgage in September 1993 for a residential land 
development loan. Rates were higher during the early spring of 
1993, however they were lower by fall of that year. 

Construction cost estimates are based on reports by site and utility 
contractors active in the 1993 land development market. Mr. Tony 
Clark, owner of Prince William Pipe Line Corporation, reported that 
there had been little change in prices comparing 1993 to current 
prices·, perhaps in the range of 1% per year increase for 1995 over 
1993. Mr. William Phares, Purchasing Director, for William A. Hazel 
Inc., also reported that prices in 1993 were only slightly lower 
than current prices. His recollection was that the steep discounts 
prevalent during the 1990 recession were no longer in the market 
during 1993. Prices were trending up during 1994, however, were 
back down nearer 1993 levels in 1995. He estimated that the 
difference was in the range of 3% comparing 1993 and 1995. The 
range of estimates is then 1% to 1.5% per year increase in 
construction costs for the period from fall of 1993 to fall of 1995. 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 4 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Development as of October 1993 with costs prorated. 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of 
this appraisal, is estimated to be: 106 Lots 

A summarized analysis follows: 
per lot for 106 lots 

Average value of finished lots $63,565 $6,737,873 

Avg. on-site dev. cost: ($22,039} 
Off-site dev. cost: ($4,529) 

Total development cost ($261568) ($21816,233) 

Proffer estimate $0 $0 

c.arry cost of land during permitting @ equity rate 
18 months ($3 1 242) ($343 1 691) 

Carry cost during sales period 
53 months 

Profit 20.0% 

Value of the raw lots 

rounded to 

($13 1 476) 

{$12 1 713) 
~----~-----

$7,566 

or, 

($1,428,429) 

($1,347,575) 
------------

$801,945 

$800,000 

$11,100 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 5 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Development as of October 1993 without costs prorated. 

Estimates used in the analysis for R-10 finished lots: 

106 
2 

5.92 
$57,500 

6% 
1% 
0 

$21,400 
$200,000 

$1,518,968 
$638,740 

5% 
1% 

75% 
20% 
10% 
20% 

8.00% 
12.00% 

potential raw R-10 lots 
lots per month absorption 
yrs. project duration {start up + sales period) 
finished lot values from sales analysis, starting price 
lot price inflation per year 
construction cost inflation per year 
cash proffers 
per lot, on site construction expense 1993 
easements acquisition 
water and sewer 
access through adj. subdivision 
sales expense, typical 
taxes, typical 
financing 
profit typical of market 
overhead and development fee on construction 
equity rate, typical 
mortgage rate fall of 1993 
e~fective carry rate including taxes 

Carry rate computation: 
interest 75% 8.00% 6% 
equity 25% 20.00% 5% 

Built up rate ll% 

Taxes 1% 

Carry cost: 12% 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of 
this appraisal, is estimated to be: 106 Lots 

Oev. Anal. Appendix page 6 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Development as of October 1993 without costs pr9rated. 

A summarized analysis follows: 
per lot for 106 lots 

Average value of finished lots $68,317 $7,241,639 

Avg. on-site dev. cost: ($22,039) 
Off-site dev. cost: ($22,243) 

Total development cost ($44,282) ($4,693,874) 

Proffer estimate $0 $0 

Carry cost of land during permitting @ equity rate 
18 months ($3,242) ($343 1 691) 

Carry cost during sales period 
53 months ($14,483) {$1,535,228) 

Profit 20.0% ($13,663) ($1,448,328) 
----------- ------------

Value of the raw lots ($7,354) {$779, 481) 

or, ($10,800)per acre 

Without sharing the costs to bring sewer, water, and access with 
other development in the area, the subject is not economically 
feasible to develop under the stated conditions. 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 7 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-lO Development as of October 1995 with costs prorated. 

Estimates used in the analysis for R-10 finished lots: 

106 
2 

5.92 
$57,500 

6% 
1% 
0 

$22,000 
$41,000 

.$323,979 
$128,359 

5% 
1% 

75% 
20% 
10% 
25% 

10.75% 
14.00% 

potential raw R-10 lots 
lots per month absorption 
yrs. project duration (start up + sales period) 
finished lot values from sales analysis, starting price 
lot inflation per year 
construction cost inflation 
cash proffers 
per lot, on site construction expense year 1 
pro rata for easements acquisition 
pro rata for water and sewer 
pro rata for access through adj. subdivision 
sales expense, typical 
taxes, typical 
financing 
profit typical of market 
overhead and development fee on construction 
equity rate, typical 
mortgage rate (prime@ 8.75% + 2 points) 
effective carry rate including taxes 

Carry rate computation: 
interest 75% 10.75% 8% 
equity 25% 20.00% 5% 

Built up rate 13% 

Taxes ,g,. 
.-0 

Carry cost: 14% 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of this 
appraisal, is estimated to be: 106 Lots 

Dev. Anal. Appendix~age 8 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-lO Development as of October 1995 with costs prorated. 

A summarized analysis follows: 

Average value of finished lots 

Avg. on-site dev. 
Off-site dev. cost: 

Total development cost 

Proffer estimate 

($22,657) 
($4, 654} 

per lot for 106 lots 

$68,317 $7,241,639 

($27,311} ($2,895,004} 

$0 $0 

Carry cost of land during permitting @ equity rate 
18 months ($3,134} ($332, 163) 

C~rry cost during sales period 
53 months 

Profit 20.0% 

Value of the raw lots 

rounded to 

($16,897) 

($13,663) 
-- ... -~-------

$7,312 

or, 

($1, 791, 099} 

($1,448,328) 
------------

$775,046 

$780,000 

$10,800 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 9 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R·lO Development as of October 1995 with costs not prorated. 

Estimates used in the analysis for R-10 finished lots: 

106 
2 

5.92 
$'57 1 500 

6% 
1% 
0 

$22,000 
$180,000 

$1,564,879 
$620,000 

5% 
1% 

75% 
20% 
10% 

0% 
10.75% 
14.00% 

potential raw R-10 lots 
lots per month absorption 
yrs. project duration {start up + sales period) 
finished lot values from sales analysis, starting price 
lot inflation per year 
construction cost inflation 
cash proffers 
per lot, on site construction expense year 1 
easements acquisition 
water and sewer 
access through adj. subdivision 
sales expense, typical 
taxes, typical 
financing 
profit typical of market 
overhead and development fee on construction 
equity rate, typical 
mortgage rate (prime® 10.5% + 2 points) 
effective carry rate including taxes 

Carty rate computation: 
interest 75% 10.75% 8% 
equity 25% 20.00% 5% 

Built up rate 13% 

Taxes l% 

Carry cost: 14% 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of this 
appraisal, is estimated to be: 106 Lots 

Z865 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

R-10 Development as of October 1995 with costs not prorated. 

A summarized analysis follows: 

Average value of finished lots 

Avg. on-site dev. 
Off-site dev. cost: 

Total development cost 

Proffer estimate 

($22,657) 
($22,310) 

per lot for 106 lots 

$68,317 $7,241,639 

($44,967) ($4,766,545) 

$0 $0 

Carry cost of land during permitting @ equity rate 
18 months ($3, 134) ($332 I 163) 

Carry cost during sales period 
53 months ( $16 I 8 9 7 ) { $1, 7 91 I 0 9 9 ) 

Profit 20.0% ( $13 1 6 6 3 ) ( $11 4 4 8. 1 3 2 8 ) 

Value of the raw lots ($10,344) ($1,096,495) 

or, ($151200)per acre (R 

Without sharing the costs to bring sewer, water and access with 
other development in the area, the subject is not economically 
feasible to develop under the stated conditions. 

Z866 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

The following analysis considers alternative development using 
septic fields and individual wells on large lots. Comparative 
values for these large sized lots are examined in the sales 
analysis. Cash flows are examined below for the development of the 
subject as an A-1 subdivision of large, 10 acre minimum sized lots 
developed on septic fields with private ingress/egress easements. 

A-1 Lots, analysis as of October 1993 

Estimates used in the analysis for A-1 lots for 1993: 

Income: 

Expenses: 
Rezoning 
Septic fields 
Engineering 

Surveying 

Access easement 

Total 
or, 

Carry rate computation: 
interest 
equity 

Built up rate 

Taxes 

Lot yield for the subject 

$105,000 per lot from sales analysis, 
starting price 

6%lot price inflation 

$2,500 BZA, engineering, and legal fees 
$4-, 800 soils scientist and Health Dept. 
$8,000 subdivision plats and minor grading 

plans 
$6,000 subdivision stake out and test hole 

locations 
$69,888 construction expense, access esmts. 

$91,188 
$18,000 per lot, rounded 

75% 8.00% 6% 
25% 20% 5% 

11% 

1% 

·carry cost: 12% 

as explained in the zoning section of 
this appraisal, is estimated to be: 5 Lots 

Z867 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

A·l Lots, analysis as of October 1993 

A summarized analysis follows for A-1 large lots 1993: 

Average value of finished lots 

Development cost 

Proffer estimate 

per lot for 5 lots 

$111,300 

{$18,000) 

$0 

$556,500 

($90,000) 

$0 

Carry cost of land during permitting @ equity 
($31,513) rate 6 months ( $6, 3 03) 

Carry cost during sales period 
18 months 

Profit 20.0% 

Value of the raw lots 

rounded to 

($8,014) 

($22,260) 

$56,724 

or, 

($40,068) 

($111,300) 

$283,619 

$280,000 

$3,900 per acre (R 

2868 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 13 
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Doves Landing Development Analyses 

Large Lot Development Income and Expense Analysis as of October 
1.995 

Estimates used in the analysis for A-l lots for 1995: 

Income: 

Expenses: 
Rezoning 
Septic fields 
Engineering 

Surveying 

Access easement 

Total 
or, 

Carry rate computation: 
interest 
equity 

Built up rate 

Taxes 

$81,500 per lot from sales analysis, 
starting price 

6%lot price inflation 

$2,500 ·BZA, engineering, and legal fees 
$4,800 soils scientist and Health Dept. 
$8,000 subdivision plats and minor grading 

· plans 
$6,000 subdivision stake out and test hole 

locations 
$72,000 construction expense, access esmts. I 

$93,300 
$19,000 per lot, rounded 

75% 
25% 

10.75% 
20% 

Carry cost: 

8% 
5% 

13% 

l%. 

14% 

Lot yield for the subject as explained in the zoning section of 
this appraisal, is estimated to be: 5 Lots 

Z869 
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uoves Lana1ng ueve~opment Ana~yses 

Large Lot Development Income and Expense Analysis as of October 
1995 

A summarized analysis follows: 

Average value of finished lots 

Total development cost 

Proffer estimate 

per lot for 5 lots 

$86,390 

($19,000) 

$0 

$431,950 

($95,000) 

$0 

Carry cost of land during permitting @ eqtiity 
rate 6 months ($4,286) ($21,428) 

Carry cost during sales period 
18 months 

Profit 20.0% 

Value of the raw lots 

($7,257) 

($17,278) 

$38,570 

. ($36, 284) 

($86,390) 

$192,849 

or, $2,70Q per acre (R 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page 15 

:«!870 



Fully.Developed Lots 

Finished Building Lot Values 

The following comparable sales are of fully developed lots which 
were purchased prior to January 1, 1989. 
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jt 1988, Sale l 

~: 032-0039-000-081, 82, 83 & 74 

4082, 4080, 4078 & 4085 Croaker Lane 
Daleview Manor Section 7 
Woodbridge, VA 

Wood Dale Builders Corpor~tion 

Kinross of Virginia, Incorporated 

$164,000 or $41,000 /per lot 

08-Dec-88 

4 Lots 

R-10, the average lot size is 0.2777 acres 

.·all of the lots are rectangular, 

.. developing residential with nearby vacant 
tracts of undeveloped land planned for 
residential housing with commercial 
development near along Dale Boulevard. The 
average selling price of houses in Daleview 
Manor are in $125,000's with the top prices in 
the low $140, 000' s .. The community of Dale 
City is nearby. 

average, the community fronts on Minnieville 
Road near its intersection with Dale Boulevard 
I-95 access is 3 miles east. 

level to gently rolling,· no flood plain 

:at site provided by the Dale Service 
Corporation. Sewer tap fees with the Dale 
Service Corporation are $1,067 as compared to 
the Prince William County Service at $1,700 per 
unit. Water service was provided by Virginia 
~erican Water at a cost of $287 per unit. 
Nater from the Prince William Service Authority 
~as $1,300. The total difference for the sewer 
~d water cost is $1,646 per lot. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Deedbook: 1620 Page 1595 

Financing: Loyola Federal Savings and Loan, $444,800 

Source: County records, REDI 

Comments: This is the purchase of 4 finished building 
lots. Daleview is located near Dale City but 
is not a section of Dale City subdivision. The 
quality and appeal of the housing in Daleview 
Manor is above nearby housing in Dale City. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Fully Developed Lot 1988, Sale 2 

Tax map #: 032-0044-000-041 

Address: 14797 Edison Court 
Stanley Forest Section 1 
known as Cardinal Forest 
Woodbridge, VA 

Grantor: Curtis F. Peterson 

Grantee: Ryland G~oup, Incorporated 

Price: 

Date: 

Size.: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

Surrndings: 

Access: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing: 

Source: 

Comments: 

$40,130 or $40,130 /per lot 

19-Dec-88 

1 Lot 

R-10, the lot size is 0.2759 acres 

rectangular 

developing residential with nearby vacant 
tracts of undeveloped land planned for 
residential housing with commercial 
development nearby along Dale Boulevard. 
Sales price of houses in th~ community range 
from $170,000's to the low $200,000's. The 
communities of Montclair and Dale City are 
nearby. 

average, the community is located southwest of 
the intersection of Minnieville Road and 
Cardinal Drive. Dale Boulevard is nearby, I-95 
access is 3 miles east. 

level to gently rolling, no flood plain 

at site, provided by Prince William County 
Service Authority 

1625 Page 594 

none recorded 

County records, REDI 

Ryland al·so purchased lots 14 and 21 in 
November 1988 for $81,640 or $40,820 per lot. 
The community of Montclair is nearby. The 
quality of housing in Cardinal Forest is 
comparable to Montclair which is above the area 
average. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Fully Developed Lot 1988, Sale 3 

Tax map #: 100-0036-000-15, 23, 25, 27, 29, 42 & 45 

Address: 

Grantor: 

Grantee: 

Price: 

9501 Grays Mill Court 
8517, 8513, 8509, & 8505 Clearridge Lane 
8546 Ballantrae Street & 8573 Richmond Avenue 
Sherman Meadows 
Manassas, VA 

Chadwick American Company Inc. 

The Ryland Group Inc . 

$420,000 or $60,000 /per lot 

Date: 01-Dec-88 

Size: 7 Lots 

Zoning: R-25, average lot size .2295 acres 

Shape: rectangular or nearly rectangular 

Surrndings: the lots are located in the City of Manassas, 
the communities of Oakenshaw, Fairview Meadows 
and Baldwin Oaks are nearby. Houses is the 
community are selling in the $190,000's to the 
low $200,00s . 

. ~ccess: good, Route 28 is l/2 west, Davis Ford Road is 
nearby. 

Topog. : near level 

Sewer: at site provided by the City of Manassas Public 
Works. Sewer and water tap fees the City were 
$3,250 which is comparable to the Prince 
William Service Authority. 

Deedbook: 1619 Page 1787 

Financing: Tyson National Bank, Credit Line Deed of Trust 

Source=· REDI 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Value of Developed R-10 Lots As Of January 1989 

-------------------------------------------------------------------Subject Property 
Doves Landing !

Sale #1 
Daleview Manor !

Sale #2 
Stanley Forest 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Tax Map 
Prox'ty 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
# Lots 
Lot Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Access 
Topog. 
Sewer 
Other 

065-001-073 032-0039-081,82,83,74 
n/a 9 miles E 

032-0044-000-041 
7 miles E 

n/a $41,000 
0 

01-Jan-89 
106 

0.55 
R-10 
Irreg. ok 
rur,mix,wtr 
fair 
roll, low 
PWC 
near lake 

Indicated value 

Dec-88 
4 

0.277 acres 
R-10 
rectangular 
Da1Cty$130's 
av . .Jmi. I95 
gently roll 
DaleService 

19-Dec-88 
0% 1 
7% 0.275 acres 

R-10 
rectangular 
MtClir$180's 

5% av. 3mi.I95 
gently roll 

($1,646) at site PWC 
3% 

$44,274 1 

$40,130 

0% 
7% 

-5% 
5% 

3% 

$44,143 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox' ty n/a 
$per lot n/a 
finance 
mkt.cond 01-Jan-89 
# Lots 106 
Lot Size 0.55 
Zoning R-10 
Shape Irreg. ok 
Surrndg rur, mix, wtr 
Access fair 
Topog. roll, low 
Sewer PWC 
Other near lake 

Indicated value 

!
Sale #4 
Sherman Meadows 

100-36, 7 lots 
4 miles N 

$60,000 

Dec-88 
7 0% 

0.229 acres 5% 
R-25 
rectangular 0% 
Cty$200000s -20% 
gd.Rt28nrby -10% 
level 
at site 

3% 

$46,800 
=========================================== 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Unweighted average of sales (* indicates most similar to subject): 

Unadjusted Adjusted 
Price/lot Price/lot 

Sale #1 $41,000 $44,274 
2 $40,130 $44,143 
3 $60,000 $46,800 

----------- ------------
$47,043 $45,072 

Sale 1 in comparison to the subject is located in a rapidly 
developing area; Lake Ridge is a short distance to the north, Dale 
City is immediately to the west. The community fronts on 
Minnieville Road and I-95 access is 3 miles east. 

Sale 2 in comparison to the subject is located in a developing area 
with above average quality housing. The topography and curb appeal 
of the community is above average. 

Sale 3 in comparison ·to the subject is located in the City of 
Manassas. Commuter routes are nearby as well as shopping and 
schools. The quality of the housing in the area is above average. 

106 lots @ $45,000 per lot (rounded) = $4,770,000 
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Fully Developed.Lots 

The following comparable sales fully developed lots which were 
purchased prior to October, 1993. 

1993 Single Family Detached Lot Sale 1 

Tax map #: 116-13-000-0007, 12, 19, & 23 

Address: Dennis Court 
Pineborough Estates 
Gainesville, VA 

Grantor: Southern Resource Corporaiton 
Grantee: Ryland Group, Inc. 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$214,000 or $53,500 /lot 

Aug-93 

4 Lots 7,982 square feet 

RlO cluster with per lot cash proffers which 
total $2,000 per lot and are paid with the 
issuance of a building permit. 

Rectangular 

Surrndings: developing area with new homes selling in the 
mid to upper $100,000's 

Access: the I-66 and Route 29 interchange is 4 miles 
west at Gainesville, the City of Manassas is 4 
miles east. The subdivision fronts on Linton 
Hall Road. 

Sewer: at site, Prince William Service Authority 

Deedbook: 2030 page 1441 

Financing: none recorded after deed 

Source: county records, REDI, appraisal, grantor 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: Subdivision is open farmland, no wooded lots. 
Rock is present and has caused builder to have 
to blast basements, which has increased lot 
development costs.· Ryland Homes has 40 lots 
under contract in this subdivision. Ryland 
reported that they were obligated to purchase 
8 lots per quarter with a starting price of 
$53,500 per fully developed lot. Their 
contract also contains a price escalator of 6%. 
per annum. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

1993 Single Family Detached Lot Sale 2 

Tax map #: 116-11-000-0012 & 13 

Address: Bourne Place 
Pineborough Estates 
Gainesville, VA 

Grantor: Southern Resource Corporation 
Grantee: American Building Systems, ·Inc. 

Price: 

Date: 

Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$110,000 or 

Feb-93 

2 lots 
average lot 

$55,000 /per lot 

9,082 square feet 

RlO cluster with per lot cash proffers which 
total $2,000 per lot and are paid with the 
issuance of a building permit. 

near rectangular 

Surrndings: developing area with new homes selling in the 
mid to upper $100,000's 

Access: the I-66 and Route 29 interchange is 4 miles 
west at Gainesville, the City of Manassas is 4 
miles east. The subdivision fronts on Linton 
Hall Road. 

Topog. : gently rolling 

Sewer: at site, Pr;nce William Service Authority 

Deedbook: 1965 page 1979 

Financing: VA 1st Savings Bank, Credit Line Deed 

Source: County records, REDI, appraisal, grantor 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: Under the current sales contract 
Chadwick-American is obligated to purchase 4 
lots per quarter at a scarting price of 
$55,000. The contract contains an escalator 
of 6% per annum which is to begin in the 2nd 
quarter of the purchase agreement. A $25,000 
refundable deoosit is also required. 

Z879 
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Fully Developed Lots 

1993 Single Family Detached Lot Sale 3 

Tax map #: 
Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

58-0062-006 
Pintail Road, Omisol Estates 
Woodbridge, Virginia 

Rollingwood Estates Associates 
Clark Builders Inc. 

$62,000 
Aug-93 

1 Lots 
average lot size 

R-20 

or 

rectangular, corner lot 

$62,000 per lot 

20,797 sq.ft. 

Surrndings: average+, homes selling in the $235,000 range. 

Access: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Conunents: 

The subdivision fronts on Lake Omisol 

Good, 1 mile from the Horner Road and I-95 
interchange. Commuter rail access is 
available 2 miles east. 

Lots are gently rolling, with good quality 
house sites. The builder reported he spent 
approximately $8,000 in additional finishing 
cost. The lot needed fill material to bring 
up the house elevation. The fill material was 
available on site. 

on site 

2029 page 1409 
VA 1st Savings Bank, Construction Loan 
Co. records, grantor's staff, &·grantee's staff 

none, at time of sale 

Lots in the subdivision are priced according 
to quality. This is based on waterfront or 
view and additional finishi~g cost due to 
topography. Michael Chadwick reported he 
purchased lot 35 for $56,000. This lot backs 
up to a large overhead powerline and will need 
approximately $15,000 in additional finishing 
cost. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Land Sale Comparison 

Adjustment Criteria 

The adjustment criteria is the same as .used in the earlier 
comparabe sales of fully developed lots. 

Following standard appraisal procedures, in the comparison grid 
below, the sales price is adjusted first for unusual sale 
conditions including unusual financing, then the price is adjusted 
for changes in market conditions, and finally for the combined 
effect of all the other adjustments. Mathematic steps are to 
multiply the sales price by the adjustment for financing and market 
conditions then the resulting adjusted price is multiplied by the 
sum of all the other adjustments. 

R-10 and R-20 Lot Sales Oct.93 

Sale #2 Subject ~roperty 
Doves Landing !

Sale #1 
Pineborough Est~tes Pineborough Estates 

------------------------------------------- --------~--------------
Tax Map 
Prox 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 

065-001-073 116-13-000-0007, 12, 1 116-11-000-0012 & 13 
n/a 5 miles w 5 miles W 
n/a $53,500 

Size 
Zoning R-10 
Proffers· none 

0 
Oct-93 

0.55 

Shape Irreg. ok 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr 
Entry to be pub . 
Access Manss 3 mi. 
Topog. roll,low,FP 
Sewer PWC 
Other Nr Occ Rvr 

Indicated value 

none recorded 
Aug-93 

0.183 
R-10 cluster 

$2,000 
Rectangular 
$160's 
LintHall 
Near I-66 
gently roll 
PWC 

8% 

-15% 

3% 

$52,984 

none recorded 
Feb-93 

0.209 
R-10 cluster 

$2,000 
Rectangular 
$160's 
LintHall 
Near I-66 
gently roll 
PWC 

6% 

$2,000 

-15% 

3% 

$53,304 
==================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 065-001-073 
Prox n/a 
$per lot n/a 
finance 
mkt.cond Oct-93 
Size 0.55 
Zoning R-10 

!
Sale #3 
Omisol Estates 

58-0062-006 
12 miles E 

$62,000 
cash 

Aug-93 
0.477 

R-20 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Proffers 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Sewer 
Other 
Other 

none 
Irreg. ok 
rur, mix, wtr 
to be pub. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
PWC 
Nr Occ Rvr 

none 
rectangular 
$235's 
average 
gd.lmi. 95 
gently roll 
at site,PWC 
Lk Omisol 
fill 

-4% 

-15% 

6% 

Indicated value $54,220 
=========================================== 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Unweighted average of sales (* indicates most similar to subject) : 

Unadjusted Adjusted 
Price/lot " 

$/lot 

Sale #l $53,500 $52,984 
2 $55,000 $53,304 
3 $62,000 $54,220 

----------- ------------
$56,833 $53,503 
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Fully Developed Lots 

10 Acre Lot Sales Before 10/93 

Sale 1 Tax map #: 83-002-0001 

Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

11380 Marla Lane 
Nokesville, VA 

Kryza, E. Gregory and Alice 
Zelaska, Michael and Olivia 

$105,000 
Mar-92 

10.0021 acres or 

A-1 

435,691. sq.ft. 

irregular, but acceptable the lot has a so 
foot wide ingress/egress along 3 sides of its 
boundary, the ingress/egress is for Marla Lane 
which provides access to 10 other lots. 

Surrndings: Rural subdivision of large, custom houses; 
general area has more modest houses and farms, 
vacant land. 

Access: 

Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Comments: 

approximately 9 mi. to I-66 in Gainsville, 11 
mi. to I-66 at Rt. #234. Marla Lane is a 
private gravel road. 

gently rolling 
septic 
1872/1732 
none recorded after deed 
County records 

This area is planned for 10 acre minimum lots. 
County records indicate this lot sold in 1988 
for $109,905. 
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·Fully Developed Lots 

Sale 2 Tax map #: 162-003-003 

Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

2775 Dustin Court 
Haymarket, VA 

P & M General Partnership 
Barrow, Helen C. 

$105,000 
Apr-92 
10.117 acres 

A-1 
acceptable 

Surrndings: Vacant land planned for large estates. 

Access: 

Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 
Comments: 

approximately 7 mi. to I-66 at Rt.#234, and 
approximately the same distance to ~-66 at 
Gainsvill·e. Dustin Lane is a private gravel 
road. Logmill Road is nearby. 

gently rolling 
septic 
1873/1488 
none recorded after deed 
County records 
This area is planned for 10 acre minimun· lots. 
There is a 40' by 600' ingress/egress which is 
a part of the lot for Dustin Lane along the 
northern boundary. 

Z886 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Sale 3 Tax map #: 163-05-00LA 

Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

14901 Largo Vista Drive 
Haymarket, VA 

Nguyen, Chut and Nghia 
Brown, Dewy and _Deborah 

$110,000 
Apr-92 
12.307 

Zoning: A-1 
Shape: near rectangular 
Surrndings: custom and estates 

Access: 

Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Deedbook: 
Financing: 
Source: 

Connnents: 

approximately 7 mi. to I-66 at Haymarket, and 
9.5 mi. to I-66 at Gainsville. The lot fronts 
on a private 30' wide ingress/egress which is 
not a part of the lot. 
gently rolling 
septic 
1882/0683 
Owner held, $88,000 at 10% due April 29, 2002 
County records 

This area is planned for 10 acre minimun lots. 
County records indicate that this lot sold 
in 1988 for $105,000. 

Z887 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Sale 4 
Tax map #: 

Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 
Zoning: 
Shape: 

095-01-000-00170 

14175 Owls Nest Road 
Nokesville, VA 

Trivest Properties, Inc. 
Dougher, Thomas, et ux 

$100,000 
Apr-92 
13.638 

A-1 
irregular, but ok 

Surrndings: Mixed rural residential, custom houses 

Access: 

Topog.: 
Sewer: 
Deedbook: 
Financing: 

Source: 

Comments:. 

farmland, vacant land 

approximately 2 miles to Route 28, 5 miles to 
Manassas, 6 miles to I-66 at Gainesville. The 
parcel fronts Owls Nest Road which is a state 
maintained road. 

gently rolling 
septic 
1980/1901 
Nationsbanc Mtg Corp., $240,000 conventional 
loan for 30 years~ 
County records, REDI 

This lot was subdivided from a 46 ac=e 
parcel purchased in 1989; known as Lot 4-R. 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Adjustments are the same as explained above except that size is 
adjusted at $5,000 per acre. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------
Subject Property 
Doves Landing !

Large Lot Sale #1 
11380 Marla Lane 

Large Lot Sale #2 
2775 Dustin Court 

------------------------------------------- -----------------------
Tax Map 
Prox'ty 
$per lo.t 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

05-0ct-93 
14.5 ac .avg 
R-lO,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
mixed 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
septic 
Nr Occ Rvr 
wooded 

Indicated value 

83-002-0001 
9 miles NW 

$105,000 
none recorded 

Mar-92 
10.0021 

A-1 
21% 

-25% 

162-003-003 
16 miles NW 

none recorded 
Apr-92 
10.117 

A-1 
acceptable 
frmttsCust. 
Private Rd. 

irr,ok 
frmttsCust. 
Private Rd. 
9 mi.Manas 
gently roll 
septic 

5% 7 mi .Manas 

scenic 
open 

$106,500 

gently roll 
septic 
scenic 
open 

$105,000 

-25% 

5% 

$106,000 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 
Prox 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils . 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 

05-0ct-93 
14.5 ac.avg 
R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
mixed 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
septic 
Nr Occ Rvr 
'IIOOded 

Indicated value 

!
Large Lot Sale #3 Large Lot Sale #4 
14901 Largo Vista Driv 14175 Owls Nest Road 

163-05-00lA 
18 miles NW 

095-01-000-0017D 
10 miles NW 

$110,000 
owner 10% int. 

$100,000 

Apr-92 
12.307 10% 

Const.Loan 
Apr-92 
13.638 4% 

A-1 
nr rect 
good 
Private Rd. 
llmi.Manas 
gently roll 
septic 
scenic 
open 

A-1 
irregular, but ok 

-25% farms,mixed 
state rd. 

5% 5 mi.Manas 
gently roll 
septic 
scenic 
open 

-5% 

$99,000 $99,300 
=================================================================== 

Z889 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Unweighted average of sales: 
(* indicates most similar to subject) 

Sale #1 
2 
3 
4 

Price/Lot 

$105,000 
$105,000 
$110,000 
$100,000 

$105,000 

Adjusted 
$/lot 

$106,500 * 
$106,000 

$99,000 
$99,300 

$102,700 

The comparable sales of large acreage lots which sold prior to 
October 1993 are all located in areas which have developed with a 
higher quality of housing than the subject's surroundings. The 
sales are located farther from Manassas in areas planned for estate 
lots. Sales of similar land, after adjustment, indicate a market 
value for subject lots of approximately: 

$105,000 per lot 

10 ACRE LOT SALES 

Potential lot sales prices are analyzed next. First the sales are 
described then they are compared to the subject to arrive at an 
estimated market value. 

!:890 
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Fully Developed Lots 

Lot Sale 1 

Tax map #: 
Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

065-14-000-0002A 
9890 Tico Lane 
Bristow, VA 

GSS, Inc. 
D'Amico, Thomas·and Deborah 

A-1 

$69,900 
Jun-95 
12.2~6 acres 

or $5,722 /acre 

Irregular, but ok, the property has frontage on 
Cedar Run. 

Surrndings: Mix of fair to average quality residences in a 
rural setting, vacant land, 2 large, better 
quality houses on other lots in subdivision. 

Access: Average-, located at the end of Izaak Walton 
Lane, a poorly maintained gravel and dirt State 
maintained road in Brentsville off Route 619. 

Entry: Private, gravel subdivision road. 

Topog.: Rolling, some pasture land and trees along 
creek. 

Sewer: No public, requires septic field. 

Deedbook: 2244/1605 

Financing: York Federal Savings & Loan, $55,900, 
due 7/1/2010. 

Source: County records, deed, visual 

Building: None at time of sale, no construction 
seen as of 9/95. 

Comments: Lot 2A, River Bend Farm 
County designates lot as waterfront, 
is located on a private road, and 
8.19% of the lot is a housesite, with 
91.81%' designated as "non-build/non-perc". 

~892 
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Lot Sale 2 

Tax map #: 83-002-000-0008 

Address: 11420 Marla Lane 
Nokesville, Virginia 

Grantor: J. M. Huey Co. 
Grantee: James A. Podlesni, et ux. 

Price: $100,000 or 

Date: Mar-93 
Size: 14.1 acres 
Zoning: A-1 

Shape: Near rectangular 

$7,092 /acre 

Surrndings: Rural subdivision of large, custom houses; 
general area has more modest houses and farms, 
vacant land. 

Access: Average-, off Fitzwater Drive near the Prince 
William and Fauquier County line, north of 
Route 28 about 7 miles from Manassas and 7 
miles S of I-66. 

Entry: Private, gravel subdivision road. 

Topog.: Gently rolling, Kettle Run crosses the back 
portion of the lot resulting in some floodplain 
and separating the lot. 

·sewer: No public sewer, requires septic field. 

Deed Book: 1964 Page 1935 

Financing: Deed of Trust from Apple Federal 
Credit Union for $50,000. 

Source: County records, Deed, visual, agent. 

Building: None at time of sale. 

Comments: The lot is mostly wooded 

Dev. Anal. Appendix page -36-



Fully Developed Lots 

Residential Acreage Sale 3 

Tax map #: 098-01-000-0009 
Address: 9600 Evans Ford Road 

Manassas, VA 

Grantor: Evans, Charles and Charlee 

Grantee: Crigger, Warren and Carol 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

$100,000 or $6,092 /acre 
Apr-95 

16.41391 acres, from Deed 

A-1 
Irregular 

Surrndings: Mixture of vacant land and residences, 
some modest to average, some larger custom. 

Access: Average to area; off Yates Ford, near 
PW Parkway about 3 miles from Manassas. 

Entry: Parcel is located near the end of Evans 
Ford Road, State maintained road. 

Topog.: Rolling to gently rolling, ~he lot is mostly 
open 

Sewer: None, requires septic system 
Listing broker indicated the parcel 
could be divided into 3 lots. 

Deedbook: 2235/1075 

Financing: No Deed of Trust recorded after Deed. 

Source: County records, visual, listing broker, 
buyers' daughter who is a Realtor and 
was their agent for the sale. 

Building: None of any value at time of sale. 
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Comments: There were roll back taxes on this parcel in 
the amount of $10,000. According to the 
buyers' agent, the seller paid $5,000 and the 
buyer paid $5,000. She also indicated the lot 
was being purchased as a single building lot 
for her parents to relocate, even though they 
knew it could be subdivided. There is no 
waterfrontage or waterview. There is a 
recorded SO foot wide ingress egress easement 
for adjoining properties, Parcels 9C and 9D. 
There is a gravel and dirt driveway to Parcel 
9C; 9D is vacant lana, but has recently sold. 
The buyer of Parcel 9D is trying to obtain 
access to that parcel from a private street in 
an adjoining subdivision. 

~895 
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Adjustments are the same as explained above except that size is 
adjusted at $5,000 per acre. 

--------~--------------------~-------------------------------------
Subject Property 
Doves Landing ILarge Lot Sale ~1 

9890 Tico Lane 
Large Lot Sale #2 
11420 Morla Lane 

-------------------------------~----------- -----------------------
Tax Map 
Prox'ty 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
16-0ct-95 

14.5 ac.avg 
R-10,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
rur, mix, wtr 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
Nr Occ Rvr 
wooded 

Indicated value 

065-14-000-0002A 
1 mile s 

$5,722 $69,900 
new 

Jun-95 
12.216 16% 

A-1 
irregular 
Frmts$170's 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
GntRll30%FP 
Poor,5,3bed 
Cedar Run -10% 
30%wooded 10% 

$81,400 

83-002-000-0008 
9 miles NW 

$7,092 $100,000 
new 

A-1 

Mar-93 
14.1 

Nr rect 
cstm,$300s+ 
Prvt grvl 
Manass. 9 mi 
Gntl roll 
Fair 
Kettle Run 
wooded 

2% 

-25% 

5% 

$82,000 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing 

Tax Map 
Prox 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Soils 
Other 
Other 

065-001-073 
n/a 
n/a 
n/a 
16-0ct-95 

14.5 ac.avg 
R-lO,Vrance 
Irreg. ok 
rur, mix, wtr 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
poor 5perc 
Nr Occ Rvr 
wooded 

Indicated value 

I
Large Lot Sale #3 
9600 Evans Ford Road 

098-01-000-0009 
6 miles N 

$6,092 $100,000 
none, cash 

Apr-95 
16.41391 -9% 

A-1 
Irregular. 
gd res mix -5% 
Paved R~ -5% 
Manss 3 mi. 
Gntl roll 
avg,3 perc -10% 
esmnt/tax 
mostly open 10% 

$80,500 
=========================================== 

Z896 
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Sale #1 
2 
3 

Price/acre 

$69,900 
$100,000 
$100,000 

$89,967 

Adjusted 
$/acre 

$81,400 * 
$82,000 
$80,500 

$81,300 

Sale 1 in comparison to the subject is a low quality waterfront lot 
adjoining Cedar Run near Brentsville. Part of the lot is open 
pasture. It is located on a private, gravel subdivision road which 
would be similar to the subject. The residences approaching this 
lot are a mixture of modest to average houses which is also similar 
to the houses on the roads accessing the subject. The estimated 
lot size for the subject, 14.5 acres, is larger than this lot's 
size. 

Sale 2 in comparison to the subject is located in a more remote 
area of the County near Fauquier County. It is a small, private 
subdivision of very large custom houses in the $300,000 to $400,000 
range. This lot is wooded and Kettle Run splits the rear portion 
of the lot. This lot is about the same size as the proposed 
subject lots. 

Sale 3 in comparison to the subject is located at the end of Evans 
Ford Road off Yates Ford Road and has average access to both 
Manassas and Fairfax County. This lot is about 2 acres larger than 
the proposed subject lot and has better soils as it could have been 
subdivided into 3 lots. Much of the surrounding area is similar to 
the subject, but there are several large, custom houses and some 
waterfront properties in the general area which would make the area 
slightly more desirable. 

Sales of similar land, after adjustment, indicate a market value 
for subject lots of approximately: 

$81,200 per lot 

Z897 
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Current comparable sales of fully developed lots zoned R-10 . 

. · 

Z898 
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Current Fully Developed Lot Sale 1 

Tax map #: 014-05-000-0440 

Address: 2016 Jennings Street 
Newport Estates 
Woodbridge, VA 

Grantor: M/I Schottenstein Homes, Inc. 
Grantee: Pighini-Richards, G.P. 

Price: $55,830 
Jun-95 

or $55,830 /lot 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 
Shape: 

l lot 0.367 acres 

R-10, with proffers of $1,113 per lot 
square 

Surrndings: new detached houses, $180,000+ 

Access: typical subdivision street, off Neabsco Road 
Route 1 is nearby, I-95 access is available 2 
miles north 

Topog.: rolling on a small knoll 

Sewer: public at site by the P.W.C.S.A. 

Deedbook: 2248/1356 

Financing: Tyson's National Bank, credit line, 
for $550,000. 

Source: County records, REDI 

Building: none at time of sale, house being built 

Comments: Lot has a limited waterview of Neabsco Creek. 
Lot 440, Section 5D, Newport Estates. The 
grantor is the developer of the community and 
one of the primary builders. 
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Current Fully Developed Lot Sale 2 

Tax map #: 

Address: 

Grantor: 
Grantee: 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

032-46-000-0066 & 67 

4213 and 4221 Decatur Drive 
Highbridge 
Woodbridge, VA 

Samuel A Finz Company, Inc. 
Legend Creek II, L.P. 

$97,500 o~ $48,750 /lot 
Aug-95 

2 lots 
0.399 and .410 acres respectively 

R-10, per lot cash proffer of $915 per lot 

Near triangular, near rectangular. 

Surrndings: Newer detached houses, $180,000+. 

Access: I-95 access is 6 miles east, Minnieville Road 
is nearby which provides access to the Prince 
William Parkway. 

Entry: typical subdivision street, located off 
Cardinal Drive a 4 lane divided road. 

Topog.: Level housesites, both lots drop in back. 

Sewer: Public at site, Dale Service Corporation. 

Deedbook: 2263/768 

Financing: None recorded after the Deed. 

Source: County records, REDI, visual 

Building: None at time of sale, no house under 
construction as of 9/26/95. 

Comments: Lots are located on a cul-de-sac. Both lots 
back to a wooded buffer between Highbridge and 
Nea.bsco Hills. 

~900 
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Current Fully Developed Lot Sale 3 

Tax map #: 91, the parcel has not been mapped 

Address: 10409 Coral Berry Drive 
Lot 16, Great Oak, Section 4 
Manassas, VA 

Grantor: Foster Brothers, Inc. 
Grantee: Richmond American Homes of Virginia 

Price: $57,500 
Apr-95 

or $57,500 /lot 
Date: 
Size: 1 lot 0.246 acres 

Zoning: R-10, no per lot cash proffers. There are cash 
proffers with the rezoning which are _paid when 
the 144, the last building permit and the 1st 
commercial use permit. 

Shape: Rectangular 

Surrndings: above average homes selling in the $180,000's 
to $225,000's. The lay-out subdivision and 
the housing offer good curb appeal. 

Access: near by the City of Manassas, Route 234 is 
nearby 

Topog.: gently rolling 

Sewer: at site PWC 

Deedbook: 2236/1482 

Financing: None recorded after the Deed. 

Source: REDI, 

Building: none at the time of sale 

Comments: Richmond American and Foster Brothers are the 
primary builders in the community. 
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Current Fully Developed Lot Sale 4 

Tax map #: 116-0013-000-0025 

Address: 8931 Dennis Court 
Pineborough Estates, Section 2 
Bristow, VA 

Grantor: Southern Resource Corp. 
Grantee: Gray, Michael S. 

Price: 
Date: 
Size: 

Zoning: 

Shape: 

$48,238 
May-95 

1 lot 

or $48,238 /lot 

0.173 acres 

R-10 with per lot cash proffers which total 
$2,000 per lot and are paid with the issuance 
of a building permit. 

Rectangular 

Surrndings: developing area with new homes selling in the 
mid to upper $lOO,OOO's 

Access: 

Topog.: 

Sewer: 

Deedbook: 

Financing: 
Source: 

Building: 

Comments: 

the I-66 and Route 29 interchange is 4 miles 
west at Gainesville, the City of Manassas is 4 
miles east. 

gently rolling 

at site Prince William Service Authority 

2238/1924 

None recorded after the Deed. 
County recor~s, REDI 

none at the time of sale 

There have been several different builders in 
the community, the community offers limited 
curb appeal. 
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Land Sale Comparison 

R-10 Developed ~at Sales Compared to subject as if water, sewer, 
and roads were ~s place to the lots as of October 1995. 

-----------------·-------------------------------------------------
Subject Property ~R-10 Lot Sale #l ~R-10 Lot Sale #3 
Doves Landing Newport Estates Highbridge 

-------------------------------------------------------------------Tax Map 065-001-073 014-05-000-0440 032-46-000-0066 & 67 
Prox n/a 11 miles E 10 miles E 
$per lot n/a $55,830 $48,750 
finance n/a constrction loan none recorded 
mkt.cond 16-0ct-95 Jun-95 Aug-95 
Size 0.55 0.367 4% 0.400 3%' 
Zoning R-10 R-10 R-10 
Proffers none $1,113 $1,113 $915 $915 
Shape Irreg. ok square tri/rect 
Surrndg rur,mix,wtr new det,$180+ new det,$180+ 
Entry Private Rd. average average 
Access Manss 3 mi. 2mi.I-95 6mi.I-95 
Topog. roll,low,FP roll/knoll lev/drop 
Sewer PWC PWC at site 
Other Nr Occ Rvr pt wtrvw 3%' 
-------------------------------------------------------------------
Indicated value $58,943 I $52,673 
=================================================================== 

Subject Property 
Doves Landing IR-10 Lot Sale #4 

Great Oak 
R-10 Lot Sale *5 
Pineborough Estates 

065-001-073 Lot 16, Great Oak, Sec 116-0013-000-0025 
n/a 3 miles N 5 miles w 

Tax Map 
Prox 
$per lot 
finance 
mkt.cond 
Size 
Zoning 
Proffers 
Shape 
Surrndg 
Entry 
Access 
Topog. 
Sewer 
Other 

n/a $57,500 $48,238 
none recorded 

16-0ct-95 Apr-95 
0.55 0.246 

R-10 
none 
Irreg. ok 
rur,mix,wtr 
Private Rd. 
Manss 3 mi. 
roll,low,FP 
PWC 
Nr Occ Rvr 

R-10 
no perlot 
Rectangular 
new det,$180+ 
av+GodwinDr 
good,Rt28 
gently roll 
PWC 
IBM nrby 

5% 

none recorded 
May-95 

0.173 8% 
R-10 

$2,000 $2,000 
Rectangular 
$160's 4%' 
LintHall 
Manas 4mi. 
gently roll 
PWC 

3% 

------------------------------------------- -----------------------
Indicated value $60,500 $57,895 
==================================================================== 
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Unweighted average of sales (* indicates most similar to subject) : 

Unadjusted Adjusted 
Price/lot $/lot 

Sale #l $55,830 $58,943 
2 $48,750 $52,673 
3 $57,500 $60,500 
4 $48,238 $57,895 

----------- ------------$52,580 $57,503 

Sales l and 2 are located in the eastern Prince William County. 
The quality of housing is of average quality which would be the 
expected quality of the housing in subject area. Sales 3 and 4 are 
located in the Manassas area. The quality of housing in Great Oak 
subdivision, sale 3, is above the subject area. Sale 4 is located 
in a community marketing average quality housing. The comparable 
sales all have easier entry than the subject and are located in 
developing areas which increases their marketability. Sale 4 is 
the most similar but all are indicative of value. 

After adjustment, the subject's current fully developed R-10 lot 
have an estimated per lot market value of: 

106 Lots @ $57,500 per lot = $6,995,000 
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COUNTY OF PRINCE WILLiAM 
1 County Complex Cuun.. Pnnce WillYm. Vtrgm~ ll1'12·'120l 
{703) 335-6980 Meuo 631·1703 

U~ "."EL\JPMl '\:1 
ADMl~lSTRA T 10~ 

Richard E. Lawson 
Director 

-

August 2, 1989 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

caster Chasten, Planner II 

John Elde~oil Scientist 

SD#90-2P Doves Landinq; T.Mt65-l-73; 
Brentsville Maqisterial District; 
72.2 Acres; 107 Lots DEPM'n$N! c;. D~:~~~r. 

AO:S.UI·:l!:"i"i,\ !·!vt~ 

As per your request the followinq describes soil characteristics 
relative to development for sinqle family residential s~division. 

Dominant upland soils of this parcel have formed partly in old 
alluvium and partly in residuum that weathered from sandstone of the 
triassic portion of the piedmont plateau. These soils have a brown 
to liqht yellowish brown loam. surface layer about ~0 inches thick; a 
yellowish brown to yel~owish red silty clay loam to clay subsoil 
layer that ranqes from about 24 to 48 inches thick; and a substratum 
of partially weathered bedrock. Depth to bedrock ranqes from about 
3 to mere than 6 feet. Main problems for res.idential uses of these 
upland soils are slow internal drainaqe and in places hiqh content 
of clay. Depth to bedrock may inter£ere with deeply excavated uses 
in a few places. Good drainage should be provided for basements and 
other below qround uses. Footings should be placed on fir.m soil 
material.s. · · 

The alluvial and colluvial soils are on flood plain positions and in 
swale areas. Flood plain soils make up a.bout l/3 of this parcel and 
are situated alonq occoquan River. The coll.uvia.l soils are in swale 
areas and subject to seasonal wetness from runoff and seepaqe· ·from 
higher lyinq area. These soils are poorly suited to homesites due 
to flood hazard and to seasonal wetness. It appears that lots are 
desiqned so as to permit building outside of the flood plain zone. 

Lots such as 77, 78, 79, so, Bl, 82, 83, 84, 85, 90, 9l and other 
lots in similar landscape positions should be adequately drained to 
prevent wetness problems in and around house sites. These soils are 
poorly suited for basement due to wetness. Footinqs on the soils 
should be placed deeply on firm soil materials or on bedrock. 

JE:dan/jeSZcl 
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R-13,679 CONSI~ERA'l'ION: S 4l6.09l.40 

DSED 

and between A~~HON! SURGWALD and ~AR! K. BORGWALD, ~is ~i!e: ~ONALO O. 

!9,!!!! and '!:'HELM J. ~~ his ·o~ife: BENJAMIN :'. BOPBEIMER, III and 

c.AURI! ~. BOPliEIMERc his '"'ife: and :t.ORENC! R. ~ and GIL3£R'r 

~· her husband, parties of t~e !irst pact, Gcantocs; ~nd ~ 

BORES, INC., a Virginia c~cporation, ~ar:y of e~e second part, 

WITNISSETB: that foe and in consideration of t~e sum of ~en 

Dollars (SlO.OO) cash, in hand paid, and other good and valuabl~ 

consideration, ~he receipt of ~ll of ~hich is hec~by acknowledged, :~e 

Grantors do ~ec~by grant, bargain, sell and convey, in Ee~ simple and 

Jith GENERAL ~ARRANTY OF T:~L~, unto the said Grantee, all that 

certain land situate, lying an~ being in the county of ?rince ~illiam, 

State of ~ri:ginia and core ?attic~ lar ly described as fo Uo•..ts: 
?at"cel ".\" 
seqinnin~ at an iron pipe, se~, common corner to the l~nd of 
~~ar:~ ~. :•::::=:i:; :~=~== Scu~~ 4~· ~?· 10. ~~s~, ~o.~~ rA•r 
to an icon ?i~e, set, and being t~e ~o::~ea~ta:ly ~ocner at thP. 
land of ter:y ~. Kitchen: ~~ence running wi~~ the northerly tine 
of the ~i~chen ?acce! Sou~h SO• 22' 20• Wesc, 416.15 feet ~0 ~n 
leon ~ipe, !ound, ~he ~or:hwesterly cotner of the said Ki~chen 
par:cel: t~ence ::unninq ·o~ith ~he ·o~esterly Line of ~!te said Htchen 
~a:eel south 14• 07' 40• !asr., 2tn.no f~ec to an icon pipe, 
!oun~, the sout~wesc~rly corner of :he said Kitchen ?accel: 
thence cunning wLtn the goutherly line of the said Kitch~n p~ccel 
~orth so• 22' zo• ::ast,. 4.16 • .!.~ :eec. :o an i.con pi""' Cui.ind, :;hiit 
sou-c.neas~er ly corner of t!\e ~i:chen ?arcel, also b~l.nq A commfln 
corner to :he land of Nelle Yyde Holmes: :~ence ::unn1nq wtth :he 
line of the ~almes ?arcel !OUt~ so• OJ' Ja• ~ast, )JO.~! ~eP.t tO 
an iron pipe, ~et; :nence ~oncinue ~ith the line of the said 
Holmes oarcel south 2a• 56' ~9· ::ast, 186.90 Eeet co ~ fence 
past, found: thence continue with :he line of the Holmes parcel 
and 1lonq a f~nce line South 30~ 17' oa• Sast, L43.l4 feet to an 
iron pipe, set: thence south 29• 38' 21• !asc, lJ7.24 feet to an 
iron pipe, sat; thence south 29~ 4!' 42• tast, 192.15 feet :o an 
iron pip~, set: thence south 29• 17' JJ• ::ast, a6.l8 feet to an 
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iron.pipe, set; a~d ~e~ng a common ~ornet to th~ l~nd o: ~tince 
Will1am County, V1rg1n1a; th~nc~ running with :h~ Line of the 
Prince William County Virginia Sout~ ~a· 53' 53• We~t, ~33.19 
fe~t to a point; thence South 81• 10' 53• West, 112.60 fe~t to • 
point: thence south JO• 19' 23• West, 215.26 feet to a point: 
thencv south 44• 41' 53• West, 265.10 feet to a ooint· thence 
nort~ a&• 4l' 37• we=:, 117.12 ~ee: to a ~o1nt: inenc; North JJ• 
ll' 37• West, 273.20 feet to a point; thence South 09• 52' 53• 
West, 24~.38 feet to a point: thence South 58• ll' SJ• West, 
255.17 feet to a point; thence Hor:h 76• 16' 53• East, 283.75 
~e~t to a ~~int: thence N~r~h 76• 16' SJ• East. 283.75 feet to a 
point: ~~ence South 87• 50' 37• East, 4~.21 feet :o a point; 
thence 3outh 25• 36' 01• East, 131.21 feet to a point: thence 
South SJ• 20' SJ• West, 378.49 feet to a point: thence South 7S• 

- 58' 53• West, 392.29 feet to a point; thence North 85• 38' 37• 
, West, 548.72 feet to a point: thence North 81• ~4' )7• West, 

717.77 feet to a point: thence North 42• 07' SJ• East, 132.4~ 
feet to a point: thence Noeth 01• 42' 01• West, ~17.19 feet to a 
puint; then~a ~uctb 04• ll' ~J· t~~t, 141.?1 ~~:: :: :n i:=n 
pipe, set, in the southerly line of the Dove Lane Associate~ 
parcel: thence running vith the southerly line of Dove L~ne 
Associates and Umberto A. D'ambrosio North SO• 23' 23• !ast, 
25:9.64 feet to the point of beginninq and containinq 7l.l2l8 
acres:.~= 
?arc:el "!" 
BEGINNING c!.t an iron pipe, found, at the com::~on·· sou.ther-ly· corner· 
of the land of Lake Jactson Hills Inc. and ~~e LAnd of Dove ~ane 
Associates: thence cunning wi~h the southerly line of Dove Lan~ 
Associates North SO• 2J' 23• ~ast, 134.15 f~et to a iron pipe, 
set, a common corner to ~he Land of ?rince William county, 
Virginia, also beinq from vhich an i:on pipe at the cost 
northerl~ northwesterly corner of Parcel •A• bares Harth so• 23' 
23• east, 27.i8 feet; th~nce depar:inq the line of Dove Lane 
Associates and runninq vith the common line of the Land of ?rince 
Wil!iam C;unty, Virqinia south 1~· 18' !J• West, 106.50 fP.et to a 
poinc: thence south 51~ 02' J;• nc~L, lu~.~u CcGt :~ ~ ;;t~:: 
thence Noeth 62• 16' 37• West, 64.64 feec to a poinc in the 
southerly line of the ~and of Lak~.Jackson Rill$ Inc.: thence. 
cunning vith :hd southerly line of ~ake Jackson Rills Inc. North 
SO• 23' 2J• !~St, 248.12 feet to the point Of beqinninq and 
containinq 0.4601 ac:es. 

r~r derivation of :itle, s~e Deed Book 369 at page 117: ~eed Book 
405 at ~aae 429: Deed 3ook 574 at ~aqe ~52: Deed Book 405 at p~qe 
447; Oeed.aook 405 at ~aqe 453; Oeed 300k 761 at paqe 39~ ana. Ln 
oeed 3~~k 76l at page 397 among =ne aforesaid county land 
rec;:~::. 

the grantees coven~nt the usual followinq war:anties unto the 
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~rantee: •Ri~ht to conve1; free from encu=brances, exc~pt 

aforementioned, quiet possession; fucthec ass~ran~es.• 

WlTMESS the followinq siqnatures and s~als: 

STATE OF Vi:sinu 
C!T~/COUNT~~~o~r~~:~Ji~f"t~xx~-, to-wit: 

t, ~he ~~~=:siqned, a notary public in and for the jurisdic:ion 
aforesaid, do hereby c~rtify that ~thony c. su:;~ald, ~hose n~m-. is 
siqned to the foreqoinq instrument, has acknowledged the same before 
=e in my jurisdiction aforesaid. · 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this ~ d'X of __ J~_n_~ __ rv_. -------

1989. c-'1 . \ '. 

~b-L:f:== 
11!' commission exl'ires: J/31/89 

-3-
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STATE OF V1~1n1:. , 
CI'rY/COUN'Hr Fatdax , co-wit: 

t, the undersiqned, a notary public Ln and foe the ju~isdic~ion 
aforesaid, do hereby certify th•t Mary H. aur9wald, whose ~ame is 
s1qned to the foceqoinq instrument, has ~cknowledqed the s~aa o~fuc~ 
me in my jurisdiction aforesaid. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal 
1989. 

My commission expires: J/31/89 

I, the undersiqned, a notary public in and for the jurisdiction 
aforesaid, do hereby certify :hat Donald o. sowers, whose name is 

... -3~gned to the foreqoinq ir.ntrument, has acxno~ledqed tha sam~ befoc~ 
:ne in my jurisdic~ion aforesaid. - -- · ·· · - --- · 

GIVEN under my hand and se~l 
1989. 

~his ~ day of,_J_~_nu_.~rr._ ______ _ 

. . L\. 
__.-\A,\rt. J.:~--

Notary-PuDl1C \ 

MY commission expires: 3/31/89 

S't' A'!!: OF ~V.;;;1.;.;~::,;1:;.;n;;i:;;a:.,...--
CITY/COUNTY OF :~:tax , to-wit: 

I, the undersignec, a notary public in and for the jurisdiction 
aforlsaid, do hereby certify that Thelma J. sowers, whose name is 
signed to the foreqoinq i.nstruaent, has acxnowledqed the same before 
me in my jurisdic:ion ~fQresaid. 

GIVEN under my hand and seal this ~ day o~~J~~-nua_.~---------

1 m. C::::. \4.. \_ \ -~ 
~UDJ1C ~ 

My cammissi lln expic-es: J/31/tl~ 
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STA'r! or Ytrginb 
Cl't't/COUNTi of l'aJ..t:u I ~o-~o~i ~: 

I, ~he ~ndersiqned, a noeary p~blic in an4 for the jurisdictio" 
aforesaid, do hereby certify that Benjamin r. Rofheimer, tit, whose 
name is siqned to the foreqoinq inserument, has actnowl~dqed ehe same 
before ae in my jurisdiction aforesaid. 

GIV!K ~nder ay hand and seal 
1989. 

My ~oaunission expires: J/31/89 

S't'A'r! OF V1.t'dnla 
CI'rY/COUNTY OF F':t1 ri:nc , t.o-wi t.: 

I, the ~ndersiqned, a notary public in and for ~he jurisdiction 
af~resaid, do hereby certify that LaUtle t. Rofheimer, who~e name is 0 

siqned ~o the foregoing instrument, has ac~novledqed t.ne s~me before 0 

me in :ay jurisdiction atore~id. . _ ... 
0

• 

GIVEN ~nder my h~nd and ~eal 
1989. 

Ky commission expires: 3/Ji/89 

I • 

s-rA-r! or ~.:f~u ia- , 
CI~/COUNTY OF ~44@P?~, to-wit: 

t, the ~ndersiqned, a notary public in and for the jurisdiction 
aforesaid, do h~reby certify that ?lorence R. Illcn, whose name is 
siqned to the foregoinq instrument, has acknovledqed the same before 
me in sy jurisdiction aforesaid. 

GIVn~ ~nder ~; hand ~~d :e~l 
1989. 

Ky commission expires: 
IOTIIT n;::.:: ::~tt ~4 • o.f.ll~' 
n a:nt:s&.:• u•. Jll u.1wt 
lOaD ra.. "KIM. lli. ;10. - s;. 
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I, the undersi9ned, a notary public in and foe the jurisdiction 
aforesaid, do hereby certi~Y that Gilbert Illcn, wh~se n~=~ is siqn•d 
to the fore9oinq Lnstrumenc, ha~ 3cknowledqed th~ sa~~ h~fnc~ m~ in my 
jurisdiction aforesaid. ,.rJ_ 1 

GIV£N undec: ay hand anc! seal tbis ~ dai· f:tf <...9z JUl."'- t.u- , 
.U89. '/ .. 

~ULt<- '-f}}.·_::iLLt-
Notary :tuDllC 

My commission expires: 
WfiU PVIUC s:Ht !.f ·~:l!d 
ft :Pt~h'J Ull. ~JI 17.!SK .......... -·· ·-····· ..,_.. .-.. ---~ , ...... 

-WilD---~ 
89JAH 18 Alt II Ql 
P.RDa III.LW1 c:a ... v~ 
mtErr;J...A:~4-v 
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1988/1989 County Description 

PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

Prince William County is located in Virginia 25 miles southwest · 
of the District of Columbia within the Washington Metropolitan 
Statistical Area. The County contains 355 square miles of 
generally rolling terrain, with two cities (Manassas and 
Manassas Park). Of ·the total-land ar~a, ·Quantico ~larine Corps 
Base occupies about 20% of the southernmost portion of the 
county. The county extends from the coastal plain along the 
Potomac River which is its eastern boundary, through the gently 
rolling Piedmont Plateau, to the crest of the Bull Run 
Mountains Cel.l,349 ft.)· on its western boundary. The county 

·measures approximately-48 miles at its widest point. 

Population 

Prior to 1950, the county was almost entirely agricultural in 
character. Since then, it has developed into a suburban 
community of metropolitan Washington. The population and 
necessary housing have grown at a very rapid pace and continues 
to do so. It is the third most densely populated county in 
Virginia. The population for 1990 is estimated to be 240,153 
residents in comparison to 144r703 residents in 1980. This · 
represents an average population·increase of 6.6% per year. 
Current projections call for over 300,000 residents by the year 
2000 signifying continued growth for·tbe·near future. 
Population growth from the years 1930 to 2000 (projected) is 
summarized below: 

1930 
1940 
1950 
1960 
1970 
1980 
1990 
2000 

Commercial Development 

Population 

13r950 
17,738 
22·,612 
50,164 

111·,10"2 
144,703 
240,153 current 
325,000 projected 

1.. Increase 

n/a 
27% 
27% 

122% 
121% 

30% 
66% 
35% 

According to the Prince William County Office of Economic 
Development, commercial development is at an all-time high with 
over. 2.6 million square feet of commercial floor area 
constructed in 1989 alone. The County estimates 87 major 
developments existing, under construction, or planned 
throughout the County, Manassas City, and Manassas Park. 
Commercial growth has been particularly rapid along the I-95 
corridor in the eastern portion of the County, and around the 
City of Manassas in the western portion of the County. 
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In the eastern portion of the county, the area experiencing 
most of the commercial development is the Davis . 
Ford/Minn~eville/Borner Road area due to its proximity to· I-95, 
Potomac Mill~, and three of the county's largest residential · 
developments (Dale City, Lake Ridge, and Montclair). The 
Potomac Mills Shopping Center# completed in 1986r contains over 
1 million square feet of retail floor area and is one of the 
catalysts behind the rapid commercial growth seen in the 
Smoketown Road/I~95 area. 

There are numerous commercial projects planned within the area. 
Most notable is the planned •parkway Center• and •prince 
William Commons•. 

The planned Parkway Center, located less than one mile north of 
Potomac Mills, is planned for over 1 million square feet of · 
commercial floor area. However' proffers that were finalized 
in September of 1989 would allow development of over 2 million 
square feet. Site·plans are currently being submitted. 
Bisecting the Parkway Center will be tpe 8 Prince William 
Parkwayn, a new six-lane road that will extend from a new I-95 
interchange at Borner Road to Davis Ford Road west of the 
Potomac Mills Mall (see Roads & Transportation for more 
information on the Parkway>. 

The Parkway will also bisect the •prince William Commonsn 
project which is being developed by Radnor Commonwealth 
Properties and Lee Sammis Associates (ownership may have 
changed on this project). The development, planned for the 
south side of Smoketown·Road west of ~-95# will incorporate 216 
acres of mixed-use residential and commercial space that will 
consist of over 9006000 square feet of office/service 
center/light industrial space, 3SQ,QOO square feet of retail 
space, ·combined with 1,100 high-density residential units. 

Most of the commercial growth in·the western portion of the 
County centers around the City of Manassas up to Interstate 
Route 66. There are currently SO major commercial·developments 
incorporating retail, office, and industrial uses either 
existing or planned for the area. 



The growth in commercial space within the County, as stated in 
total square feet for the particular year, is summarized below: 

Office Retail Industrial Total l. Increa 

1982* 2t352r603 4r875tl26 3t54lt500 10t769t229 
1982 49t724 9t422 22t750 8lt896 
1983 90 t277 68,648 280t443 439t368 
1984 175,469 481t872 561-,985 lt219t326 
1985 377,176 lt038t472 487 t728 lt903t376 
1986 238,027 lt044tl49 561,134 lt843t310 
1987 446,803 893t639 680t320 2t020t762 
1988 646,121 899t737 780,096 2t325t954 
1989 702,621 lt029t351 886,074 2t618t046 

Total St078,82l 10t340t416 7t802t030 23t22lt267 

·* NOTE (f~gure includes pre-existing development before 1982) 

Employment 

The major sources of employment for local residents is supplied 
by the County, City of Manassas (currently the fastest growing 
city in the state of Virginia), and the Washington Metropolitan 
area. 

During 1986 and 1987, the growth in the commercial sector was 
seen largely in retail facilities but more recently, commercial 
and industrial business has been growing at an accelerated pace 
principally because land prices and rental rates closer to 
metropolitan Washington are very expensive, furthermore, the 

_ county government realized that its tax base was significantly 
out-of-balance with the lack of a commercial and industrial tax. 
infrastructure. The county government is aggressively pursuing 
new business to reduce the imbalance and to return some of the 
53% of the workers now employed outside of the County to the 
County~s work force. 
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Of the 101,707 persons employed within the county, 48,299 (or 
47% of.employed persons) were employed within the county. The 
unemployment rate for 1989 was a low 1.8% compared to 4.1% for 
the Commonwealth, and 5.2% for the nation. The numbers of 
in-county employees listed by industry is shown below: 

Business 

Occupation 

Trade 
Government 
Services· 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation & Utilities 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Agricultural & Forestry 
Non-Classifiable 

Total 

i. Employed 

l5tl23 
llt808 

8t359 
6t509 
2t313 
2t219 
lt369 

573 
.26 

48t299 

Prince William County is beginning to attract some of the more 
prominent names in business. Most notable is IBM and Atlantic 
Research Corporation. The largest employer within the County 
is IBM located in the City of Manassas with over s,ooo 
employees; plans exist to add even more employees. ·summarized 
below are the County's largest employers: 

Employer 

1. IBM Corporation 
2. Prince William County Schools 
3. Prince William County Government 
4. Quantico Marine Corps Base 
5. Atlantic Research Corporation 
6. Prince William Bosptial 
7. Potomac·sospital 
8. CON'rEL 
9. Nothern Virginia Community Coll. 

10. Virginia Power 
11. Atlas Machine & Iron Work 
12. Northern Virginia Electric Co-op 
13. Atlantic Foods 
14. Dynapac 

Income 

! Employed 

StOOO 
4tl00 
lt441 
lt420 

950 
775 
600 
585 
514 
380 
300 
240 
200 
200 

The median family income for 1989 is S50t434t up $3,000 from 
the 1988 figure of S47r542. The county has been growing in 
affluence as evidence by sales of upscale items; merchants of 
items ranging from jewelry to speedboats' to BMW automobiles, 
report significant increases in sales over previous years. 
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Of the 101,707 persons employed within the county, 48,299 Cor 
47% of.employed persons) were employed within the county. The 
unemployment rate for 1989 was a low 1.8% compared to 4.1% for 
the Commonwealth, and 5.2% for the nation. The numbers of 
in-county employees listed by industry is shown below: 

Business 

Occupation 

Trade 
Government 
Services· 
Construction 
Manufacturing 
Transportation·& Utilities 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Agricultural & Forestry 
Non-Classifiable 

Total 

1 Employed 

15tl23 
llt808 

8t359 
6t509 
2t313 
2t219 
lt369 

573 
26 

48t299 

Prince William County is beginning to attract some of the more 
prominent names in business. Most notable is IBM and Atlantic 
Research Corporation. The largest employer within the County 
is IBM located in the City of Manassas with over SrOOO 
employees; plans exist to add even more employees~ Summarized 
below are the County's largest employers: 

Employer 

1. IBM Corporation 
2. Prince William County Schools 
3. Prince William County Government 
4. Quantico Marine Corps.Base 
5. Atlantic Research Corporation 
6. Prince William Bosptial 
7. Potomac·aospital 
8. CON'!'EL 
9. Nothern Virginia Community Coll. 

10. Virginia Power 
11. Atlas Machine & Iron Work 
12. Northern Virginia Electric Co-op 
13. Atlantic Foods 
14. Dynapac 

Income 

! Employed 

StOOO 
4tl00 
lt441 
lt420 

950 
775 
600 
585 
514 
380 
300 
240 
200 
200 

The median family income for 1989 is Ss0,434, up S3r000 from 
the 1988 figure of S47,542. The county has been growing in 
affluence as evidence by sales of upscale items: merchants of 
items ranging from jewelry to speedboats, to BMW automobiles, 
report significant increases in sales over previous years. 
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Roads & Transportation 

The major roads serving Prince William County run north to 
south7 in the eastern portion of the county are u.s. Route l 
and Interstate 95; in the western portion are State Route 28 
and Interstate 66. They are linked by State Routes 234 and 
663. The areas along Routes 28, 66, and Interstate 95 are 
where most of the industrial growth is planned. Roads are the 
responsibility of the State except in the City of Manassas. 

The one problem area that exists within the County is the 
current inadequacy of the road system. This is not unique to 
the County, but is characteristic of the Washington 
metropolitan area as a whole. Since the primary means of 
transportation is the private automobile (there is no public 
bus system), the rapid population increase and the 
out-of-County employment have overburdened the roads. This 
situation has been recognized by both the County and the State, 
and significant road improvements are planned that should 
benefit both the eastern and western portions of the County. 

Most notable of these is the planned widening of Davis Ford 
Road from two to four lanes <with enough right-of-way for six 
lanes), in conjunction with the planned Prince William Parkway 
which·has received the necessary funds for construction via the 
1988 bond referendum. The Board of County Supervisors approved 
the final alignment of the Parkway in late 1989. The Prince 
William Parkway will extend, as six lanes, from the Horner 
Ro·ad/I-95 interchange to Minnieville Road (Rt .640) to the west. 
The Parkway will then narrow to 4 lanes before merging with a 
newly widened Davis Ford Road (4 lanes) leading to Old Bridge 
Road. The Parkway will include 12 intersections with full 
median breaks and 4 or 5 right-turn only access points. 
Engineering work has already begun on the road's internal 
design and construction is to b~gin in May of 1990. The 
Parkway should be comp!eted in the fall of 1991. ·As part of 
the $66 million referendum that financed the Parkway,·oavis 
Ford Road will be widened from Minnieville Road to· Liberia 
Avenue in the western end of the County near the City of 
Manassas; this will provide commuters with unobstructed access 
from the City to I-95 in the eastern portion of the County. 

One of the County's highest priorities, the planned Route 234 
bypass, will provide north/south travelers within the county a 
more efficient route by bypassing the City of Manassas1 it will 
meet with Route 15 north of Haymarket in the northern portion 
of the county. The road was approved for a SlO million bond in 
the November, 1988 election to initiate work. The bypass, if 
built, will cost Sl30 million. If constructed, it will 
originally consist of 4 lanes with enough right-of-way to 
expand to 6 lanes. Z918 
Currently, there are BOV (High Occupancy Vehicle) lanes on 
Interstate 95 serving northern Virginia for the exclusive use 
of vehicles carrying three or more people. These two 
reversible lanes allow maximum flow during rush hours. 



Construction of BOV lanes through Prince William County, and 
connection with the existing lanes, is scheduled to start in 
1991 •. 

The nwashington Bypassn, intended to relieve traffic on the 
existing beltway is 10 to 15 years away from construction 
according to a VDOT traffic planning engineer. There are six 
plans for the proposed bypass; five of these pass through 
Prince William County. VDOT and the Maryland Department of 
Transportation will hold public hearings in late May or early 
June in order to develop a draft environmental impact 
statement. VDOT is likely to choose a bypass route by March of 
1991. A detailed location study is expected by June of 1991. 
Design should take one to two years to ·finish; right-of-way 
acquisition will take two to three years, and construction will 
take two to three years. State officials are concerned tha~ 
the proposed west.ern bypass corridors may not be available once 
construction is ready to begin. Two of the five proposed 
routes enter at the Cherry Bill Peninsula in the southeastern 
portion of the county and connect with Interstate 95. These 
routes are final segments of an eastern bypass that would span 
the Potomac River from Charles County, Maryland. Two more 
corridors begin at I-95 in the middle portion of Stafford 
County and traverse western Prince William County in the 
Nokesville area. They later connect with Route 28 and 
Interstate 66 before reaching Frederick, Maryland. The final 
route through the county begins just north of the.I-95/Rt.234 
interchange, continuing west until it intersects with Lake 
Jackson. From this point, the route heads north, bypassing 
Manassas to the east before connecting with I-66 in Fairfax 
County. A concern about one plan is its incorporation of the 
proposed Rt.234 bypass, which would place it next to the 
Manassas Battlefield Park. 

Airports serving Prince William County are: Dulles 
International Airport which is located 18 miles to the north. 
International and domestic £lights are available as well as air 
freight; Washington National Airport, which is 25 miles 
northeast provides domestic flights and air freight; Manassas 
Municipal Airport provides some charter, but primarily local 
flying on·its two runways (these are 5,200 feet and 3,200 
fee.tl7 the City, however is planning the expansion of the 
airport in order to complement and attract business prospects 
for the rapidly expanding business and industrial developments 
surrounding the airport. Planned is the expansion of the 
runway by ltOOO feet necessary to provide enough takeoff and 
landing area for international business flights. Prince 
William County is planning ·to build its own airport along the 
Potomac River near Dumfries to relieve the overcrowding of the 
Manassas Municipal airport. 

Two railroads serve the area providing freight service. These 
are the Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Potomac Railroad (RF&P), 
which serve the eastern side of the County, and the Norfolk 
Southern Corporation serving the western portion of the County. 
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One line generally parallels Route 28 going south, and the 
other parallels Route 66, generally, going to the southwest. 
AMTRAK passenger service· is available on both railroa~s. 

Interstate buses serve the County, but there is no local County 
bus system. For transportation to employment, private 
vehicles, car· pools, van pools, and chartered buses serve the 
various communi ties·. 

There are four motor freight carriers within the County, and 
thirteen trucking firms within the area. 

Government and Services 

Prince William County uses the county executive form of 
government. This provides for the election of Clerk of Circuit 
Court, Commonwealth Attorney, Sheriff, and the seven county 
supervisors, one from each of the seven magisterial districts 
(county political subdivisions). 

The Board of Supervisors implements its policies through a 
County Executive, and an appointed seven person school·board 
whor in turn, appoints a Superintendent of Schools. In 
addition, the Board appoints numerous citizen committees, 
boards, authorities and commissions to help govern the County. 

Fire protection and emergency rescue service is provided by a 
~ombination of volunteers and full-time career personnel. 
Service is provided from 18 locations throughout the County on 
a 24 hour a day basis • 

. Police protection is provided through the County police force. 
Thi.s year, the police force is to receive its accreditation,. 
one of fifty within the country, from the Commission on 
Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies. 

The County park system is broken into neighborhood, community, 
district and special use parks. There are 40 developed and 
undeveloped parks in the county totaling more than J,ooo acres. 
The County continues to expand its park syste~ and acquires the 
necessary land to do so partly by purchase, and partly as a 
component of new development and gifts. Since passage of the 
1988 park bond referendum, the Park Authority has been planning 
improvements and construction at 11 parks; these improvements 
include construction of new soccer fields, picnic areas and 
improved parking. 

Other County services include libraries, community planning and 
development, and human services. Within human services there 
exist: the Area Agency on Aging; Mental Health, Mental 
Retardation and Substance ABuse Services Board; Office of 
Consumer Affairs; Prince William Health District; Department of 
Social Services: and the Office on Youth. 
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Education 

An estimated 42•000 students are enrolled in the Prince William 
County school as of the current year.· It is the fourth largest 
school system in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Student 
standardized test scores consistently rank above both State and 
national levels. Over 60% of the high school graduates 
continue their education·at universities, colleges, and other 
institutions. The school budget for the· 1989-1990 was S282 
million; the county estimates that it will cost $4,995 to 
educated each student in the current 1990 year. To keep pace 
with the growing population, the county opened 3 new elementary 
schools in 1989. Three additional elementary schools are 
scheduled to open in 1990. Currently, there are 35 elementary 
schools, 10 middle schools, 6 high schools' and 4 special 
educ~tion schools serving the county. 

The county has two branches of the Northern Virginia Community 
College in Manassas and Woodbridge.· Both campuses offer 
college preparatory and continuing education classes as well as 
technical training. The Woodbridge campus features the Small 
Business Institute which provides training specifically for 
small businesses. The Manassas Campus features programs in 
aviation and computer information systems. 

George Mason University, located approximately 10 miles to the 
north in neighboring Fairfax County currently offers 
graduate-level public administration courses at the McCoart 
Administration Building, the seat of Prince William County's 
government. Planned is· the Prince William Institute that would 
include an Urban Systems Engineering program and other 
graduate-level and research programs. 

Utilities 

The sewer system is adequate for the next three or four years. 
There are plans to expand the two main treatment plants, the 
Upper Occoquan Sewer Authority Plant and the B.L. Mooney 
Wastewater Treatment Plant, to keep apace of the growth. The 
County replaces sewer lines, but requires developers to build 
at their cost, lines necessary to meet the requirements of 
their development~ this includes connecting lines, and 
upgrading the existing lines if their development .exceeds 
existing capacity. 

There are two small treatment plants that handle separate small 
communities: Oak Ridge & Forest Grove Plant, and the Nokesville 
Plant. Dale City has a privately owned system to service its 
needs. 

Water for the County is primarily purchased from Fairfax County 
to the north. For the western part of the County, water comes 
indirectly from the Potomac River. The water supply is 
adequate for the future. Dale City has its own water company 
to serve its needs. Many portions of the County continue to 
rely on private wells. 



Developers are required to install water lines for their 
developments including any necessary connecting lines. 
Replacement lines and upgrades of the system are done by the 
County. 

Solid waste is handled at the County landfill. This is 
principally for household refuse and limited non-hazardous 
industrial waste. There is a charge for dumping. No burning 
of stumps is permitted. This causes problems for developers 
since there is only one operating stump refuse site which is 
located in the southeastern portion of the County. 

Electricity is supplied and distributed by Virginia Power and 
the Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative. 

Natural gas is supplied by Columbia Gas Transmission 
Corporation and distributed by Columbia Gas of Virginia and the 
Washington Gas Light Company. Gas is available subject to load 
and distance from existing lines.· 



PRr.NCE WILL~ COUNTY DATA 
(updated 8/1/95) 

Prince William County is located in Northern Virginia, 
approximately 25 miles southwest of the District of Columbia, and 
it is within the Washington Metropolitan Statistical Area. The 
County contains 355 square miles or 227,425 acres of generally 
rolling land. Of the total land area, Quantico Marine Corps Base 
occupies about 20% of the southernmost portion of the county. The 
County extends from the coastal plain along the Potomac River 
which is its eastern boundary, through the gently rolling Piedmont 
Plateau, to the crest of the Bull Run Mountain (el.l,349 ft.) on 
its western boundary. The County is about 22 miles wide and 48 
miles long. Although it stretches from the southeast to the 
northwest, it is described by its residents as being divided into 
the 11 east" and the 11 west. 11 In the west section, are two 
independent cities: Manassas and Manassas Park. In addition, 
there are four towns that are political subdivisions of the 
County: Occoquan, Quantico, Dum£ries, and Haymarket. 
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** Much of the data and some graphs throughout this County 
description were provided by the Prince William Councy Office 
of Economic Development's 1994 11 Progress and Perspective." 
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Cities 

Prince William County surrounds two small cities. These cities 
were incorporated in 1975, before Virginia placed a moratorium on 
such ~c~ions. The City of Manassas is known as the "County Seat," 
conta1n1ng both the County Courthouse and City of Manassas Town 
Hall within its limits. It also has an "Old Town" historic 
district with museums, and restored buildings that are used mainly 
for offices and retail stores. It's 10.7 square miles is made up 
of residential, commercial, and industrial uses, and has nearly 
6,000 households, a population of 27,957 in 1990, and a low 
unemployment rate of less than 2%. It became an incorporated city 
in 1975, and is governed by its own City Council. 

The City of Manassas Park contains approximately 2.5 square miles, 
and borders both Prince William County and the City of Manassas. 
The first residences were built in 1955. It has its own schools, 
police, fire and rescue services, public works, and social 
services. Since it became a city in 1975, it has further 
developed with more single family detached dwellings, townhouses, 
some multi-family residences, and the Conner Center Business Park. 

Population 

Prior to 1950, Prince William County was almost entirely 
agricultural in character. Since then, it has developed into a 
suburban community of Washington, D.C. In the 1970's it was rated 
as the fastest growing county in the nation. It is still one of 
the fastest growing counties, and is the third most densely 
populated county in Virginia. County officials estimate its 
density at 702 persons per square mile. 

Table I. 

Year 

1950 
1960 
1970 
+980 
1990 
2000 

Population reported by the U.S.Census from the years 
1930 through 1990 is summarized below (County totals. 
include Manassas and Manassas Park prior to 1980) : 

Population Manassas Manassas % change 
County Park 

22,612 
50,164 122% 

111,102 121% 
144:,703 15,438 6,524 SO% 
215,686 27,957 6,734 63% 
316,992 n/a n/a 47% 

Due to the increased availability of housing units and the 
attractiveness of the area, the population has increased steadily 
since 1985. The population growth race has averaged 4.4% per year 
since 1985. The Prince William County Mapping Office estimates 
the 1994 population as 244,572 which is a 4.7% increase over 1993. 
The Couney reports that population in March, 1995 was 244,572. 
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The following tables show the annual population growth since 1985 
and a table of the age distribution in the County in 1994, based ' 
on estimates from CACI Marketing Service. Population counts are 
from the County's Office of Mapping and Information Resources. 

Annual Population Growth 
Year Population % Increase 

1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 

164,958 
169,710 
178,338 
190,463 
206,358 
215,686 
223,887 
226,806 
233,574 
244,572 

average annual growth 

3.5% 
2.9% 
5.1% 
6.8% 
8.3% 
4.5% 
3.8% 
1.3% 
3.0% 
4.7% 

4.4% 

Age Distribution + 
In Years % of Total 
o-5 9.4% 
5-19 24.4% 
20-44 44.9% 
45-64 17.9% 
65+ 3.4% 

*1994 figures 

Some of the reasons that Prince William has been so attractive to 
residents are that the County has 

one of Virginia's lowest crime rates for jurisdictions of 
100,000 +people 
a good school system, ranked by 85% of parents as good or 
excellent 
some of the most affordable housing in Northern Virginia 
convenience and proximity to employment in the Washington D.C. 
metropolitan area 
26,000 acres of parkland. 

~loyment 

Employment in the Washington, D.C. region tends to be stable in 
comparison to other densely populated areas. Virginia ranks third 
in the nation in federal funds per capita, neighboring Fairfax 
County is the fourth largest receiver of any county in the nation. 
The presence of the federal government in this area had a 
moderating effect during economic recessions because of its large 
employment base and contracting operations with the private 
sector. During the 1990-1992 recession, some federal government 
jobs were eliminated and the amount of federal contracting began 
to diminish. Because of the large percentage of the area's 
population which is employed by the federal government any down 
sizing by the government will have a noticeable effect. There was a 
7% decrease in the number of government employees residing within 
the county, however, more important than the reduction of 
government employees is a 15.6% increase in technology and 
service employment in the county. 

The Prince William County Boar.d of Supervisors is pro economic 
development. They are aggressively pursuing new businesses to 
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. 
reduce the tax burden on taxpayers and to offer employment to some 
of the 61.6% of the workers now employed outside of the County. 
The trend toward more commercial and industrial development is 
evident in the tax base, which in 1989, accounted for 23.5% of the 
County's total tax base. In 1994, commercial and industrial real 
estate fell from 23% to 22.01% of the ectal tax base. This is in 
part due to the assessed values of commercial property decreasing 
faster than residential assessments over the past several years. 

Total employment within the County in 1994 was estimated by the 
Virginia Employment Commission, at 61,105, a 6.5% increase over 
1993. In-county Employment has increased 128.2% since 1980, when 
employment was estimated at 26,776. Approximately 35.2% of the 
County's workers are employed within the County. With a median 
age of 29, these workers are among the youngest and best trained 
in the area. 

Table II. Percent of in-County employees listed by industry: 

Employment Sector 

Retail/Wholesale Trade 
Government 
Services 
Construction 
Transoortation & Utilities 
Manufacturing 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 

Employment. 
By Industry 1994 

34.4% 
22.4% 
20.0% 
10.4% 

5.3% 
4.1% 
3.4% 

The unemployment rate has remained consistently lower than state 
and national levels, since 1981. As of November 1994 the 
unemployment rate for Prince William County was 3.4%, while the 
unemployment rate in Virginia was 4.5%, and in the U.S. overall 
unemploymenc was 5.8%. A total of 3,759 jobs were added in 1994. 
This is down slightly from the 3,965 jobs which were created in 
1993, but the quality of the created jobs has improved. In 1993 
most of the added jobs were in t~e retail industry. In 1994 the 
largest percentage of increase was in technology and service 
oriented corporations. This trend is expected to continue because 
of the·new companies which have announced intentions to move to 
the county. 

Income 

The median family income for the County has been a_nd still is 
higher. than that of the state, and has been increasing steadily. 
According to the 1990 Census, the County's median household income 
was $49,370, while the median household income for the 
Commonwealth of Virginia was $33,328. According to a report by 
the Center for Public Services the median household income in 
1994 was $55,531, which represents an l1% increase in median 
household income since 1990. 
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Education 

According to 1990 statistics, roughly 1/4 of the County's 
population consists of school-aged children between the ages of 5 
and 19. For the· 1993-1994 school year there were 44,775 students 
enrolled in Prince William County schools. There are 39 
elementary schools, 11 middle schools, 7 high schools, 3 special 
education schools, and one alternative school serving the County. 
(Schools in Manassas and Manassas Park are not included in the 
count.) It is the fourth largest school system in the Commonwealth 
of Virginia. The school budget for 1993-1994 was roughly $269 
million. 

School officials note that student standardized test scores 
consistently rank· above both State and national levels. Some 
23% of the population are college graduates and 96.6% have 
graduated from high school. Over 75% of the county's high 
school graduates continue their education at universities, 
colleges, and other institutions. 

Two branches of the Northern Virginia Community College are 
located in the County. Both campuses offer college preparatory 
and continuing education classes, as well as technical training. 
The Woodbridge campus specializes in courses specifically 
oriented toward small businesses, while the Manassas Campus 
features programs in aviation and computer information systems. 

George Mason University (GMU), located in neighboring Fairfax 
County, has decided to build a campus on a site just west of the 
City of Manassas. This campus, to be known as the Prince William 
Institute, will be built on a 120 acre tract of land donated by 
the private sector. It is planned for 9,000 students and faculty 
members. The Board of County Supervisors approved an amendment to 
the Comprehensive Plan to add a chapter called the Prince William 
Institute Sector Plan. The sector plan covers 1,150 acres around 
and including the Prince William Institute campus. The sector 
plan designates land uses.to include a hotel and convention center 
site, 700 student housing apartments, and approximately 800 acres 
for other business uses. GMU approved a $120 million master plan 
for the campus in March, 1994, made up of 12 buildings, totaling 
1.2 million square feet. The institute will offer degrees in 
nursing, education, public administration and the administration 
of justice, biotechnology and urban systems engineering. The site 
has attracted new industry to the area because of some of these 
programs. 

Strayer College completed its 20,000 square foot fa~ility in the 
Battlefield Business Park, in Manassas, near the I-66/Route 234 
interchange in 1994. A second campus is under construction in 
Woodbridge. 
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Residential Development 

The sales pace of residential development in the early 1990's was 
slow as were sales of developed and undeveloped residential land. 
Beginning in 1992, residential sales increased, and this trend has 
continued. On average, new home sales have been fairly strong 
since 1992. Prince William accounts for 19.7% of all new home 
sales in Northern Virginia, ranking behind Fairfax and Loudoun 
County. The total number of sales dropped in all of the counties 
of Northern Virginia in 1994. Prince William was the only county 
to show an increase in single family sales. Sales of new homes in 
Prince William were stable at 2,218 units in 1994 after a 10.3% 
increase in 1993. Prince William County reports that there are 
currently 84,100 housing units in the County. 

In 1994, mortgage rates started at 7%, increased to 9% by January, 
1995, and by mid 1995,· interest rates for residential loans 
dropped to around 7% to 8%. The sales pace was slow in early to 
mid 1995, but was picking up by late summer, probably due to the 
decrease in interest rates. The average sales price dropped by 5% 
in both 1994 and 1993. The average sales price in 1994 was 
$121,700. Table III shows the numbers of residential building 
oermits issued since 1984. There was an increase in the number of 
residential building permits issued in 1994 over the number issued 
in 1993. 

Table III 
Residential Building Per.mits 

Year Single Townhouse Condo Multi-Pam Total 
Fam. Rental 

1984 1,192 665 174 880 2,911 
1985 1,255 1,178 58 290 2,781 
1986 1,814 1,557 80 1,802 5,253 
1987 1,568 1,108 16 2,277 4,969 
1988 1,829 1,672 39 725 4,265 
1989 858 1,053 486 292 2,689 
1990 368 551 162 600 1,681 
1991 369 691 144 8 1, 212 
1992 584 872 253 197 1,906 
1993 976 779 250 13 2,018 
1994 1,062 1,033 194 1 2,309 

average 1,080 1,014 169 644 2,909 

UIWCNS OF OOl.LARS 

1916 ,. ,.. 111!10 111'2 , .. 
11165 1911 t91i 1WI tl!il3 
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Table IV shows the dollar values of the building permits approved 
each year, including non-residential . 

Table IV. . Building Per.mit Values (in millions of dollars) 

Year Residential Non- Total residential 
residential as % of total 

1984 $132.1 $72.0 $204.1 65% 
1985 $147.7 $90.2 $237.9 62% 
1986 $247.3 $102.5 $349.8 71% 
1987 $253.0 $9.8. 0 $351.0 72% 
1988 $263.4 $114.2 $377.6 70% 
1989 $192.9 $141.4 $334.3 58% 
1990 $115.0 $94.6 $209.6 55% 
1991 $100.4 $64.9 $165.3 61% 
1992 $151.4 $68.6 $220.0 69% 
1993 $181.5 $78.8 $260.3 70% 
1994 $190.7 $66.7 $257.4 74% 

Examination of "Table IV" reveals that total building permit 
values peaked in 1988, but decreased by 37% in 1990. Building 
permit values increased in 1992 and in 1993, over 1990 and 1991 
levels. Total permit values dipped by 1.1% in 1994, this loss was 
caused by a decrease of 15% or $12.1 million in non-residential 
permits. The data in Table IV indicates that the residential 
market continues to recover. 

Commercial Development 

Prince William County has an economic development policy that 
encourages new commercial and industrial development. In Janua~, 
1992, the Board of County Supervisors approved funding for a 
marketing plan for the County. Its 5 year goal, 1992-1997, is to 
add 14, 000 new jobs and to attrac.t $1 billion in new 
non-residential capital investment. In support of this goal, the 
1990 Comprehensive Plan was amended in 1993, and a chapter on 
economic development was added. The County's marketing plan 
targets four major growth sectors: information, biotechnology, 
tourism opportunities, and major federal employers. 

Tables V and VI show the growth in commercial square footage since 
1981. From 1985 to 1990, new commercial and industrial 
construction was at relatively high levels. According to the 
Prince William County Office of Economic Development, commercial 
development was at an all-time high in 1989 with the construction 
of over 2.4 million square feet of commercial floor area. 
However, this space·was not absorbed as rapidly as it was created. 
New construction dropped dramatically in 1991, due to an 
oversupply of commercial and industrial space created by 
overbuilding. The level of nonresidential development in 1994 was 
about 1/10 of the level in 1989. In 1994, construction activicy 
decreased to the lowest level seen in 10 years. 

Z9Z9 
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The decrease in nonresidential construction in 1994 is due 
primarily to a steep drop in retail construction. Reeail space 
added in 1994 was at the lowest level seen in 10 years. Office 
space construct~on decreased by almost half the level it was in 
1993. Only the industrial sector showed a slight increase over 
1993, but still remains at a relatively low level of construction. 

Table V: Growth in commercial square footage. 

Year Office Retail Industrial Total 

to 1983 2,492,610 4,953,196 3,846,~93 11,291,999 
1984 175,469 481,872 561,985 1,219,326 
1985 377,176 1,038,472 487,728 1,903,376 
1986 238,027 1,044,149 561,134 1,843,310 
1987 446,803 893,639 680,320 2,020,762 
1988 646,121 899,737 780,096 2,325,954 
1989 620,408 1,008,303 834,320 2,463,031 
19.90 306,222 1,071,688 461,345 1,839,255 
1991 25,331 552,428 133,887 711,646 
1992 141,464 765,374 79,598 986,436 
1993 62,760 1,145,925 32,460 1,241,145 
1994 34,323 166,089 36,796 2371208. 

-~---~--~-~------~---------~--------------------
Total 5,566,714 14,020,872 8,495,862 28,083,448 

* NOTE (figure includes existing development before 1983) 

Table vz 

New Comm/lnd Space 1984-1994 
Prince William County 

SQUARE FEET (Thcusandi) · 
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Retail: 

Retail construction is recovering in 1995. Tandy Corporation is 
building a 184,000 square foot Incredible Universe gigastore that 
is scheduled to open in the Fall of 1995. It is expected to 
average between $60 and $80 million in ·sales annually, and create 
350-400 jobs. Also, a Target store is planned to be built at 
Parkway Crossing. 

Most new nonresidential construction in the 1990's has been by 
retailers & service companies, such as Wal Mart, McDonald's, Price 
Club, Toys R Us, Home Depot, Best Buy, Hechinger, and Food Lion. 

As a percentage of the total, retail space makes up half of the 
commercial square footage in the County. 

Retail Space: 
Office Space: 
Industrial Space: 

% of Total 
SO% 
20% 
30% 

Total Space: 

Total Sq.Ft. 
14,020,872 

5,566,714· 
8,495,862 

28,083,448 

Based on construction activity and observation, the largest 
segment of commercial development is the retail market. The 
Prince William County Office of Economic Development estimated 
that over 1,241,145 square feet of commercial and industrial space 
were added to the market in 1993. This figure is down to 237,208 
in 1994; however, as income, population, and retail development 
have grown, retail sales increased from $471 million in 1991 to 
over $1.9 billion in 1994, an 11.6% increase over 1993. Most 
commercial development in the County has occurred in 2 areas; the 
Potomac Mills Mall/Prince William Parkway ar~a and in Manassas 
along Route 234 near I-66. Studies done in my office show that 
vacancies in retail space are currently at 5% to 10% overall. 

Office: 

There is an oversupply of office space. 
space in the County is being absorbed. 
vacancies were as high as 15% to 20%. 
around 5% to 10% County-wide. 

Industrial: 

The oversupply of office 
In the early 1990's 

They are now dropping to 

Construction of industrial facilities has been depressed in the 
1990's (see Table V). The supply of industrial land is restricted 
in eastern Prince William County. According to the County, about 
25% of the total industrial square footage built in 1989 was near 
I-95. Before 1989 the amount of industrial space completed was 
evenly divided between the I-95 and I-66 corridors. There is 
ample industrial land still available for purchase, in the western 
portion of the County in the Manassas and Gainesville areas. 
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Recent and Planned Developments 
Eastern Portion of County: 

Eastern Prince William County is one of the most active areas in 
the County. Four of the County's largest residential developments 
(Dale City, Lake Ridge, Woodbridge, and Montclair) are located in 
this area. This is the most densely populated section of the 
County. Most of the commercial activity in the area is centered 
around the Potomac Mills Mall and along the Prince William Parkway 
at Smoketown Station. The numbers of land sales, and development 
activity has been strong since Potomac Mills opened in 1985. 

Currently, the Mall consists of 1.6 million square feet, with 220 
stores.· It employs over 3,000 people, making it one of the top 
sources of employment in the County. The Mall attracted 
14,000,000 visitors in 1994, making it the number one tourist 
attraction in Virginia. According to Mall management, currently, 
35% of Potomac Mills shoppers are from outside the area. The 
number of tour buses to the Mall has remained strong at more than 
3,090 motorcoach visits in 1994. 

New businesses which located nearby the mall in 1994 included a 
73,000 square foot retail center and a Best Buys appliance store. 
Sears Roebuck and Co. plans to open a 34,000 square foot 
Homelife Furniture Store near the front of Potomac Mills. At 
Smoke Town Station an additional 182,000 square feet of retail 
space was under construction in early 1995. Also, two shopping 
centers on Route l in Woodbridge underwent major renovations. 

Recent and Planned Developments 
Western Portion of The County 

Over the past decade there were several large developments 
planned in the western portion of the County·that did not 
materialize, including the Disney Theme Park and Dominion Downs 
Equestrian Sports Park. However, there have been recent 
developments and more are planned that indicate that growth is 
continuing in this area. · 

Cellar Door Productions opened a 21,000 seat amphitheater, known 
as Nissan Pavilion. The amphitheater is on a 90 acre parcel 
located on Wellington Road in Manassas, approximately one mile 
south of I-66 and Route 29. Atlantic Foods which is also located 
on Wellington Road will open a 68,000 square fooc expansion and 
Overnite Transportation opened a new 29,596 square foot operation 
nearby at the "Atlantic Commerce Center". American Printing and 
Paper Products is planning to build a new printing facility at the 
"Atlantic Commerce Center••. 

The American Type Culture Collection (ATCC) , the fourch largest 
biotechnology company in the Washington Metro~olitan Area, pl~ns 
to build a 90,000 square foot headquarters adJa7ent to the Pr~nce 
William Institute. It is to open in 1997, and ~s expected to 
employ 226 people. 
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In August, 1995, IBM Corporation announced that a joint venture of 
IBM and Toshiba will build a multi million dollar plant in 
Manassas, near the Route 234 Bypass and the GMU campus. 

All of these developments planned in the western portion of the 
County should serve to increase the demand for office and 
industrial land in the area over the next several years. 

Roads & Transportation 

Roads 

Prince William County is served by two interstate highways, I-95 
in the east and I-66 in the western portion of the County. In 
general, roads are maintained by the State, except for roads in 
the City of Manassas. 

The County is linked east to west by State Route 234 (Dumfries 
Road), and Route 663 (Davis Ford Road). A third cross-county 
road, the Prince William Parkway was recently completed. The 
Parkway extends across the County from I-95 at the Horner Road 
interchange in the east to the City of Manassas in the west. The 
total cost of the road was most recently estimated at $43 million. 
Most of the Parkway has been constructed, but the new interchange 
at I-95 will not be finished until 1996. The I-95 interchange at 
Horner Road, being constructed by the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT), is planned to be completed by the Summer or 
Fall of 1995. 

Another planned road improvement is the Route 234 Bypass. It will 
provide travelers with a more efficient route to I-66, by 
bypassing the City of Manassas. It is planned for a 4-lane cross 
section, with enough right-of-way for future expansion to 6 lanes. 
During 1994, Prince William secured full funding for the Bypass 
and construction began in 1995. .The estimated cost to build this 
road is around $71 million. 

In eastern Prince William, VDOT has acquired right-of~way for a 
reconstruction of the I-95 and Route 234 interchange in Dumfries, 
and improvements to Route 234 are under construction. 

HOV (High Occupancy Vehicle 3 or more people) lanes on Interstate 
95 are being extended to Prince William. The project is scheduled 
for completion in 1996. currently, ~here are HOV lanes on I-95 · 
serving Northern Virginia, from Springfield to Washington, D.C. 

A ten-mile section of I-66 between Route so in Fairfax County and 
Route 234 in Prince William is being widened to eight lanes. 
Construction is underway and completion is expected in the spring 
of 1996. One lane will be restricted to car pools of two or more 
people (SOV-2) during rush hour. 
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Airports 

Three airports serve Prince William County. The largest is Dulles 
International Airport, located 18 miles northwest. International 
and domestic flights are available as well as air freight. 
Washington National Airport, which is 25 miles northeast in 
Alexandria, provides domestic flights and air freight. Manassas 
Municipal Airport, while primarily a local service facility, 
provides some charter service. The City is planning to expand one 
of its runways to provide enough takeoff and landing area for 
international business flights. There are plans for a new airport 
in Stafford County, south of-Prince William, along the I-95 
corridor. The Stafford airport-will serve Prince William, 
Stafford, and Fredericksburg, and is intended to relieve private 
airplane usage at Dulles. 

Railroads 

Two railroads serve the area. Through the east side of Prince 
William County is the Richmond, Fredericksburg, and Petersburg 
Railroad (RF&P) which extends from Washington, D.C. through 
Richmond, Virginia. The Southern Railroad extends from 
Washington, D.C. southwestward and divides at Manassas with the 
main line continuing parallel to Route 28, and the other line 
running parallel with Interstate 66 to the Shenandoah Valley. 
Amtrak passenger service is available on both railroads. 

The Virginia Railway Express (VRE) is a new commuter rail service 
that serves the County. It extends from Spotsylvania County to 
Union Station in Washington, D.C. via the RF&P Railway in the east 
and Southern Railway in the west. 

Tourism 

In addition to the Potomac Mills Mall, Prince William offers 
historic attractions as well. Among these are Historic Occoquan 
which attract 900,200 visitors per year, and Manassas National 
Battlefield which attracts 918,014 visitors annually. In 
addition, there are the Prince William Forest Park, Manassas 
Museum, Quantico Marine Corps Air Ground Museum, Mill House 
Museum, and the Weems Botts Museum in Dumfries. Overall 
visitation to the County was counted at 16,132,196 in 1994, and 
visi~ation increased approximately 5% in 1994, with the largest 
contribution ~oming from Potomac Mills Mall. 

Utilities 

Electricity is supplied and distributed by Virginia Power and the 
Northern Virginia Electric Cooperative. 

Natural gas is supplied by Columbia Gas Transmission Co~oration 
and distributed by Columbia Gas of Virginia and the Wa~h~ngton Gas 
Light Company. Gas is available subject to load and d1stance from 
existing lines. 
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The Prince William County Service Authority (PWCSA) owns and 
operates the public sanitary sewer and water system for the 
County, except for Dale City which has a privately owned system, 
known as Oale Service Authority. Oale City water is supplied by 
Virginia American Water Corporation. 

The County requires developers to build, at their cost, lines 
necessary to meet the requirements of their development; this 
includes connecting line, and upgrading the existing lines if 
developments exceed existing capacity. Many portions of the 
County continue to rely on private wells. As with sanitary sewer, 
water lines are constructed by developers. Replacement lines 
and upgrades of the system are done by the PWCSA. 

Solid waste is handled at the County landfill. This is 
principally for household refuse and limited non-hazardous 
industrial waste. The landfill was expanded recently. Stump 
dumping is not permitted. This causes problems for developers 
since no burning is permitted in the County and th~re is only one 
operating stump dump, which is located on the southeastern edge of 
the County in Dumfries. 

Environmental 

In compliance with Virginia's Chesapeake Bay Act, Prince William 
County adopted restrictions on development in late 1990 that are 
intended to protect the water quality of the Chesapeake Bay. In 
general, disturbance of land or even cutting trees is prohibited 
within 100 feet of any year round stream or wetland connected with 
the stream. Water related ac~ivities are permitted; these include 
ports, marinas, and water and sewer discharges. All new lots 
served by septic systems in the county are r~quired to have a 100% 
reserve septic field. Vesting is considered on a case by case 
basis and can be the subject of litigation. 

On December 13, 1994, the Neabsco Wetland Bank was approved by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers .. It is the first true wetland bank, 
available to any third party user, approved by the Norfolk 
District of the Corps. The Neabsco Wetland Bank can provide a 
turn key solution to wetland mitigation requirements for projects 
permitted by the Corps in the eastern Prince William County 
portions of the watersheds of Quantico Creek, Powells Creek, 
Neabsco Creek, and the Occoquan River. 

The Board of County Supervisors has approved the Trails and 
Greenway Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan, revised September 
20, 1994. This will require that designated stream valleys be 
left as open space and that hiker/biker/equestrian trails be 
orovided as shown on the Comcrehensive Plan Mac. Because this 
regulation has been incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan, 
developers will now be asked for additional proffers addressing 
the issue of trails at the time of rezoning. 

2935 
Prince William County Description page -13-



I • 

Qualifications of the Appraiser 
Ben ltelsey, SRPA 

Professional Designations: 
Licensed in Virginia as a Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 

SRPA, Senior Real Property Appraiser, Appraisal Institute 

Past President of Stonewall Jackson Chapter 

Education: 
B.S. Commerce, University of Virginia 

Courses in appraisal conducted by: American Institute of Real Estate 
Appraisers, Society of Real Estate Appraisers, and others. Courses 
include AIREA I & II, SRA 202, SRA Narrative Report Writing Seminar, 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, and IRWA 
Appraisal of Partial Acquisitions. 

Instructor for Germanna Community College continuously 1974 to 1984 
in real estate courses including: Basic Appraisal, Principles of Real 
Estate, Real Estate Investments, and Real Estate Math 

Experience: 
1984 to present, independent real estate appraiser, producing 
narrative and form appraisals. of residential, commercial, apartment, 
industrial, school, farm, land, and residential development 
properties. Staff employed has averaged 5 people. 

1979 to 1984, Supervisor of Assessments for Prince William County, 
Va., responsible for the work of a staff of 30 appraisers and clerks 
which annually reassessed 65,000 parcels of real estate and 45,000 
personal property accounts. 

1968 to 1979, staff appraiser for. independent appraisal firms, 
Fairfax County Assessment Office, and Prince Willi~ County. During 
the period from 1977 through l979 primary work was in the development 
of a computerized appraisal system that produced 65,000 real estate 
assessments with an average deviation from actual sale prices of 6%. 

1966 to 1968, real estate salesman, Culpeper, Va. 

1960 to 1966, farm manager for a 1,500 acre livestock and crop ~arm. 

Appraisal Clients: 
Virginia Department of Transportation, City of Manassas, Prince 
William County, Piedmont Federal Savings Bank, Commonwealth Savings 
Bank, Resolution Trust Corporation (RTC), and numerous others. 

Court Qualification: 
Qualified as an expert witness on real estate values by the courts in 
the Virginia counties of CUlpeper, Fairfax, Fauquier, Madison, Prince 
William, Stafford, and u.s. Bankruptcy Courts in Alexandria, Virginia 
and Washington, D.C., U.S. Claims Court in Washington, D.C. 
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