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BACKGROUND

CHAPTER I
ON LOCAL PLANNING

Purpose and Scope
Planning in local government is a process of establishing community goals and of developing courses of action
to achieve such goals. In order for the process to function, each community must develop certain tools as well
as establish the administrative capability for using such tools. The major tools of planning established by Virginia
law are as follows:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

The Comprehensive Plan - a long-range plan for the physical development of the County.
The Subdivision Ordinance - a County regulation prescribing standards for land development and
concentrating primarily on residential subdivision development.
The Zoninz Ordinance - a County regulation prescribing the purposes for which land may be used.
The Capital Improvements Program - an administrative plan of a shorter range duration in which specific
projects of the Comprehensive Plan are coordinated with the local budget.
The Official Map - an official document showing legally established public streets, waterways and public
areas of the County.

This document presents a Comprehensive Plan for King George County, and updates the Plan that was adopted
October 4, 1984.
The Comprehensive

Plan in General

It is worthwhile at the outset to identify the principal qualities of the Comprehensive Plan and the function of
each. The Comprehensive Plan may be said to contain four specific characteristics. First, the Plan should be long
range. What is meant by "long range" varies among communities. In large areas where one decision may
influence a substantial amount of future growth a longer time frame is needed than in rural areas where growth
takes place at a slower pace and involves fewer persons. Many communities establish 20 years as a time frame
for the Plan but as a rule a time frame of 10 years for a rural county plan should enable a community to look
sufficiently far ahead to make reasonable decisions on most matters. The Virginia Law requires that every five
years the Plan be re-evaluated so as to keep it current. Therefore, if any major departure from projected growth
trends occurs, subsequent plan revisions would compensate for such change. It is the review process mandated
by State law that has led to the preparation of this document.
The second characteristic of the Comprehensive Plan is that it be concerned with the physical development of
the County and the provision of adequate public facilities and services such as schools, public office buildings,
recreational areas and utilities. While it is essential to take into consideration economic and social factors in
evaluating community needs, the Virginia Law emphasizes that the Comprehensive Plan deal primarily with
physical growth and improvements related thereto.
The third characteristic of a Comprehensive Plan is that it be general. This feature is usually interpreted such
as to focus the Plan's attention on major development policy and major physical design rather than such specifics
as exact site location, detailed cost estimates, engineering design specifications and means of financing public
improvements.
The fourth requirement of the Virginia Law requires that the Plan be comprehensive. This requirement has
several interpretations. The term "comprehensive" refers primarily to the categories of physical development to
be covered in the Plan which are set forth in the Virginia Code as including the following:
(a)
(b)
(c)

A Land Use Plan
A Transportation Plan
A Plan for Public Facilities

Comprehensive may also refer to the coverage of the entire territory of the County as well as consideration of
the activities of the Planning District or region, of which the County is a part. Comprehensive may also be given
the meaning that it takes into consideration the economic, social and legal structure within which the County
functions.
While not specifically required by the Virginia Law, experience suggests that a comprehensive plan should also
possess the additional quality of being useable. This refers to the ability of the Plan to be: (a) available in a
concise and understandable form; (b) up-to-date, so as to reflect current County policies and, (c) in an
understandable format.
Preparation and Adoption of the Comprehensive

Plan

The overall process of preparation and adoption of a comprehensive plan may be divided into three steps.
Step One. Step one is the preparation phase. Under Virginia Law, the local Planning Commission has the task
of preparing and recommending (for adoption) to the governing body the Comprehensive Plan for the County.
If desired, the Plan may be prepared and adopted in separate increments such as the land use plan, highway plan,
community facility plan, etc., or as a single document.
Because of its technical content most Planning
Commissions rely on a technical staff or consulting staff to prepare the detailed documents while using their own
knowledge of the community to make policy recommendations on major issues.
Step Two. Step Two is the review and recommendation phase. This includes both the review by commission
members and by the community's citizens. At least one official, duly advertized public hearing must be held by
the Planning Commission on any portion of the Comprehensive Plan prior to recommending its adoption by the
Board of Supervisors. A copy of any plan to be recommended by the Planning Commission is to be certified to
the governing body.
Step Three. Step three is the formal adoption process. Virginia Law requires that this be done by the elected
governing body. The procedure for adoption is as follows:
"After certification of the Plan, or part thereof, the governing body after a public hearing with
notice given as required by Section 15.1-431 shall proceed to a consideration of the plan and shall
approve and adopt, amend and adopt, or disapprove the same within six (6) months after such
certification (Code Section 15.1-450)."
The Code further provides that:

"

"As the work of preparing the comprehensive plan progresses, the local commission, may from
time to time, recommend, and the governing body approve and adopt parts thereof; any such part
shall cover one or more major sections or divisions of the County or one or more functional
matters (15.1-452).
One of the most significant pieces of land use and water quality legislation that affects community planning is the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act. The Act was adopted by the Virginia General Assembly in 1988. It
establishes a specific relationship between water quality protection and local land use authority. The purpose
of the regulations is:
"...to protect and improve the water quality of the Chesapeake Bay, its tributaries, and other
state water by minimizing the effects of human activity upon these waters and implementing the
Act, which provides for the definition and protection of certain lands called Chesapeake Bay
Preservation Areas, which if improperly used or developed may result in substantial damage to
the water quality of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries."
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Local programs, which include the modification of Comprehensive Plans to address the Chesapeake Bay
regulations, are required to be adopted by September of 1991. Resource Protection and Resource Management
areas must be designated by September of 1990.
Content and Format of the Comprehensive Plan
The Comprehensive Plan for King George County presented herein contains the following components arranged
as the second through the sixth chapters:
Community Analysis (Chapters 2 and 3). This component includes an evaluation of overall County growth
patterns and trends including economic and population factors, which are examined in Chapter 2. A projection
of future potential population is the basis for developing the Comprehensive Plan. The year 2000 was established
as the target date for future planning. Community analysis also covers existing physical conditions, both natural
and man-made, which encourage or constrain future growth. These factors are examined in Chapter 3.
Land Use Plan (Chapter 4). A land use plan for the physical territory of the County shows recommendations
for the overall growth and development of the County. The land use plan gives specific attention to the needs
of the existing communities.
General Road Plan (Chapter 5). A general plan for roads takes into consideration existing road conditions,
present and projected traffic volumes. Such plan was coordinated with plans of the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) and with the Land Use Plan.
Public Facilities (Chapter 6). This plan component defines the need for public support services and facilities
necessary to serve the County's present and future needs. It includes such items as: schools; County office needs;
water and sewer; solid waste disposal; recreational areas and public safety facilities.
Historical Setting for Development

of the County

King George County was named after King George I of England. The county was created by an Act of Assembly
in 1720. During that time the boundaries included parts of the current Richmond, Westmoreland, Stafford,
Prince William and Fauquier counties. 1 The county did not obtain its present day boundaries until 1776. Today
the county contains 178 square miles and is bounded by Stafford County to the west, Westmoreland and Essex
counties to the east, the Potomac River to the north and the Rappahannock River to the south.
King George County has been home to many prominent old Virginia families and is the birthplace of James
Madison, the fourth president of the United States. James Madison was born near Port Conway on Belle Grove
plantation on the 16th of March, 1751.2 Belle Grove was owned at this time by James Madison's grandfather,
Francis Conway. 3
The County of King George served as the principal home of many prominent families and many remarkable
individuals that helped settle this once vast wilderness. Settled along the Potomac River in the Chotank area
were large landowners known as the "Barons of the Potomac". These landowners operated great plantations
that produced tobacco and various other crops. The Fitzhugh family of Bedford, along with the Stuarts of Cedar
Grove and Mount Stuart, the Alexanders of Caledon, the Tayloes of Chatterton and the Hooes of Barnesfield
are only a few of these families who settled in this area of King George. Many descendants of these original
settlers still live in the county today.
One of the first groups to settle along the Rappahannock River was the Nanzatico or Nantaughtacund Indian
This Indian village was the largest and most important Indian settlement on the Rappahannock from
1650 to 1702.6 Like the Potomac, the Rappahannock River front was home to many prominent plantation
families. Some of the early families that settled this area were the Thorntons of Belle Grove, the Chicheleys of
Nanzatico, the Turners of Woodlawn and the Tayloes of Oaken Brow.

tribe.s
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King George played varied roles in the Civil War.
Union and Confederate gunboats. The union army
shelters, stables, headquarters and hospitals. Lambs
war. Rokeby, one of the large plantation houses
A.E. Burnside during the Battle of Fredericksburg.

The Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers were utilized by
used many of the old homes and churches in the county as
Creek Church was used as a shelter and a stable during the
of the county, was used as a headquarters by General

During the Civil War many homes and plantations were destroyed by the Union army as well as records from
the county clerk's office. William Brown served as Clerk of the County Court during this time. Before the
Federals invaded the county he selected the most important deed books that were in the clerk's office and took
them back to his home, Waverly, where he hid them under the eaves in the attic.7 William Brown was afraid
that if he tried to rescue all of the deed books the Federals would get suspicious, search his home and none of
the books would be saved. The remaining deed books left in the office were destroyed. One of the most
valuable records, Will Book A-1 (1721-1752), contained the wills of George Washington's father, James Monroe's
grandfather and James Madison's great grandmother. This book was carried off by an unknown Federal soldier.
Over a century later the will book was located, restored and returned to King George County.
There were also many skirmishes fought during the Civil War. One of note was the skirmish fought at Mathias
Point on June 27, 1861. It was here that Confederate soldiers successfully repelled an attack by a flotilla led by
Thomas Freeborn.9
There are many interesting stories and legends about King George County and its residents. One of the most
famous of these tales involves John Wilkes Booth. Reportedly after the assassination of President Lincoln, John
Wilkes Booth sought medical attention and food from Dr. Richard Stuart of Cleydael. Dr. Stuart, suspecting
Booth's identity refused to assist him and sent him and the other men who were with him on their way. Booth
continued on to Port Royal, located across the Rappahannock River in Caroline County, where he died in the
Garret barn. 10
Today King George is a beautiful rural county steeped in history. It is a county that strives to maintain a high
quality of life for its citizens and has much potential for the future. The maintenance of this historic heritage
serves to benefit the quality of life by acquainting residents with King George's rich past.
Appendix A contains a "Catalog of Historic Structures and Sites of King George County". Each entry contains
a short description of the site or structure and material relating to the historic or architectural significance of the
building or area.
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CHAPTER II
DPOPULATION AND ECONOMY

General Discussion
In order to make judgments about the future of King George County, it is necessary to be aware
that are currently affecting the County. In addition, it is necessary to consider how these factors
in the past and how they might be currently changing. The characteristics of the population and
give an important indication of what is happening in the County and how these characteristics
County in the future.

of the factors
have changed
economy also
will affect the

The following material will present tables and discussion relating to the population and economy of the County.
1990 Census information will be used where available. When the final official results of the 1990 Census of
Population become available, these tables should be further updated and the results analyzed for any noted
changes in trends. It will be these figures that will insure that planning for the County is kept current.
Economic Characteristics
Over the years, the economy of King George County has been changing from an agricultural economy to one that
is driven by employment for the Federal Government. The major employer in the County is the Naval Surface
Warfare Center (NAVSWC) at Dahlgren. Various contractors with the Federal Government also comprise a
growing proportion of the employment base of King George County.
In the recent past, unemployment rates in King George County have been some of the lowest among the
communities in the area. Since 1983, unemployment rates in the County have consistently been lower than the
unemployment rate for the State as a whole. Over the decade, as is the case in most localities in this area,
unemployment rates have been declining. Because of the increase in the overall labor force, the reduction is due,
in large part, to the greater increase in the number of jobs in the County and the fact that King George County
residents are occupying those positions. However, by early 1991, recession had come to the region, as was the
case nationwide. Unemployment rates are the highest they have been in almost a decade. The County looks for
a pattern similar to that of the 1970s and 1980s whereby the decade started with a recession and high
unemployment. By the middle of the decade, growth was, again, strong.
Table 1
Comparative Unemployment Rat

Virginia
King George County
Caroline County
Spotsylvania County
Stafford County
Westmoreland Countyl
Fredericksburg

t

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

7.8
8.5
15.8
11.6
9.6
3.4
11.1

7.7
6.9
11.7
8.8
7.1
11.2
10.3

4.7
4.1
7.8
5.2
3.5
8.1
6.1

5.3
4.1
5.8
4.6
2.6
8.1
6.3

5.6
4.7
7.3
4.5
2.8
7.8
5.2

5.2
4.2
5.9
4.1
3.4
8.8
5.3

3.8
3.7
4.8
3.7
2.4
6.7
3.5

4.1
4.0
5.9
4.9
2.1
7.6
4.4

4.0
2.4
6.8
5.1
3.3
7.9
4-3

6.2
7.4
12.9
9.8
6.8
11.8
8.6

March of each year
SOURCE:
Virginia Employment Commission, Research and Analysis Division. Labor Force Estimates, March 1984, 1985, 1986, 1987;
Estimated Labor Force Components for State, MSAS, LMAS, Cities, Single Counties 1988, 1989, 1990, 1991.

The average household size for the residents of King George County has been decreasing since 1980 and is
expected to continue to decline. In 1980, the size was slightly over 3 persons per household. By 1985, the size
had dropped to just under that level (2.95). This, of course, has followed the national trend of declining
household sizes. By 1990, however, household size had declined to 2.79. This is still higher than the State of
Virginia, but the ratio of decline in this County seems to be increasing. This situation must be monitored because
of impact on the housing stock and school age population. This occurrence also makes it necessary to observe
the age distribution in the County as an increasing number of older people may be affecting this figure for
household size.
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Table 2
Average Iloaebold Size 1980 Census and Projction
1990 Census

1980 Census

Virginia

King George

Virginia

King George

Persons per

SOURCE.

2.79

2.61

3.04

2.77

Household

1980 US. Census of Population and Housing King George County government (for projections).

The following table presents information on income of King George County residents through the use of the
indicator "Adjusted Gross Income Per Exemption". This item considers the number of dependents that the
income must support. The figures shown are the percentage that each locality's adjusted gross income is of the
average adjusted gross income of the State of Virginia. Over the seven (7) year period from 1981 to 1988, only
King George County experienced a declining income per exemption level compared to the State as a whole. King
George County now ranks behind the City of Fredericksburg and Stafford and Spotsylvania Counties. All of the
counties in the area had levels below that of the State.
Table 3
Adjused Gran Inoame Per Ermpton

2

As a Peiatage of the State Average 1976, 1981, and 1986

King George County
Caroline County
Spotsylvania County
Stafford County
Westmoreland County
Fredericksburg
State

1981
93
72
84
93
71
101
100

1988
88
74
89
98
74
104
100

AGI/exemption
12,864
10,870
12,940
14,361
10,832
15,245
14,608

'All taxable income minus certain business expenses and other allowable adjustments.
Tis measure considers number of dependents.
SOURCE:
Center for Public Service, Distribution of Virginia Adjusted Gross Income by Income Class 1981
and 1988. At the writing of this report, 1990 Census information was not as yet available.
2

The distribution of incomes in King George County offers an interesting insight into the composition of the
population and the effects on the economy of the County. By looking at the extremes of the income ranges as
determined by adjusted gross income figures, an indication of the income distribution of the County can be
obtained. For the "higher" income group, the percentage of people in the County grew from 1984 to 1988. Only
Stafford and Spotsylvania Counties had higher percentages in this category. However, it seems as if the
proportion of people across the State in this category grew at a faster rate than in King George, since the
County's proportion is almost equal to that of the State as a whole.
The percentage for the County in the lower income group has, as in all localities shown, declined over the period
in question. The County's figure is lower than that for the State. In the region, Caroline and Westmoreland
Counties and the City of Fredericksburg had higher percentages of people in the lower income group. (The
actual percentage of people in this group may be under-counted because the very low income people will not
have to file a tax return.)
Table 4
Comparison of High and LAIn laome Iouseholds 1984 and 1988
Percent of Tax Returns Showing Adjusted Gross
Income of 30,000 or more

King George
Caroline
Spotsylvania
Stafford
Westmoreland
Fredericksburg
State
SOURCE:

Percent of Tax Returns Showing Adjusted Gross
Income of less than 15,000

1984

1988

1984

1988

28.0
17.0
29.7
33.8
15.3
20.1
26.4

35.9
26.9
40.8
45.0
23.7
28.0
35.4

45.3
54.7
42.0
40.3
59.4
50.9
46.0

37.4
44.3
33.7
32.8
49.6
43.0
38.5

Center for Public Servicc. Distribution of VA AGI byIncome Class, 1984, issued April 1986; 1988, issued November 1990.
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Employment
The level of covered employment in King George County for various industry classifications between 1983 and
1990 is shown in the following table. These figures represent an indication of the number of jobs available within
King George County. The actual number of jobs in the County may be somewhat higher because not all
positions are "covered" by Virginia Employment Commission benefits. However, because of legislation relating
to required coverage for most employees, a high proportion of the jobs available will be included in these figures,
and certain trends can be determined.
Several important items can be seen in this table. First, the overall number of jobs in the County has been
steadily growing. The rate of annual increase has been fluctuating, but the increase is evident. The "industry"
offering the largest number of positions in the County is, as might be expected, the Federal government. Over
the years shown, this sector has grown by just over 10%. In 1983, covered Federal employment made up over
62% of all covered employment. By 1990, even with the growth in that sector, Federal employment in the
County comprised 50% of covered employment. The total number of jobs has grown by almost 40% from 1983
to 1990. The largest increase in number of jobs has occurred in the field of private sector "services". This
represents a 187.5% increase over the 8 years being discussed.
Other industries have experienced higher rates of growth, but their overall levels of employment are much lower
than those discussed herein. Although growth in the service industry has taken place throughout the area, the
type of service offered in King George County may vary from the rest of the area. Whereas other localities have
grown in the travel services, such as motel and restaurant trade, King George services are more of a professional
nature. This trend is expected to continue into the future. However, with federal and other budget cuts, the rate
of increase may not be as high as in the past.
Of interest and significance is the fact that manufacturing employment in the County has been fluctuating. This
has been due primarily to fluctuations in existing operations within the County, rather than companies moving
out of King George. With the relatively low unemployment rates and the increase in jobs in the County,
especially in the service industry, this is not seen as a major problem. The labor force and economy of the
County seem to be adjusting to the changes that are occurring. The primary item to be wary of is the level of
Federal spending at the NAVSWC and the associated contractors in the County. This will have a great impact
on the County since the economy of King George is so greatly connected to operations at the NAVSWC.
Table 5
Coerd Employment ia King Geoge County
By 2-Digit SIC Industsy
For Quarter Ending March 31
1983
Total All Industries
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishery
Mining
Construction
Manufacturing
Trans., Comm., PU
Wholesale Trade
Retail Trade
Financial, Insurance, Real Estate
Services
Government
State

Local

4,830
D
D
87
334
78
113
332
63
456

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

5,014
D
D
79
394
79
134
219
62
593

5,415
14
D
90
534
96
D
249
64
750

5,607
23
D
120
403
104
D
248
76
856

5,709
30
D
220
397
122
138
346
78
864

6,169
28
D
251
335
147
101
414
79
1,065

6,267
8
D
213
279
225
95
405
91
1,153

6,635
24
D
246
310
229
129
439
95
1,311

25

25

23

50

31

37

34

25

349

378

383

428

444

561

476

504

Federal

3,003
3,020
3,053
3,158
3,038
3,150
3,287
3,323
4,727
4,983
5,256
5,466
5,708
6,168
6,266
6,625
D" in tables indicated disclosure suppression. These data have been included only in subtotaland totals
SOURCE:
Virginia Employment Commission, Covered Employment and Wages in Virginia, March 31, '83, '84,'85, '86, '87, '88, '89, '90.
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The following table shows some of the "major employers" in King George County. It can be noted that the
employment at the NAVSWC and those companies contracting with the Government provide the largest
employment base in the County. Consolidation of Federal facilities is bringing additional positions to the
Dahlgren installation. Of great interest and importance to the economy of the County is that in addition to those
companies listed in the following table, a recent survey indicates that there were an additional 28 companies with
offices in the County that appeared on the government's contractor listing. This heightens the reliance of the
County, not only on that particular government sector, but also on a particular installation. The number of
employees at these "additional" firms is estimated to be approximately 600 persons. Employment with these firms
will continue to grow as the demand for contracting services with the Naval Base continues to increase.
Table 6
Maj-

Employers
Employment
25-50

Company
King George Packing

Product
Vegetable Processing and Packing

Northern Neck Transfer
Solite Corporation
PRC

Trucking
Sand and Gravel
Government Contractor

25-50
25-50
25-50

Logicon
ASG
Chemical Waste Management
Synetics Corp.
King George County
Integrated Micro Comp. System
MCSI Technologies
Computer Sciences Corp

Government Contractor
Government Contractor
Dispose of hazardous waste
Government Contractor
County Government
Government Contractor
Government Contractor
Government Contractor

25-50
25-50
75-100
75-100
75-100
75-100
75-100
100-150

Heritage Hall Health Care
White Packing Company

Nursing Home
Meat packing

100-150
100-150

EG&G

Government Contractor
Government Contractor
Government Contractor
Education
Naval Weapons Research

Syscon Corp.
Vitro Corp
King George County Schools
Naval Surface Warfare Center

SOURCE:

150-369
100-369
350-569
400-425
3,000-3,800

Rappahannock Area Development Commission, NAVSWC-Public Affairs.

Commuting patterns are of interest for King George County and the entire area. The best community-wide data
that exists is that presented by the decennial census (1990 Census information not yet available). The trends from
1960 to 1980 are detailed in the current Comprehensive Plan. Generally, commuting, both into and out of the
County is on the increase. In 1960, almost as many King George residents commuted to the Washington, D.C.
Metropolitan Area as commuted to the Fredericksburg area (568 and 630 respectively). By 1980, the percentage
of King George residents who reported a place of work in the Census as being outside of the County was 35%,
up from the 17% of those reporting a place of work in 1960 and a 22% share in 1970. The 1990 Census will have
to be reviewed to note possible changes in this trend.
The following table shows the place of residence for employees of the NAVSWC at Dahlgren, the largest single
employer in the County. The largest percentage of employees live in King George County, followed closely by
the combined area including the City of Fredericksburg and the adjacent counties of Stafford and Spotsylvania
(called the Fredericksburg area). No other locality has the same magnitude of NAVSWC employees residing in
their community. The 1987 figures show that for the first time in recent years, more Warfare Center employees
reside in King George County than the entire Fredericksburg area. Although persons employed at the base
increased in each of these areas, the number who live in the County is growing faster. Of interest are the results
of a survey of new residents of the County conducted by County staff in 1989. The survey showed that 55% of
the families moving into the County did so because their jobs were located in King George County. The primary
places of employment continued to be the Washington D.C. Area and Fredericksburg. Again, this may indicate
a stronger trend toward out-commuting.
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Table 7
Naval Surfae Warfare Center Residential Distribution

Total Employees

%

1987

2,952

100

3,836*

100

1,101
1,053
395
78

37
36
14
3

i.383
1,362
466
101

38
36
12
2

126
199

4
6

201
323

5
7

%

1982

Place of Residence

King George
Fredericksburg Area
Westmoreland
Caroline
Maryland
DC and other locations

*1987 total include 207 military personnel
SOURCE.
NSWC Report to the Community, 1982 and 1987. After 1987, data not assembled in compatible form.

Agriculture & Fisheries and the Economy
Agriculture has always been an important component of the economy of King George County. The following
table shows the number of acres in farmland in King George County over a number of years. The overall trend,
as in most localities is a decline in the amount of acreage in farmland. The major crop in relation to the number
of acres farmed in the County has been, from 1978, soybeans. Even with this prominence, the number of acres
in soybean production has declined by almost 900 acres between 1982 and 1987. Corn remains the second leading
crop in the County with about half the acreage that is devoted to soybean production.
Table 8
Changes in King George Farmland
Year

Acreage in Farmland

1920
1930
1940
1950
1960
SOURCE:

Year

.

103,987
86,992
84,129
68,676
53,990

Acreage in Farmland

1970
1974
1978
1982
1987

40,492
42,423
45,492
41,952
38,105

U.S. Census of Agriculture Virginia State and County Data, 1982 and 1987.

From 1978 to 1982, land in the County was taken out of farm usage at an average annual rate of 885 acres per
year. Between 1982 and 1987, an average of approximately 770 acres per year was being removed from farm
utilization. It is not only important to look at the number of acres in farmland, but we also need to be aware
of the number of farms and the dollar productivity of farms to be able to determine trends in the farm industry
and its effect on the economy of the County.
The following figures indicate the dollar productivity of farmland in the County from 1974 to 1987. Let us focus
on the most recent occurrences in the 1980's.From
1982 to 1987, the number of farms in the County declined
from 176 to 141. In looking at the distribution of farms over the various farm sales categories, we note that the
proportion of farms in the upper categories of dollar sales is also declining. The percentage of farms in the
lowest sales categories, that is, under $10,000 of sales is increasing. When we think of these numbers, and then
consider inflation over the time period, this would indicate a declining in the importance of agriculture to the
overall economy of the County.
Table 9
King George County Farms by Amount of Sales

Farms by S of Sales
Over 100,000
40,000 - 99,999
20,000 - 39,999
10,000 - 19,999

1974
10
12
19
20

1978
7
18
13
22

1982
11
16
19
20

5,000 - 9,999
2,500 - 4,999

29
20

34
28

20
18

1,000 - 2,499
- 1.000

N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

44
28
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Table 9 Continued
Due to a change in reporting, the 1987 "Farms by S of Sales" were recorded as follows:

Farms by S of Sales
over 100,000

1987
6

50,000 - 99,999

6

25,000 - 49,999

11

10,000 - 24,999
5,000 - 9,999
2,500 - 4,999

25
25
27

41

- 2,499
SOURCE:

U.S. Census of Agriculture, 1978, 1982, and 1987.

The following tables show that even though the number of acres in farmland is declining, the average size of
farms is increasing. The overwhelming majority of farms in King George County are "family owned" as "sole
proprietorships". There has been a slight increase in "corporate farms" , but the family owned farm still retains
a certain importance.
Table 10I
Farms and Ia

in Farm in King George County

Number of Farms
Land in Farm Acres
Average Size, Acres

1978
161
45,492
283

1982
176
52,598
238

1987
141
53,266
270

Approximate land area - acres

112,640

115,244

115,244

40.4

36.4

33.1

Proportion in farms percent
SOURCE.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture, 1978, 1982, 1987.

It is also interesting to note that the acreage in individually held farms is declining while the acreage in "corporate
farms" in King George County is increasing. Of course, the majority of farmland is still owned by the individual
farmer. The "agribusiness" aspect of farming in the County may play a growing role in the future.
Table II
Type of Organization, Characteristis and Tenure of Operator
King George County

1978

Type of Organization

Individual or family (sole proprietorship):
Farms

133
33,489

Acres

1982

1987

152

127

35,605

31,008

Partnership:

22

Farms

7,710

Acres
Family held corporations:
Farms

2

Acres

D

21

9

4,110

D

3

4

2,237

3,575

"D" withheld to avoid disclosing data for individual farms
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Census of Agriculture 1978, 1982, 1987.
SOURCE:

As can be seen from the following table, in 1987, there was an average net cash loss for farms in King George
County. Of the 141 reporting farms in the County, 84 farms, or 60%, experienced a net loss in cash return.
Although the net cash return for farms will vary from year to year, the more farms that experience net losses,
the greater the potential for a deterioration of the farm industry in the County. These figures continue to show
that total net income from farms in the County is not growing.
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Table 12
Net Cash Returs from Agricultw Sales in KingGeorge County
Net Cash Return for 1987
Net cash return from agricultural sales for the farm unit
Number
84

Farms with net Zains
Number

84

Farms with net losses
Number

84

$1,000

S1,000

663

$1,000

663

493

Average per farm

7,533

SOURCE.

1987 Census of Agriculture, U.S. Department of Commerce of the Census.

Average per farm

7,533

Average Per Farm

7,533

The figures below present information on Commercial Fish Landings in King George County for a number of
years. Over the past two years, the poundage has dropped below the 400,000 pound level. This was the first time
that this has happened over the 12 years depicted. However, there does seem to be great fluctuations in the data
and a trend may be difficult to determine, since a recovery may be occurring.
Table 13
Comercal FishLading for King George Coaty

Year
Pounds
Dockside Value

1977
664,442
$188,892

1978

1979

526,611 448,900
$207,572 $181,448

1980

1981

1,012,500 941,100
$242,857 $265,261

1982
483,717
$152,257

Estimated

Employment
Part-time
Full-time
Year
Pounds
Dockside Value

139
44
95
1983
415,329
S138,235

118
43
75

157
56
101

128
55
73

1984
1985
1986
540,584 550,552
403,983
$219,208 S122,214 $100,479

101
23
78

N/A
N/A
N/A

1987
336,782
$122,682

1988
398,788
$185,392

Estimated Employment not available

I

SOURCE:

Virginia Marine Resources Commission.

Retail Trade
The following material presents a general analysis of "retail leakage" for King George County. This provides a
crude indication of the shopping potential of County residents. An amount of "buying power" for County
residents is calculated. The "Effective Buying Power" was developed by "Sales and Marketing Management" to
indicate the level of personal income minus personal tax and non-tax payments. This yields an indication of
"after tax" income or "disposable" income. Then, a retail sales figure is determined assuming that the County
could offer all shopping opportunities that it's residents demand. Comparing this ideal amount to the actual
dollar value of retail sales reported by County businesses to the Commonwealth of Virginia yields a figure
revealing the magnitude of "leakage" of retail dollars out of King George County. This is the amount of sales
that is generated by residents of the County, but not spent in the County.
As has been the case since the preparation of the last Comprehensive Plan for the County, King George residents
spend about half of their retail dollars outside of the County. Over the seven (7) year period from 1982 to 1989,
the leakage in retail sales grew to a level of slightly over 40 million dollars. Data indicates the County has
enough buying power to support over 77 million dollars in total retail sales. However, for 1989, only 40 million
dollars in retail sales was realized in King George County. Although retail opportunities have increased in the
County leakage remains high as residents of the County are forced to shop elsewhere for goods. The actual
magnitude of the leakage is somewhat understated because the figures reported for retail sales includes sales
generated not only by residents of the locality, but also includes sales generated by those non-residents who
happen to purchase goods in the County. These figures could be used to show that a high level of "uncaptured"
buying power exists in the County, and King George County could be a place where retail merchants might seek
new locations.

*
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Table 14
Retail Salesakage for King Gorge County - 1989
King George County EBI: King George Share of Virginia Sales that could theoretically be realized in King George Virginia.

EBI

=

15070
87,469,474

=

State Buying Power
.00173

X

Retail Sales =

County

X

44,840,180

77,125,109

Actual Sales in King George County=

SOURCE-

=

40,092,677

Sales & Marketing Management, 1990 Survey of Buying Power.

As the following table indicates, the Fredericksburg retail market area continues to be the leading retail area in
the region. Of course, in the larger region, there will be more opportunities for purchase of more types of goods
and therefore, there will be a tendency to travel to the Fredericksburg area for many types of shopping. Items
that are purchased more frequently such as food and medicine will probably be purchased locally more often than
not. Only Caroline and Westmoreland Counties have a lower per capita retail sales figure than King George
County. Of course, the County figures have been significantly lower than the numbers for the region as a whole
and the State. "Buying Income" figures indicate that King George County may be able to support additional retail
establishments. There are, of course, stores such as the Safeway that have closed in the recent past. However,
this is not necessarily an indication of a retail "downturn". Corporate problems and increased competition by
newer and more "aggressive" competitors, and the propensity for people to do shopping when in other locations
may have led to this situation. In addition, the "orientation" of people to other localities, caused primarily by
different work locations, may cause purchasing to occur at other locations.
Table 15
Per Capita Retail Sales for
RADCO Planning District and WcWestoeand County

1983, 1988 and 1990

1983

1990

King George
Caroline

1,594
1,869

3,179
2,656

Spotsylvania

6,175

7,730

Stafford
Fredericksburg
Westmoreland
RADCO
Virginia

2,069
7,728
2,297
3,919
4,400

3,857
14,356
2,930
6,145
6,788

Locality

SOURCE.

VA, Department of Taxation, Taxable Sales Annual Report 1983, 1990, Center for
Public Service, Population Estimates.

The following table examines retail sales figures by the type of goods for each locality in the area. Figures are
presented for per capita retail sales for 1982 and 1988. In the previous Plan, general merchandise stores and
eating and drinking establishments were noted to be "noticeably weak" in the County. However, as the table
indicates, eating and drinking establishments, although still low in relation to the other localities in the area, have
seen a substantial gain during the noted time period. With the opening of some additional "fast food"
establishments, later figures will probably show a greater increase. General merchandise stores also seem to show
some gain in per capita sales. This is also encouraging. However, the per capita sales for foods stores may
indicate a problem area. During the time period shown, a new Food Lion opened in the new shopping center
at the intersection of Routes 301 and 206. However, shortly thereafter, the Safeway store at the "Circle" closed
operations. The reason for this closing is not totally evident. If there were problems with the overall market
in the County, it is questionable that the Food Lion would have started operation. Much of the reason for the
closing of the Safeway may have been "internal" problems for the corporation. This category of retail sales
activity will have to be monitored in order to detect possible problems in the retail market in the County. In
addition, King George County was also the only locality to experience a decline in the amount of per capita sales
in the "drug" category. These downward trends for those goods which are most often purchased indicate that
there are significant amounts of dollars that are "leaking" out of King George County.
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Table 16

Per Capita Rail Saes by Type 1982 and 1988
Eating
General
Food
Drinking Merchandise

Furniture and
Furnishings

Automotive
and Boats

Drug

King George

1982

877

71

15

38

348

83

1988

440

114

47

29

545

67

Caroline
1982
1988

946
703

254
255

40
34

12
45

331
767

50
87

1.292
1,206

259
385

886
1,926

201
148

1,200
1,683

34
104

209
1,504

139
506

12
208

5
34

145
753

-35

961
1,127

213
359

185
152

37
32

589
1,126

112
147

2,754
2,756

1,336
2,302

1,447
2,047

482
1,604

731
3,893

787
1,202

1,129
1.429

405
614

613
887

202
442

889
1,662

179
294

Spotsylvania

1982
1988
Stafford

1982
1988
Westmoreland

1982
1988
Fredericksburg

1982
1988
State of Virginia
1982
1988
SOURCE.

Sales and Market Management, 1983 and 1989, Survey of Buying Power.

The following figures note that tourism and travel do not play a major role in the economy of King George
County. All of the figures for the County are the lowest among the localities noted for all of the years indicated.
These items are, of course, of extreme importance to other areas, such as the City and adjacent counties. King
George does not have any developed tourist attractions. What opportunities that might exist, such as Caledon
State Park, are not highly publicized, or are not appropriate visiting points for the entire population because of
their special attraction. Because of the expanded use of Route 301 as a through highway, the County may be able
to "intercept" some of the traveling public as they go through the County to other locations. Businesses that cater
to the motorist may increase in importance in the County as time passes. In addition, with the development of
the permanent "Virginia's Potomac Gateway Travel Center" on Route 301 at the Potomac River Bridge, an
initiative of King George County, the possibilities to "capture" of tourist dollars will increase.

13

Table 17
Tourism and the Exonomy

Total Travel

Expenditures
(thousands)

Travel Generated

Payroll
(thousands)

Travel Generated

State Tax

Employment

Reeipt

Receipts

(thousands)

(thousands)

(jobs)

Local Tax

inag Guarge

1988
1986
1984

2,780
4,329
1,667

376
788
247

26
82
23

25
27
11

13
38
6

15,055
17,273
11.141

2,971
3,596
2,243

326
425
267

535
622
373

162
197
128

34,167
37,407
26,698

7,152
8,601
5,587

822
984
682

1,407
1,474
1,008

417
461
339

28,668
21,289
15,927

6,211
4,679
3.398

729
579
419

1,253
865
621

429
314
207

1988
1986

11,363
8,886

1,705
1,377

140
118

175
130

67
53

1984

5,978

908

86

69

32

42,632
45,153
24,327

9,272
10,072
5,249

1.883
1,876
975

1,313
1,410
482

Carolie

1988
1986
1984

spoisania
1988
1986
1984

SLafford

1988
1986
1984
Westmaemad

Fredericksburg

1988
1986
1984
SOURCE

1,101
1,259
651

Virginia Division of Tourism, 1988, 1986, 1984.

When assessing dollar values for commercial sales, we not only have to look at the changes that have occurred
over time, but we also must consider the effect of changes in the consumer price index over the years. These
changes will affect the overall buying power of the dollar. An increase in the dollar value of sales may not
actually show what has occurred over the given time period. Increases in cost indexes may have eroded the actual
purchasing power of that same dollar.
The following table indicates the amount of total retail sales in King George County for the period from 1980
through 1988. The number of establishments reporting sales revenues are also shown. Using 1980 as our base
year, all sales figures have been adjusted to show the "real" increase or decrease in sales for the County. As can
be noted, the dollar amount of sales increased for each year being considered. The overall amount more than
doubled during the time period. The number of establishments in the County is also increasing. This, of course,
would seem to be healthy for the County and its economy. However, a somewhat different picture is gained
when the dollar amounts are adjusted to consider changes in the consumer price index. Although the dollar
amount of sales grew by over 88% between 1980 and 1987, the "real" value of the sales grew by only 17%, with
actual declines occurring in certain periods. In 1980, County sales were $ 15.5 million dollars. BY 1987, "real"
dollar sales had grown only to $ 18.2 million dollars.
During the first part of the decade of the 1980's, the "real" dollar value of sales in the County actually declined.
This is due to the steep increase in the price index that occurred during that time. It was not until 1984 that the
"real" amount of sales began to increase for the County. Figures have increased steadily during the latter part
of the 1980's. Of note is the fact that the figures seem to be increasing, and until the current recession began,
the rate of increase is also growing. This is an excellent indication for the County when the recession ends.
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Table 18
Taxable Sales and Population lcreases 198tIl987
KingGeorge Com

ty
Adjusted for Cost
Number of Establishments
of Living Increases
Reporting
(1980 Dollars)

Year

Dollars

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

15,522,637
16,169,154
16,846,689
17,211,164
19,153,103
20,890,099
25,067,776
29,251,270
35,149,642
40,092,677
43,004,398

SOURCES:

182
186
186
196
200
207
242
256
274
243
246

15,522,637
14,492,413
13,959,167
13,612,310
14,163,720
14,508,174
16,780,370
18,156,264
33,708,506
38,168,228
40,652,160

Population

10,543
10,800
10,800
10,800
11,100
11,500
12,000
12,300
12,500
N/A
13,527

Taxable Sales in Virginia Counties Annual Report, 1980-1990; U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer
Price Index Data; Tayloe Murphy Institute, Estimates of the Population of Virginia Counties and Cities,

1980-1988.

Construction Activity
The following table shows the construction employment in King George County. Also shown is the building
permit activity for the County and the larger region. It can be expected that these figures will fluctuate with many
variables. Some of these will be changes in the money market and in inflation rates. These are some of the
items that affect the demand for construction, both residential and business. From 1984 to 1989, employment
in the construction industries has been increasing. In addition, the number of housing units that have been
authorized in the County has also been increasing for the most part. Because residential units do not represent
the total construction industry, they can only be used as an indicator for the trends in the industry. In King
George County, other types of construction are on the increase.
Commercial, office, and other service
establishments have recently been started or approved in the County. This may enable growth in this economic
sector to increase into the future.
Table 19
Construction Employnment and Housing Units Authorzd
Construction Employment
King George County
Year

Housing
Units Authorized

Average Annual Employment

King George

RADCO

1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990

110
93
110
155
264
272
224
247

SOURCE:

Covered Employment and Wages in Virginia, King George Building Permits 83-90.

64
85
137
195
205
218
226
248

1,373
1,570
2,299
2,870
3,469
3,602
3,878
3,137

Local Taxing
From 1981 to 1986, the effective tax rate for the County declined. The relative placement of the effective tax rate
of King George County did not change. It still ranked above Caroline, Spotsylvania, and Westmoreland Counties.
The ranking was below Stafford County and the City of Fredericksburg. King George's effective tax rate is, again,
below the average rate for the entire State. These effective true tax rates are computed through a State Taxation
Department Study which compares the locally assessed value of property to its actual sales price. It is an estimate
of what the actual tax rate would be if all property was assessed at the value it would actually bring on the open
market. Actual sales of similar property are used, retrospectively, in the actual calculation.
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Table 20
True Effecie Tax Raies

1976

1981

1986

King George
Caroline
Spotsylvania
Stafford

.50
.46
.59
.68

.75
.37
.63
1.04

.69
.41
.60
1.10

Westmoreland
Fredericksburg
Virginia Average

.53
.98
.94

.55
.91
.83

.57
1.14
.87

SOURCE:

Tax Rates in Virginia Cities and Counties and Selected Towns 1976, 1981, 1986.

Implications for Planniniz
The tables and discussion presented in this chapter have provided an indication of those factors influencing the
development of King George County. The overwhelming importance of government employment through the

NAVSWC is evident in King George County. Development

in the County is directly linked, and will continue

to be linked to government expenditures at the Base. In addition, the increase in importance of Route 301 as
a major north-south route will create situations that will lead to increased pressures for development in the
County.
As the Fredericksburg Area grows at rates which lead the State of Virginia, King George County will have to be
very cautious in order to retain its moderate rate of growth; that rate which has occurred in the recent past. The
maintenance of the rural atmosphere of the County and the preservation of dwindling agricultural land and
natural habitat is of paramount importance to the County. The survey completed by the County indicates that
new residents to King George have moved to the County because their employment is in the County. Again, the
NAVSWC and its contractors and accessory services will continue to exert a very strong influence on development
in the County.
King George County currently estimates its population to be approximately 14,000. Future population growth
rates are expected to be similar to those of the recent past; that is, 2 - 2.5% per year. Of course, there are many
factors which will affect the change in population of a locality. Federal budget cuts affecting the NAVSWC could
have a drastic effect on the King George population, whether in a positive or negative direction. All indications
are that population change in King George County into the 1990's will not be significantly different from the
experience in the recent past.
Using the official rates of population increase for the County that have been developed for the State of Virginia,
the County's population can be expected to grow to approximately 16,000 people by the year 2000. By the year
2010, the County's population is projected to be slightly over 18,000. Because of very recent increases, the rates
More realistic projections might have the County's
developed for the State may be slightly understated.

population reaching 17,000 by the year 2000, and a level of 19,000 by the year 2010. Land use decisions made
by the County will have a direct bearing on the level of growth of the population
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in King George County.

CHAPTER f
ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING PARAMETERS
General Environmental Setting
King George County is the fifth smallest county in the Commonwealth. Its total land area is 178 square miles
or 113,920 acres. Of this land area approximately 72,718 acres are forested (1989 - Va. Department of Forestry,
38,105 acres are in agricultural use (1987 Census of Agriculture - U.S. Dept. of Commerce). These uses,
combined with other open acreage, makes King George County a primarily open and rural County. The County
is bordered by the Potomac River to the north and the Rappahannock River to the south. Both rivers are tidal
and flow directly to the Chesapeake Bay.
Climate
King George County is located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The County's climate is called "modified
continental" displaying warm summers, relatively mild winters. Annual precipitation is 41.67 inches (1941-1971Warsaw, VA.). The following table indicates that the highest average daily temperatures have occurred in the
month of August and the lowest average daily temperatures occurred in January. The County lies in the path
of warm moist air currents which move from the south or southwest direction. Cold, dry air currents pass
through King George from Canada in a south and eastward direction. However, prolonged periods of very cold
or very warm weather are unusual. Maximum temperatures reach 90 0 F or higher on the average of 30 days per
year. Warm waters of the Atlantic tend to moderate the climate and the Appalachian Mountains to the west
provide a barrier that lessens the intensity of the winter storms. The average annual humidity is approximately
70%. Relative humidity is below 60% about one-third of the time and 80% or above one-third of the year. The
first frost typically occurs in October. Thus, the King George growing season is typically April to October. On
the average the growing season is 222 days and is long enough to allow a proper maturity of a large variety of
crops creating a proper environment to enable King George County to maintain a viable agricultural community.
Table 21
Average Daily Temperatue (F)
(1941-1971 - Warsaw, VA)
Jan
36.7

Feb
39.2

Source:

U.S. Dept of Commerce. NOAA.

Mar
46.7

Apr
57.3

May
66.2

Jun

Jul

74.2

74.2

Aug
76.0

Sep
70.1

Oct
59.6

Nov
47.6

Dec
39.3

Oct
3.20

Nov
2.98

Dec
3.05

Climatography of the United States No. 20-44.
Table 22

Averae Monthly Prcipitatio (inches)

(1941-1971-Waraw, VA.)
Jan
2.63

Feb
2.72

Source:

U.S. Dept of Commerce, NOAA.

Mar
3.50

Apr
2.97

May
3.60

Jun
3.53

Jul

5.10

Aug
4.34

Sep
3.49

Climatography of the United States No. 20-44.

Summer rainfall mostly occurs as thunderstorms, and when subject to an occasional heavy local rain (e.g. four
inches or more in a few hours) the County may experience flash flooding and erosion. As the County grows and
additional impervious surface increases, the probability of flooding and erosion will increase. The County should
implement proper stormwater management practices in order to prevent additional flooding and erosion during
rain events. These measures will also create water quality and safety benefits. Also, occasionally several dry years
occur. This can lead to a severe drought and loss of vegetative cover. This may make soils more vulnerable to
erosion during a heavy rain or high wind. Measures should be taken to protect soils and maintain Best
Management Practice (BMP) sites during this time.
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Air Quality
King George County is located in the EPA Region III area. The County is currently in an area that meets
Federal standards for carbon monoxide (CO) and ozone (3 ) therefore displaying a relatively good air quality.
This type of area is called an "attainment zone".
In accordance with State Air Pollution Control Board (SAPCB) regulations, all point source emitters must obtain
emission permits. A major stationary source (defined as a source emission as one of the criteria pollutants at
a level exceeding 250 tons/year) as part of the State permit application must address all control technologies and
model the potential impact on the ambient air quality. If all requirements are met then SAPCB may issue an
emissions permit. A permit must also be obtained by all emitters below the 250 lb/yr threshold. As part of the
permit application, the applicant must consider the best available control technology. Modeling is not required.
Currently the State does not monitor, nor is it concerned with, auto emissions in King George County. Auto
emissions (a nonpoint source generator) are not considered in the modeling of a point source air pollution
emitter. Development proposals for structures that will have atmospheric discharges should submit an evaluation
from the SAPCB as to whether or not an emission permit is necessary.
Topography
King George County lies east of the fall line within the Coastal Plain Province. The County's elevations average
from 0 feet to slightly over 200 feet above sea level. Much of the County is rugged and steeply sloping. Slopes
range from 0-10 percent in the plains and on ridge tops. Slopes on the ridge sides range between 6% and 45%.
A majority of the rugged topography lies north of State Route 3 and west of U.S. 301.
The County drains to two major tidal tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay, the Rappahannock and Potomac Rivers.
The watershed's dividing ridge runs from Westmoreland County along State Route 3 to a point west of the King
George Courthouse; along Route 609 and 608 to Igo at Route 694. From Igo, the divide follows Route 694 to
Route 218 at Passapatanzy to the King George/Stafford County line. This natural divide primarily follows an
existing Virginia Power line which transects the County from the northwest to the southeast (see map on page
19).
Within the Potomac drainage area the terrain is typically rugged with steep slopes occurring along the Potomac
shoreline, and areas bordering tributary streams. The terrain in the north eastern portion of the County, north
of Route 619 up Pumpkin Neck east of 218, south of Route 624 to Mathias Point is relatively flat. This area
probably was an old shore where the Potomac River deposited sediment.
The land area in the Rappahannock River drainage basin is primarily gently rolling with low to moderate slopes.
Areas approaching the Rappahannock River are typically flat. A majority of the County's primary agricultural
lands are located in the Rappahannock drainage basin.
Soils
The most recent Soil Conservation Service survey (February 1974) has identified seven soil associations within
the County. The soil survey defines the soil association as:
"A landscape that has a distinctive proportional
major soils and at least one minor soil."

pattern of soils. It normally consists of one or more
I

As the soil associations have been defined and mapped, they are general in nature and should only be used as
a guide for planning and to manage watersheds, forests, large tracts of land, and wildlife. The associations are
described in the soil survey as follows (see map on page 21).
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1.

Sassafras - Aura - Caroline Association. Deep, well drained soils having sandy clay loam, heavy loam, or clay
subsoils. These soils are typically found on the coastal Plain uplands. This association is located in one small
area of King George along Fairview Beach. It makes up approximately 8% of the County's soil area. This
area is undulating to rolling and slopes on the ridge tops range from 2 to 10% and the ridge sides between
10 and 35%. Most of this area has moderate to severe limitations regarding the use of septic systems. (Soil
has one or more properties that might increase construction or maintenance costs or contribute to problems
in operation.)

2.

Sassafras - Galestown - Kempsville Association. Deep, well drained to somewhat excessively dried soils
having sandy clay loam or loamy fine sand subsoil. The soils are located on the Coastal Plain uplands. This
soil association makes up approximately 30% of King George County. Slopes range between 0 to 6% on the
top ridges and 15 to 45% on the sides of the ridges.
The major soils of this association are moderately to rapidly permeable and impose slight (Soil has little or
no important limitations for specified use) limitations for septic tank systems.

3.

Bourne - Caroline Association. Deep, moderately well drained to well drained soils having a fragipan or
having heavy clay loams and clay subsoil. These soils are found on the coastal plain uplands. This soil occurs
in a small area in the southwestern part of the County making up approximately 2% of the County's soils.
This area is undulating to rolling accompanied by broad flat ridges with slopes of0-6% on the top and 6-18%
on the sides. The major soils of this association are characterized by moderately slow permeability to very
slow permeability. Due to the nature of these soils there are severe limitations for septic systems.

4.

Craven - Caroline Association. Deep, well drained to moderately well drained soils having heavy clay loam
and clay subsoil. These soils are located on the coastal plain. This association occurs in the east central part
of the County around Kings Mill Creek and Pine Hill Creek and extends to the Westmoreland County
boundary line. It makes up about 5% of the County. The association is typified by level to gentle slopes with
short, sharp slopes along the larger drainage ways and small streams. Slope ranges from 0-6% on the broad
gentle slopes and 6-18% in the drainage way small stream areas. Although this association is well drained,
permeability is slow to moderately slow imposing severe limitations for septic systems.

5.

Tetotum -Bladen - Bertie Association. Deep, moderately well drained to poorly drained soils having clay
loam, sandy loam, or clay subsoil. This association is found in broad low lying areas along the Potomac River
from east of Fairview Beach to Mathias Point and down to Route 205. This area is north of Route 218. This
association accounts for approximately 25% of the County. Permeability is moderate to slow. The Tetotum
soils have moderate limitations for septic systems whereas the Bladen and Bertie soil characteristics impose
severe limitations on septic systems.

6.

Wickham - Altavista - Dogue Association. Deep, well drained to moderately well drained soils having sandy
clay loam, clay loam, or clay subsoil. This association is typically found on stream terraces. In King George
County this association occurs in the southern part of the County along the Rappahannock River. It makes
up 25% of the County. A majority of the soils within this association are moderately permeable and impose
moderate to slight limitations for septic systems.

7.

Turbeville - Kempsville Association. Deep, well drained soils having sandy clay loam, heavy clay loam, or
clay subsoil. This soil grouping is located on stream terraces and coastal plain uplands. The association
makes up 15 percent of the County and is located in two areas. These areas are typically rolling but include
ridges with slopes of 2-6% on the tops and 6-18% on the sides. These soils are moderately permeable and
septic system limitations are slight to moderate.

8.

Marr - Westphalia Association. Deep, well drained soils having sandy clay loam or very fine sandy loam
subsoil. This soil is located in a small section in the western portion of King George County. It is typically
rolling to hilly with narrow ridges with slopes of 2 to 10% on the top and 10 to 30% on the sides. This
association makes up approximately 2% of King George County. The permeability is moderately rapid and
is characterized by moderate to severe limitations for septic tank systems.
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Septic System Suitability
Soils information is essential for setting overall planning policy. Fortunately King George County has a very
detailed soil survey published in 1974 by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) in cooperation
with the Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University (VPI & SU). This soil survey provides the County
with an inventory of soil outlined on aerial photographs.
The Virginia Department of Health tests soils for septic suitability and issues permits to property owners.
However, it is the County's right to insure the health and safety of the public and that proper waste water
treatment (both septic and Waste Water Treatment Plant -WWTP) is available to County residents and
businesses.
When issuing septic permits the Virginia Department of Health Sanitarian will run a permeability test. The most
desirable areas should have a permeability rate of moderate or moderately rapid. Areas of moderately slow
permeability should be reviewed carefully and caution should be taken when issuing septic permits and approving
development projects dependent on septic systems on these soils. Areas that are characterized by slow or rapid
permeability should not rely on septic systems as an acceptable means of waste water disposal.
Septic systems are least desirable in areas of slow and rapid permeability.
in these areas after public waste water treatment systems are available.
(a) slow
(b) moderately slow

=
=

0.06 - 0.2 ins./hr
0.2 - 0.6 ins./hr

(c) moderate

=

0.6 - 2.0 ins./hr

(d) moderately rapid

=

2.0 - 6.0 ins./hr

(c) rapid

=

6.0 - 20.0 ins./hr

Development may be most desirable

These rankings were developed by the U.S. Soil Conservation Services based on the King George Soil Survey.
This analysis has been delineated on the General Soil Suitability For Septic Systems map (p. 23). The map
presents a general picture of the most suitable areas for septic system installation. This map, although more
specific than the soil associations, should be evaluated against a detailed soils map for planning of proposed
development proposals. In areas having poor soil conditions, specific soil analyses should be done for any
development site which is not in a public sanitary sewage system area in order to insure proper waste water
disposal.
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Utilities
The following section describes the availability of existing utilities and the potential for future utilities in King
George County.
Waste Water Systems. There are two County owned and operated public waste water systems that service the
Dahlgren Sanitary District and the Fairview Beach Sanitary District. The Dahlgren Sanitary District was
established in 1965. The system, upgraded in 1989/1990, is a .325 MGD advanced waste water treatment system
with nutrient and phosphorous removal and can be expanded to .5 MGD. It serves the Dahlgren community and
the Bayberry Estates Subdivision.
Development around the NAVSWC continues to expand beyond the service area of the Dahlgren Sanitary
District, with such development relying solely on septic systems. This development is influenced for the most
part by the employment demands of the NAVSWC and related activities.
The Fairview Beach Sanitary District began operation in 1983. This system is relatively small. At this time the
relationship between system capacity versus current and anticipated demand is unknown and a study needs to be
completed to determine capital improvement needs. Since the development is concentrated, and geographic and
topographic characteristics are limiting, it is doubtful that this system will be expanded. However, prior to
possible expansion of the Fairview Beach area, expansion of the public sewer system rather than private septic
systems should be considered.
The Courthouse area is the center of King George's government activities and is an important business center.
This area is not serviced by a public waste water treatment system. Currently there are two lagoon systems, one
that treats waste water from the Middle School and the other that treats waste water from the King George High
School and Elementary School along with a 130 bed nursing home. The rest of the courthouse area relies on
septic system disposal of waste water. The Middle School lagoon is a private system managed by the King George
School Board. The King George High School lagoon is operating at capacity of .025 MGD. The High School
system can not be expanded due to creek flow capacity. Each system is able to meet water quality standards.
The County has several privately owned and operated "public" waste water treatment systems that provide service
to specific subdivision developments. However, most of the County relies on septic treatment of waste water.
As a septic system ages, its efficiency in treating waste water will decline. This, of course, increases the potential
for the contamination of groundwater and surface water supplies. Property owners may be able to rejuvenate
these declining systems, develop a new septic system, or install an alternative disposal system (given the issuance
of an appropriate permit). Due to the continued potential for contamination as a result of septic system
malfunction even septic system rejuvenation or redevelopment would not be desirable if alternative public waste
water treatment measures are available.
Point source discharge alternatives (e.g. waste water treatment package plants) must receive a Virginia Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (VPDES) permit prior to discharging. These permits specify appropriate
monitoring and maintenance practices which must be implemented by the owner. This is the type of requirement
that can lead to problems for non-public owners and operators of such systems. In addition, the permit will also
set the water quality effluent standards for the treatment plant in question. If proper use and maintenance is not
adhered to, surface water contamination may follow. Therefore, a more desirable alternative for the County may
be the development of public waste water treatment facilities to service existing development centers. This would
reduce the potential for surface water contamination. Also, the establishment of public waste water treatment
facilities will alleviate the need for septic systems and reduce the potential for contamination of the county's
groundwater resources (the County relies solely on groundwater for drinking water supplies). The establishment
of individual home treatment plants is not a desirable alternative in King George County. At all times discharges
must meet State standards. However, discharges to the mainstream portions of the Potomac River must meet
Maryland water quality standards. Because of the activities of "upstream" localities, King George County should
contact the State Water Control Board (SWCB) to discuss allocations to accommodate effluent from treated
sewage from planned Central Service Areas as appropriate.
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Private companies provide the water service except in the Dahlgren Sanitary District and the
Water Systems.
Potomac Landing portion of the Fairview Beach Sanitary District. At all times water supplies should meet proper
engineering and water quality standards set by the County and the Virginia Department of Health. Discussion
of the water systems in the County may be found in the Public Services and Facilities Chapter.
To insure an adequate water supply, the most desirable alternative for the County is to own, operate and maintain
all water supply systems except individual site wells serving a single establishment or residential unit.
Water Resources
The following section describes the water resources available in King George County.
Ground Water Resources. King George County relies solely on ground water resources to provide potable water
to its residents and local businesses and industries. Water is typically obtained through individual wells servicing
a single home or business, local sanitary districts or a privately owned central water system. The County relies
on two aquifers, the Yorktown-Eastover and Potomac Aquifers.
The Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer is the most shallow ranging from 20 feet to 140 feet below the surface. This
aquifer is unconfined and therefore the entire County serves as a recharge area for this aquifer. Based on a
Catholic University student study (Water Resources Planning Study for King George County, System Design
Team CE 576, Catholic University of America, April 16, 1991) the volume of the aquifer was found to be
approximately 110.3 million gallons of water per day (MGD). Some of this water is not available for use by the
County due to vertical flow through the impervious layer below the Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer or horizontal
flow across the County's boundaries. Ground water moves out of the County in three different directions. The
County can be described as being "mounded". This means that the County's aquifer is higher in the center of
the County and since water flows down gradient, groundwater from the Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer is lost to the
Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers. It also flows east toward Westmoreland County.
The Catholic University Study estimates that approximately 30 MGD of water from the surface aquifer is lost
across County borders. Due to the loss of water to confined aquifers below the Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer and
across County boarders, less than 80 MGD of water is available for use in King George County. However, due
to both the unreliable availability and uncertain level of acceptable quality, little withdrawal from this shallow
aquifer occurs. However, this aquifer is used and a major issue for the County is how to guarantee that
continued water recharge occurs; that there is a net gain or maintenance of water availability, and that acceptable
water quality is maintained. This aquifer only provides a small portion of the necessary water resource for the
County due to the unreliability of acceptable quantity and quality; therefore, the County relies predominately on
the deeper Potomac Aquifer.
The Potomac Aquifer, in King George County, is a confined aquifer and ranges in depth from 60 feet to 740 feet.
This aquifer receives its recharge predominantly through a specific recharge area (recharge does occur from
aquifers above the Potomac Aquifers through small crevices in the confining layer). The entire recharge area
for the Potomac Aquifer lies along the fall line which is outside of the County's boundaries (within Stafford
County and a small portion of the City of Fredericksburg). Out of the total 253 square mile recharge area only
about 28 square miles recharge the portion of the Potomac Aquifer that flows under King George County.
Approximately 16 MGD of rainfall recharges King George County's water supply and in 1991, estimates indicate
that approximately 3.5 MGD of water will be used.
One planning issue associated with the aquifer that the County is keenly aware of is the protection of the
recharge area. Since the County does not oversee the recharge area the County cannot protect it from potential
water contaminating activities or from reduction of recharge area due to the development of impervious surfaces.
Therefore, the County should work towards a regional solution for protection of the recharge area. In addition,
the Potomac Aquifer is used extensively by Maryland. There is some concern that the aquifer flow direction can
be altered due to extensive pumping of water by Maryland thus reducing the water availability to King George
County.
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Alternatives for a water supply for the County were reviewed. One such alternative is to develop a reservoir
within the County. However, there are several limitations to this option. First, the soils in the area are generally
a silty sand, SM in the unified Soil Classification System. This soil type exhibits a high rate of permeability,
proving impractical as a base material for the development of a reservoir site (Source Catholic University
Report). The Catholic University Study states that it would be necessary to develop a soil reinforcement to stop
a full flow of the impounded water to the Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer. The numerous wetlands also reduce the
number of potential reservoir sites. The County feels, due to the regulatory, cost and environmental problems
presented by the wetlands and the cost associated with engineering requirements for reservoir development, this
option is not viable.
Desalination is also a possible alternative for developing an alternative water supply. Desalination is the
conversion of brackish or saline water to freshwater. The primary source of brackish water would be the
Rappahannock River. Although there is ample supply of water from the Rappahannock, desalination has many
technical and economic problems for wide-spread use but may be a viable alternative to augment the existing
water supply. In King George County, the costs associated with desalination should be greatly reduced since the
water resource is brackish water rather than salt water. In the Catholic University study it is suggested that
reverse osmosis would be the most economical desalination process. This process was selected because of a 70%
recovery rate of freshwater when brackish water is used.
At this time, the ground water available for County use is greater than withdrawal. The County, however, is
concerned with future adequate water supply. Unfortunately, data is not available to King George County to
determine long term future needs. It is in the best interest of the County to take measures to protect the quality
of groundwater. Therefore, water conservation must begin with the protection of the recharge areas. In regard
to the Yorktown-Eastover Aquifer the entire County serves as a recharge areas. The County encourages
impervious surface be minimized to the greatest extent possible. In addition, the County encourages that land
application of fertilizers, pesticides and herbicides follow an application plan that sets standards that will reduce
the potential for ground water contamination.
The Potomac Aquifer recharge area presents a problem in that it is located outside of King George County. The
County should pursue a memorandum of understanding with the localities within the recharge area. The
memorandum of understanding should develop policies for protective ground water planning; e.g.,minimization
of impervious surface, land application plans, etc.
Little information on the Yorktown-Eastover and Potomac Aquifers is available. Due to this lack of information
it is very difficult for the County to ensure that future water supply needs will be met. Therefore the County
encourages that appropriate ground water data be collected and studies performed so that adequate ground water
management plans can be developed and implemented. To develop necessary ground water plans the following
should be addressed:
(a) Determination of the difference between Potomac Aquifer withdrawal and recharge.
(b) Determination of how much potential recharge volume is lost through development on the recharge area.
(c) Soil properties including transmissivity and hydraulic conductivity (aids in determining water lost due to
leakage).
(d) Withdrawal rates of communities in Maryland and the costal plain.
Ground Water Recharge. Groundwater levels are influenced by withdrawal and recharge potentials. At all times
safe well yields should be calculated and implemented.
Groundwater levels may be further impacted by the
development of impervious surfaces in recharge areas. A situation of greater withdrawal than recharge could
occur reducing the overall availability of the groundwater resource. This reduction will continue as long as the
amount of groundwater withdrawal exceeds the recharge of the aquifer.
Recharge areas predominantly extend throughout the County (e.g. for the surface aquifer). In regard to the
upper unconfined aquifer, a majority of the County can potentially serve as a recharge area. Delineation of
specific boundaries for recharge is difficult. It can vary depending on soil type, percent slope, and rock type.
Wetlands may also serve as groundwater recharge areas. Although recharge potential is limited for the confined
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layer, aquitards provide potentially enough vertical leakage between the two aquifers to recharge the confined
aquifer. This aquifer recharge area may also be difficult to define since recharge areas for the confined aquifer
may be located some distance away from the actual aquifer.
To maintain the maximum potential for recharge, the amount of impervious surface should be minimized. Open
space infiltration trenches and porous pavement (e.g. gravel lots, etc.) should be encouraged to increase
groundwater recharge potentials.
Also wetlands (primarily non-tidal and to some degree tidal wetlands) should be protected and preserved. These
areas assist in the recharge of groundwater resources and help to reduce flood potentials from runoff and reduce
natural pollutant loads (sediments, nitrogen, phosphorous) to surface waters.
Surface Water Resources. Surface water is considered to be any water body that is above the soil surface. It can
be any natural lake, pond, impoundment, stream, river, wetland, etc. The largest surface body, the Potomac
River, lies within the boundaries of the State of Maryland but is a resource to King George County. These
waters may provide a source of water, a disposal site for treated waste water, an economic resource, recreation
opportunities and natural habitat. In King George County the surface waters, e.g., streams and rivers, serve
predominantly as a source of recreation and enhance natural aesthetics.
It is important to protect these resources since they respond directly to their surroundings and inputs. Alterations
in land use and vegetative cover can directly impact the County's surface water due to sediment and nutrient
loading and stormwater runoff beyond the natural level. Land development with environmental protection
features can considerably reduce potential impacts. The County should encourage that new land uses be located
away from the County's streams and river edges. The establishment of a natural corridor along local water bodies
would be encouraged due to their environmental benefits; e.g.,promotes water quality protection and provide
habitat for local wildlife along stream corridors. In addition all development must implement appropriate and
adequate BMP's to control nonpoint source pollutants and increased stormwater runoff.
River access is also an important issue. If such access points are improperly developed, severe environmental
consequences can occur. Constant jse of the self made access points promotes stream bank erosion. This type
of occurrence may be a symptom o! nadequate public access. Therefore the County encourages the development
of appropriate public access points vithin the County. A public access plan, "The Chesapeake Bay Area Public
Access Plan" was developed for the signatories (States of Virginia, Maryland and Pennsylvania and the District
of Columbia) of the Chesapeake Bay Agreement. This plan identifies existing public access points and potential
access points throughout the Bay basin. The plan also identifies sensitive environmental features that should be
avoided when developing or expanding an access point. Development of public access points should be in
conformance with the Chesapeake Bay Area Public Access Plan.

Floodplains
King George County is bordered by two rivers and transected by numerous streams. Most of the floodplains, as
defined by the National Flood Insurance Program Flood Hazard Boundary Maps prepared by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), lie east of Route 301. Building in the floodplain areas increases the
potential for hazards.
Construction in portions of the floodplain could obstruct stream flows during flooding and increase flood hazards,
flow velocities, and heights. Land uses and activities in the floodplain that may have the least negative impacts
and reduce flood damage potentials are agriculture, recreation, loading and parking areas, and lawn and garden
areas.
The County recognizes the FEMA maps as the official County flood plain designation maps. Development
proposals should address flood plain management issues, designate the flood plain areas on the site plan maps,
and minimize alteration of land use within these areas. The extent of designated floodplains has been questioned
bythe County. Requests should be made bythe County to have flood boundaries verified and areas redesignated,
if appropriate.
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Wildlife
Wildlife existence and location is influenced predominantly by acceptable habitat. The County's diversity of
habitat, including rivers, streams (tidal and non-tidal), forests (deciduous and coniferous), open fields, and
wetlands (tidal and non-tidal, vegetated and non-vegetated) provides excellent habitat for a wide variety of game
and non-game wildlife. Of specific interest are the white tailed deer, grey squirrel, rabbits, wild turkeys and
migrating game and non-game fowl.
Species richness and diversity is a major parameter which makes King George an aesthetically desirable location
within the Commonwealth. Protection of the County's wildlife resources is desirable. Alterations of land use
should consider the protection of natural areas to maintain wildlife habitat and reduce the potential for loss of
County wildlife. Protection and establishment of buffers and natural stream corridors is desirable. The
establishment and protection of stream corridors will enhance the survival of wildlife since water areas are an
essential component of their existence. This will also protect water habitats from thermal changes (due to natural
shading) and nutrient and sediment loadings (functions as a buffer).
Within King George County, there is Caledon State Park. This facility was donated by Mrs. Lewis Egerton
Smoot. This 2579 acre tract of land is located between State Route 218 and the Potomac River. This area is
of particular ecological interest as a summer roosting site for one of the largest populations of Bald Eagle in
Virginia. These eagles are known to use at least twenty miles of Potomac River shoreline area (10 miles in either
direction of Caledon along the Potomac). This reserve maintains a seasonal 1,000 foot 6 mile long non-boating
zone. Continued protection of this area is important.
Also located within King George County is the Lands End Wildlife Preserve. This preserve is located along the
Rappahannock River in the south east portion of the County. The preserve is approximately 670 acres, of which
430 acres serve as a refuge for Canadian Geese and other water fowl. Two hundred forty (240) acres are used
as agricultural lands. Currently there are no recreational facilities or activities in existence on the Lands End site.
Endangered Species. The Commonwealth of Virginia extends protection to endangered and threatened species
via the Endangered Species act Chap. 11 §29 Code of Virginia, 1950, as amended. Endangered species as defined
under this act is "any species which is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range
(where it can be expected to occur) other than a species of the class insecta deemed to be a pest whose
protection under the provisions of this chapter would present an overriding risk to the health or economic welfare
of the Commonwealth". In addition, threatened species is defined as "any species which is likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range". Protection
is extended to all plants and animals that have been classified endangered or threatened, or being considered for
either classification. Also granted protection are all those plants and animals protected under the Federal
Endangered Species Act (Public Law 93-205).
The Federal program recognizes that protection of these species is essential for aesthetic, ecological, educational,
historical, recreational, and scientific value to the nation and its people. Species protected under these laws are
rare, threatened or endangered due to inadequate environmental protection (e.g. habitat destruction), or
overkilling. The Federal and State programs provide the means to preserve the habitats of species granted
protection under both laws. To ensure the protection of known endangered species, sites are not widely
publicized.
To continue the protection of these species under the State and Federal Endangered Species Act, development
proposals should include documentation from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the State Department of Game
and Inland Fisheries, and the Virginia Natural Heritage Program, that any plant or animal protected under the
Federal and State programs is or is not located at the proposed development site. If a species protected under
either program is located at the proposed development site, the County should support Federal and/or State
recommendations for protection programs. If a proposed development site is receiving Federal and/or State
monies, the County should require a survey documenting the presence or absence of species protected under the
State and Federal program, location, and proposed protection strategies should be included in the development
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proposal for review. Also, the County should encourage the protection
endangered, threatened or rare species that are in King George County.
Erosion/Sedimentation

of preferred habitats of any of the

Control - Stormwater Management

Land alteration, vegetation removal, development, and the increase of impervious surface directly influence the
occurrence of erosion, increase sediment loss, and stormwater runoff. It is well documented that sedimentation
and increased stormwater runoff are responsible for the filling of receiving waters, stream bank erosion and water
quality degradation. Impacts can be more severe in tidal waters due to the dynamics of water movements. As
required by State law, development proposals and site plans must address erosion and sediment regulation and
demonstrate control measures and efforts to maintain post-development conditions to equal pre-development
conditions.
Also development site plans should address stormwater management, illustrating stormwater management
controls and the development of impervious surfaces. Impervious surfaces should be minimized.
Wetlands
King George County has 131 miles of tidal shoreline. These tidal shores are accompanied by approximately 2,122
acres of vegetated tidal wetlands. These wetlands have been mapped both by the Virginia Institute of Marine
Science and published in the King George County Tidal Marsh Inventory and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife "National
Wetland Inventory" (NWI) maps. These NWI maps also delineate the location of non-tidal wetlands. A majority
of the County's tidal wetlands occur along the Potomac River shore line and its tributaries (especially in the
eastern portion of the county) and along the Rappahannock River primarily in the bends of the river.
A wetland is defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as "those areas that are inundated or
saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.
Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas". (EPA, 40 CFR 230.3 and CE, 33 CFR
328.3.)
Under this definition, wetlands possess three essential characteristics: (1) hydrophytic vegetation (Macrophytic
plant life growing in water, soil or a substrate that is at least periodically deficient in oxygen as a result of
excessive water content); (2) hydric soils (soils that are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the
growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part); (3) Wetland hydrology (permanent or
periodic inundation, or soil saturation to the surface). The hydrology feature is the driving force creating the
wetlands.
These three technical criteria are mandatory and must all be met in order to identify an area as a wetland. If
an area meets all three criteria it is a wetland in accordance with the Federal Manual for Identifying and
Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands which is used by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Soil Conservation Service and the Department of Army - Army Corps of Engineers.
Wetlands, although their values are not always apparent, are a vital ecological component of King George County.
Wetlands are valued for their role in flood conveyance and storage, coastal hazard protection (e.g. provide a
buffer between the upland and the sea absorbing wave energy, reducing upland shoreline erosion), sediment
control, pollution control, habitat and food source (for wildlife and humans), recreation (e.g. boating, swimming,
fishing, hunting, bird watching, hiking, photography, etc.), water supply (e.g. groundwater recharge), food and
timber production, education and research, historic and archeological sites, and open space and aesthetics.
According to the Fish and Wildlife 1987 report, Mid-Atlantic Wetlands: A disappearing Natural Resource,
Virginia has approximately 1,044,900million acres of wetlands. From 1956-1977 the State has lost approximately
63,300 acres of coastal and inland vegetated wetlands (See figures on page 49).
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Wetland loss can be attributed to: (1) drainage for crop and timber production and mosquito control; (2)
Dredging and stream channelization; (3) Diversion of freshwater inflow for irrigation and flood control; (4)
Construction of dikes, dams, levees, sea walls and bulkheads; (5) Filling for development; (6) Discharge of
waste materials into or onto the wetlands; (7) Water withdrawal from both surface and groundwater; (8)
Mineral extraction which results in disturbing wetland soils; (9) Natural causes, including erosion, storm damage
and subsidence. (See tables below)
Table 23
CAUSES OF WETLAND LOSS

Urban 3%
Agriculture 46%

Urban 43%
Agriculture 5%

Lakes 18%

Coastal Waters 36%

Ponds 7%
Other Factors 27%

Ponds 5%
Other Factors 1%

Causes of Coastal
Wetland Loss

Causes of Vegetated
Wetland Loss

Source: Tiner, Ralph W., Mid-Atlantic Wetlands: A Disappearing Natural Treasure, FWS, 1987.
Table 24
CURRENT STATUS OF WEILANDS IN VIRGINIA
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Table 25
WETLAND TRENDS IN VIRGINIA: 1956 - 1977
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Source: Tiner, Ralph W., Mid-Atlantic Wetlands: A Disappearing Nautural Treasure, FWS, 1987.
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Development within wetlands can pose considerable hazards to man. First, it can increase the potential for flood
damage since these areas are readily flooded. Secondly, when wetland vegetation is removed the soils are
exposed and the potential for erosion increases. Thirdly, these soils are organic in nature and as the organic
components decompose the soil will continue to settle but at different rates. This will result in poor structural
and foundation conditions. Foundations may crack and result in the loss of the structure's strength and integrity.
Finally, these soils are unsuitable for waste disposal (e.g. septic systems). Wastes from systems located in wetland
soils are typically found on the surface. This is unacceptable in relation to local and State health standards.
There are a variety of resources available to identify and evaluate wetlands. Within the County, wetlands can
be identified and evaluated in accordance with the Federal delineation manual, U.S. Fish and Wildlife National
Wetland Inventory, Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences (VIMS) report "King George County Tidal Marsh
Inventory Special Report 68"and Special Report 68table "Evaluating of Wetland Types"(see pages 39and 40);
Federal and State laws; and local policy. In addition wetlands may be extended protection under the Virginia
Chesapeake Bay Protection Act. A minimum of a 100 foot buffer is required to protect these areas and these
areas shall not be used as facilities to manage adverse impacts of development (e.g. runoff, soil loss, etc.).
Development proposals should include certification from the Army Corps of Engineers, Virginia Marine
Resource Commission (VMRC) and other appropriate agencies that wetlands are or are not present on the
property site.
If wetlands are present, permits and mitigation measures must be received and specified. Also, wetlands and
buffer areas must be delineated on site plans prior to review by the County. Definitions and locations of
individual wetland types within the County may be found in the Virginia Institute of Marine Science Report "King
George County Tidal Marsh Inventory Special Report No. 68".
Table 26
Evaluation of Wetland Types
(From Guidelines for Activities Affecting Virginia Wetlands)
For management purposes, the twelve types of wetlands are grouped into five classifications based on the
estimated total environmental value of an acre of each type. Definitions and location of individual types may be
found in the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS), "King George County Tidal Marsh Inventory Special
Report No. 68".
Group One:

Saltmarsh Cordgrass (Type I)
Arrow Arum-Pickerel Weed (Type VII)
Freshwater Mixed (Type XI)
Brackish Water Mixed (Type XII)

Group One marshes have the highest values in productivity and wild fowl and wildlife utility and are closely
associated with fish spawning and nursery areas. They also have high value as erosion inhibitors, are important
to the shellfish industry and are valued as natural shoreline stabilizers. Group One marshes should be preserved.
Group Two:

Big Cordgrass (Type V)
Saltmeadow (Type II)
Cattail (Type VI)

Group Two marshes are of only slightly lesser value than Group One marshes. The major difference is that
detritus (dead organic matter) produced in these marshes is less readily available to the marine environment due
to higher elevations and consequently less tidal action to flush the detritus into adjacent waterways. Group Two
marshes have very high values in protecting water quality and acting as buffers against coastal flooding. These
marshes should also be preserved, but if development in wetlands is considered to be justified it would be better
to alter Group Two marshes than Group One marshes.
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Group Three:

Yellow Pond Lily (Type IX)
Black Needlerush (Type III)

The two marshes in the Group Three category have quite dissimilar properties. The yellow pond lily marsh is
not a significant contributor to the food web but it does have high values to wildlife and waterfowl. Black
needlerush has little wildlife value but it ranks high as an erosion flood buffer. Group Three marshes are
important though their total values are less than Group One and Two marshes. If development in wetlands is
considered necessary, it would be more preferable to alter Group Three marshes than Groups One or Two.
Group Four:

Saltbush (Type IV)

The saltbush community is valued primarily for the diversity and bird nesting area it adds to the marsh ecosystem.
To a lesser extent it acts as an erosion buffer. Group Four marshes should not be unnecessarily disturbed but
it would be better to concentrate necessary development in these marshes rather than disturb any of the marshes
in the preceding groups.
Group Five:

Saltwort (Type X)
Reedgrass (Type VIII)

Based on present information Group Five marshes have few values of any significance. While Group Five
marshes should not be unreasonably disturbed, it is preferable to develop in these marshes than in any other
types.
Man-Made Environment
The overall land use pattern of King George County has not changed substantially since the adoption of the
current Comprehensive Plan in 1984. Since that time 490 permits were issued for the construction of single
family dwellings. Also, permits for about 365 mobile homes were issued during this time period. Although
construction has increased, it is the pattern of development that has remained the same. Of those permits that
were issued, 372 single family homes have been constructed, and 350 of the mobile homes have been located in
the County. In addition, since the plan was adopted, about 100 apartment units have been constructed in the
County. The existing population concentrations in the County have increased in size due to this building activity.
However, much of the residential development that has occurred has been along the rural roads of King George.
The use of on-site septic systems and individual wells have made it possible for residential construction to occur
in a scattered fashion throughout the rural portions of the County.
Of course, there have been a number of subdivisions that have been approved and recorded in the County over
the last five years. This has increased the number of available lots throughout King George. As of March of
1988, the King George County Land Use Department notes that there were 68 total subdivisions in the County.
These subdivisions offer a variety of opportunities for construction of units within developments of different
densities. Within these subdivisions, there were a total of 4,098 lots. However, only 1405, or 34.3% are occupied
by structures. This, of course, leaves almost 2,700 (2,693) lots vacant. However, not all of these vacant lots are
"buildable". Many of the recorded lots are very narrow (40 feet wide) and many do not have soils that are
suitable for the operation of septic systems. In addition, many are located on land having severe topographic
limitations for development.
Even though this is the case, there is still a large number of lots that can
accommodate residential construction.
Commercial square footage in King George County has increased in the recent past. Retail and office uses have
been constructed and have expanded. Major commercial construction has occurred in the area near the
NAVSWC at Dahlgren, and along the approaches to the Center. A shopping center and several free-standing
buildings are located at the intersection of Routes 206 and 301. Retail space has been constructed in the
Courthouse area along Route 3, both east and west of the Courthouse. Individual retail structures have been
constructed in the County, primarily oriented to serve the traveling public and for the convenience of nearby
residents. As housing construction has occurred, convenience stores have been constructed and will continue to
be considered at major intersections in the County.
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Much of the economy and construction in the County is driven by the activity at the NAVSWC. Construction
of office space, especially in the Route 206 area has occurred over the past five years. This space is primarily
designed to serve those companies "contracting" with the Federal government for work associated with the
NAVSWC. It is expected that this type and level of activity will be dependent on the activities at the Center.
It is important to realize that much of the commercial development in the County will not only be related to
serving the residents of King George County, but also to serving other businesses and services in the County.
This presents greater opportunities for King George to strengthen its commercial base.
Continued commercial development will depend on a number of factors. One of the major factors is the
availability of public utilities. Larger facilities will need this type of service to consider construction. In addition
to the overall condition of the economy, the County may also want to capitalize on the Route 301 corridor and
the increasing number of automobiles that travel this major highway each day. There has been a recent surge
of interest in the Route 301 area for commercial construction. This will increase as travel on the roadway
increases. The pattern of this development will be an important issue in the County if King George wants to
retain its rural character.
In relation to industrial use in the recent past, the only real expansion has occurred in the sand and gravel
operations in the County. These operations have expanded their areas and levels of activity in King George
County. Requests for further expansion are anticipated because of the valuable deposits that exist in the County.
This activity must be balanced with reclamation efforts and an environmental sensitivity that will help preserve
the rural character of the County.
If conditions in the County remain the same, the development pattern will likely continue as it has in the past.
Although construction of homes at varying densities is preferred, and five acre lots as well as one-half acre lots
should be available, it is desirable to provide an incentive for the concentration of construction around the areas
where public utilities are provided. Much of the new construction will take advantage of this type of utility in
order to avoid problems relating to the provision of on-site water and sewer facilities. This would help to
preserve the rural character of the C. unty.
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CHAPTER IV
DEVELOPMENT ISSUES
General Discussion
The effectiveness of a planning document increases as the guidance it provides for a community in making
decisions relative to development and conservation also increases. This guidance is provided not only with the
"traditional land use map" and supporting documentation, but also, and maybe even more importantly, with a set
of issue and action statements. These statements discuss and describe the position of the County in relation to
various aspects of conservation and development.
It is the purpose of this Chapter to provide the elected and appointed officials of King George County, as well
as the residents and others interested in the conservation and/or the development of various areas of the County,
with statements relating to the primary issues affecting the County in relation to various activities. This section
provides a set of issue statements by which to evaluate actions and provides a framework through which to
encourage or discourage certain activities relating to the development of King George County. If these
statements are supported by the officials and citizens of the County, they will serve to appropriately shape the
future physical development of the County.
These issue statements cannot necessarily be reflected in map form. The statements note the desired condition
for King George County. Also presented are action statements noting how to best achieve that condition. The
action plan outlined herein will not only provide for the desired condition in the County, but it will also create
the means by which the Comprehensive Plan can become an "active" document for those involved with plan
implementation.

Issue Statements
Issue #1.

Preservation of the rural nature of King Geor2e County is essential.
The overall character of King George is that of a primarily rural locality. It is this character that the
County is desirous of maintaining while still accommodating a moderate amount of growth. In the
County, there are several major development clusters such as the areas around Dahlgren, Fairview
Beach and the County Courthouse. Outside of these areas, some development occurs along rural
roads, but the major uses are open lands containing wooded and agricultural areas. The County is
characterized by existing low density development, woodland and open fields, a beautifully rolling
terrain, abundant areas of wildlife habitat and magnificent waterfront views of both the Potomac and
Rappahannock Rivers. These are the factors that provide the County with its rural character, and
these are the factors that must be preserved. It is incumbent upon County leaders to take action to
manage the use of these lands.

Issue #2.

Historic sites and landmarks in King George County must be protected to insure that our future is
not separated from our past.
King George County has a rich and exciting past. Its heritage is a source of great pride for residents
of the County. As time passes, the many valuable historic resources that exist in the County will be
lost unless they are properly recognized and cared for. Whereas other localities rely on reconstructed
resources, King George County has the benefit of still having many important buildings and sites of
great historic and architectural significance that are original. The County contains not only many
historically and architecturally significant landmarks and structures, but there are also many open sites
in the County where significant events occurred. These landmarks should be identified and efforts
made to determine what steps toward preservation should be taken and how it can be properly
integrated with other land uses and other public policies.
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Issue #3

Protection of Groundwater Supplies.
King George County is dependent upon groundwater as the source of potable water. Even the public
Surrounding
systems for the large development concentrations are dependent on this source.
localities are also dependent on the same aquifers for water supply. It is important to insure that all
residents of the County and surrounding localities have appropriate amounts of safe drinking water
in the future. As time passes, it will become increasingly important for the County to seek the
cooperation of nearby localities in order to protect the groundwater resources of King George.
Aquifer recharge areas exist outside of the County boundaries in some of the fastest growing areas
of the Commonwealth of Virginia. Therefore, the County should work towards a regional solution
for the protection of the recharge areas. Also, the County may want to investigate the possibilities
of a change to surface water as a major water supply. Although limitations exist for this type of
change, an investigation of this possibility would be beneficial.

Issue #4

The location and amount of future development is dependent
treatment and water facilities.

on the provision of appropriate sewage

Location and extent of development in King George County should occur in areas as designated in
this plan. The major concentration of development should occur with the provision of central water
and sewer facilities. By doing this, impact on the rural and environmentally sensitive character of the
County will be minimized. This concentration in areas served by water and sewer facilities is also
necessary to control and manage the development that will occur in the County. Certain low-density
development should be allowed with on-site water and sewer system. However, by concentrating
major development opportunities in areas served by central utility systems, growth can be managed
and controlled. The use of on-site systems should be guided by the environmental constraints of a
given piece of property. Such constraints include the permeability of the soil, proximity to water
bodies, and proximity of the site to groundwater supply.
Issue #5

A balance of housing types to meet County needs.
The population of King George County contains families of various sizes and income.

This diverse

population requires housing units of an equally diverse nature - different sizes, types, and price
ranges. A choice of units and life styles should be provided to meet the needs of the existing and
future residents of the County. Certain areas of the County should permit only single family homes
at a very low density. Other sections must be designated to provide land for duplex construction, and
the building of apartments and townhouses at a relatively high density. In addition, to create various
living environments for all potential residents, single family homes should be permitted at various
densities depending on the particular land use area of the County where construction will occur.
Townhouses and apartments should also be constructed at differing densities to insure appropriate
living areas and cost for all County residents. It becomes increasingly incumbent on localities to take
action to ensure that housing is "affordable" and appropriate for the "first time" home buyer, and the
individual or couple not able to afford an individual house or not wanting that life style. King George
County should encourage the State and Federal governments to make funding available to support
those who are not able to compete fully in the housing market. In addition, King George must be
willing to investigate and consider new techniques of development which will have the effect of
increasing the availability of housing for all residents.
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Issue #6

King George County must take action to continue to improve its competitive position in efforts to
expand its economic base.
King George County must be fully prepared to attract and retain a suitable economic base which will
provide various types of employment opportunities for County residents and provide a stable revenue
base for the County. To accomplish this, the County will have to attract and retain a diverse mix of
commercial uses and industry that is sensitive to the environmental constraints of the County. Site
development opportunities must be provided along with the infrastructure necessary to accommodate
the appropriate prospects. County officials must also provide a coordinated economic development
marketing effort in conjunction with the Rappahannock Area Development Commission (RADCO),
the Virginia Department of Economic Development (VDED) and others. The County's Vocational
Education program must be continued and evaluated to insure that industry is provided with a trained
labor force to insure that King George residents can qualify for local jobs.

Issue #7

Transportation improvements within and outside of King George County will create significant
impacts on the County and its growth patterns.
King George County and its residents will be greatly affected by transportation improvements, not
only within the County, but also in surrounding areas. As growth pressures increase, King George
will have to develop policies relating to various transportation alternatives that are in the best interest
of the County and its residents. Transportation projects which will greatly affect King George County
include: the 4-laning of Route 3; the establishment of the commuter rail system in Fredericksburg;
improvements to Routes 206 and 218; and the proposed Washington Bypass. These projects will
have impacts which will be much greater than just improvements to local roads for improved
movement of local traffic. County policies relating to development must consider these changes in
the transportation system when they occur.
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Issues and Related Action
The following Table restates the above noted issues in a more concise manner. The issues are then amplified
by several goal statements which relate to the development of the County. The Table then identifies certain
action statements for each goal that will help to achieve the policies of the County if the actions are implemented.
These items must be considered together in order to make the plan a "working" document.
Table 27
Issues, Goals and Actions
Issues
I.

PRESERVATION

OF THE RURAL NATURE

OF KING GEORGE

COUNTY IS ESSENTIAL.

Goal
la. Provide encouragement

to agriculture and forestry in the County.

Actions
a.

Support and assure compliance with the regulations regarding "Special Assessments for Agricultural,
Horticulture, Forest, Open Space .. .Real Estate" as adopted by the Department of Conservation and Historic
Resources. Use-value taxation is critical in helping to alleviate economic burdens on agricultural (including
forestal) land owners.

b.

Protect agriculture as the primary use of land in rural areas by denying development
"Agricultural" and "Conservation" areas.

c.

Investigate the impact of allowing the creation of Agricultural and Forestal Districts.

proposals within

Goal

lb. Designate areas for residential development, located where County services can be provided most effectively
and at minimal cost.
Actions
a.

Identify and designate areas of an appropriate size and location to accommodate anticipated construction at
a rate that is consistent with the moderate levels of activity that have occurred in the County in recent years;
such areas to be accessible to employment and shopping opportunities.

b.

Concentrate new construction around existing focal points such as schools and other community services,
while not increasing the overall density of existing "centers".

c.

Locate areas of new construction only where they can be served by roadways which are capable of carrying
greater volumes of traffic or that can be served by programmed road improvements identified in the VDOT
Six-Year Plan.

d.

Expand or provide public water and sewer service as County or private resources allow, but only within the
designated development areas. These systems shall be operated as "enterprise" systems.

37

e.

Establish adequate setbacks for construction to provide a more orderly access pattern to major transportation
routes.

f.

Consider ordinance amendments that will implement innovative concepts.

Goal
Ic. Designate areas for the creation
construction.

and expansion of commercial

centers rather than "strip commercial"

Actions
a.

Approve only those commercial proposals that provide limited access to, setback from, and natural buffers
along major highways.

b.

Require commercial site plans to designate buffer areas, setbacks and specific landscaping treatments.

Goal
Id. Industrial development areas must be strategically located so as not to detract from the rural nature of the
County while encouraging a healthy diversified economy.
Actions
a.

Separate industrial sites from existing residential developments.

b.

Revise zoning, subdivision and site plan ordinances to require appropriate setbacks, buffers, landscaping and
entrance location and design for industrial proposals.

c.

Require the submission of comprehensive site plans which show development intentions for an entire site
depicting a "campus-like" layout and design.

d.

Require site development plans to identify environmental sensitivities on and near the proposed site and
indicate steps to be taken to mitigate or address these sensitivities.

e.

Review industrial district use regulations in the King George County Zoning Ordinance to insure that only
appropriate industrial uses are permitted within these districts.

f.

Establish strong working relationships with all state and federal pollution regulatory agencies.

Issue
2.

HISTORIC SITES AND LANDMARKS IN KING GEORGE COUNTY MUST BE PROTECTED
INSURE THAT WE ARE NOT SEPERATED FROM OUR PAST.

Goal
2a. Identify and designate historically significant sites and structures.
Actions
a.

Prepare a complete inventory of all historic sites and structures in the County.

38

TO

b.

Identify sites and structures that are in need of immediate protection and make note of additional sites that
may be "at risk" in the future.

c.

Initiate a community awareness effort to increase appreciation of the sites and structures in the County.

d.

Evaluate preservation needs in relation to other land use needs and public policies of the community in order
to achieve a "balanced" environment in the County.

Goal
2b. Encourage the protection of historically significant sites and structures.
Action
a.

Work with the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission and property owners to get sites and structures
nominated to the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and to the National Register of Historic Places.

b.

Educate individual property owners as to the various options and techniques available to preserve properties;
such as, historical easements, agricultural districts and covenants.

c.

Continue seeking support from local government for the efforts of the King George Historical Society.

Issue
3.

PROTECTION

OF GROUND

WATER SUPPLIES.

Goal
3a. Undertake a study of groundwater availability and aquifer recharge areas to be used in land use planning.
Action
a.

Study alternative sources of water and their availability if the need for these sources should arise.

b.

Study the vulnerability of groundwater resources to pollution and other harmful effects of development in
the County and surrounding area.

c.

Establish a dialogue with nearby localities which by implementation
affect on the groundwater resources of King George County.

of their local land use policies have an

Issue
4.

THE LOCATION OF FUTURE DEVELOPMENT IS DEPENDENT ON THE PROVISION OF PUBLIC
CENTRAL SEWAGE TREATMENT FACILTIES.

Goal
4a. Provide more affordable water and sewer facilities in designated "Development Centers".
Actions
a.

Allow construction of treatment systems that are designed and built to State standards, and owned and
operated by the County or other entity as an "enterprise" system.

b.

Determine the most effective administrative structure to manage these central sewage treatment
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facilities.

Issue
5'.

ENCOURAGE

A BALANCE OF HOUSING

TYPES TO MEET COUNTY NEEDS.

Goal
5a. Consider housing affordability in deciding on required lot sizes and other restrictions to be imposed on
residential development to insure that future generations can afford to live in King George County.
Actions
a.

Investigate items that affect housing affordability in King George County.

b.

Determine the role of the County, if any, in affecting changes in items that relate to the cost of housing.

c.

Revise ordinances and regulations to insure they reflect County policy relative to affordable housing.

Goal
5b. Encourage the provision of County utilities which will support the utilization of identified Central Service
Areas and discourage development of those areas that are more environmentally or agriculturally sensitive.
Action
a.

Restrict the construction of public utilities to the designated central service areas in order to encourage
various types of housing to meet a variety of housing needs.

Goal

Sc. Encourage the provision of a balanced mix of housing in the County giving the individuals comprising the
market a range of choices.
Actions
a.

Revise ordinances and regulations to allow a variety of housing densities and types in a manner that is
consistent with action statements to preserve the rural character and channel major growth into designated
areas.

b.

Investigate the possible use of innovative development techniques in order to create a wider range of housing
types, styles, densities and environments which preserve the quality of life in King George County.

Issue
6.

STRENGTHEN

AND EXPAND THE COUNTY'S ECONOMIC BASE.

Goal
6a. Encourage the provision of adequate infrastructure to meet the needs of business and industry.
Actions
a.

Review and expand as necessary the service areas of water and sewer systems to meet the needs of business
and industry.
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b.

Limit the expansion of services to those areas
this Comprehensive Plan.

c.

As Central Service Areas become developed, consider expansion of water and sewer service into the
"General Development Area" only and expand the "Urban service Area" designation.

d.

Prepare appropriate feasibility studies that relate not only to the economic feasibility of expansion of facilities
but also that address the need for such expansion.

e.

Work with RADCO and VDOT staff to plan and prioritize highway improvements in order to encourage
appropriate business and industrial development which is designed in accordance with the standards expressed
in this Plan.

designated as "Central Service Areas" as currently noted in

Goal
6b. Develop a program to strengthen

existing business and industry in King George County.

Actions
a.

Create and administer a survey of existing business and industry in King George County in order to determine
the needs and attitudes of the current business community.

b.

Update the survey regularly.

c.

Send a representative
community.

d.

Create "action committees" within the business community in order to create a link between the Governing
Body, County Administration and the business community.

to the King George

Chamber of

Commerce

meetings

to show support

for the

Goal
6c. Develop a marketing program to attract new business and industry to the County and enable King George
County to effectively compete with nearby jurisdictions.
Actions
a.

Develop and update promotional material as necessary; such material to include a short profile of King
George County and a detailed "marketing book" to provide prospects with complete information about the
County.

b.

Strengthen ties with VDED marketing representatives to insure that these representatives
benefits of having business and industry locate in King George County.

c.

Work with RADCO to develop a marketing effort to attract new business and to the County.

d.

Determine the types of industry that the County wants to attract and develop an effort to market the County
to these types of industries.

e.

Investigate entry into the State's Economic Development
specific individual elements of the program.
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are aware of the

Certification Program, at a minimum, complete

Goal
6d. Provide opportunities

for an expanding and diversified business and industrial base.

Actions
a.

Review the County Zoning Ordinance to insure that the number, type and location of Zoning Districts and
permitted uses within those Districts adequately reflect the desires of the County relating to the types and
location of business and industry.

b.

Designate appropriate commercial and industrial sites as necessary with such sites meeting the criteria
established in this Comprehensive Plan.

Issue
7.

TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN AND OUTSIDE OF THE COUNTY WILL HAVE A
GREAT AFFECT ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF KING GEORGE COUNTY.

Goal
7a. Develop policy statements relating to transportation improvements occurring around the County.
Actions
a.

Evaluate the impacts that major transportation improvements occurring outside the County will have on King
George County and include these impacts in the development of County growth policies.

b.

Develop policy statements relating to outside improvements affecting the County and submit these statements
to appropriate local, State and Federal officials.

Goal
7b. Reevaluate local transportation

improvements priorities within the County as development occurs.

Actions
a.

Review the scheduling and priorities for local road improvements on a regular basis in light of County land
use policies and improvements occurring in surrounding areas which will affect development in King George
County.

b.

Work with RADCO through use of its regional model and impact assessment capabilities to determine the
affects of road improvement alternatives on the transportation system in King George County to insure that
the most effective improvements are recommended and made.

c.

Conduct regular meetings with personnel from VDOT to insure that the agency is always aware of the
highway improvement priorities of the County.

d.

Evaluate the possibility of participating in the Potomac - Rappahannock
way of gaining additional revenues for transportation improvements.
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Transportation

Commission as a

Future Land Use Plan
It is the purpose of this plan to present a general pattern of land uses that addresses the issues that were noted
earlier and provide a pattern of land uses that retain the rural nature of the County. While preserving the
character of the County, it is important to also provide for some construction that is manageable and does not
exceed the moderate rate of development that has occurred over the past several years. It is important to King
George County that development in this rural County be managed so that adequate services and facilities can be
provided in an effective manner without overburdening the fiscal structure of the County.
To accomplish these desires, this plan outlines a general land use pattern
encompasses seven (7) different land use categories. These are:

for the future.

This pattern

1. Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Areas;
2. Potomac Resort Area;
3. Rural Areas;
4. General Development Areas;
5. Central Service Areas;
6. Commercial Hubs, and
7. Industrial Areas.
Each one of these areas serves a particular purpose in accomplishing the goals and desires of the County. These
areas are now to be generally defined and depicted on the Future Land Use Map for the County on page 44.
Aericulture/Woodland

Conservation Areas

In accomplishing the goals of the County and addressing the major issues facing King George, two (2) major
Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Areas have been created. These areas are the most environmentally fragile
in the County. This designation will enable the citizens and leaders of King George County to insure that the
existing rural character of the County is maintained.
Within the two Agriculture/Woodland Conservation areas, it is essential that development be discouraged. The
two areas have been designated the "Potomac River Conservation Area" and the "Rappahannock River
Conservation Area". Although each of these areas has distinct reasons for designation, the creation of these
sections recognizes that the County's rivers and the land around the rivers, and the streams which flow into the
rivers, are some of the most significant environmental resources in King George County. The County must strive
for the protection of these areas by not allowing development within these areas. In order to insure that these
sections of the County are not developed, no extension of public water or sewer facilities should be approved.
Land use planning and decisions for these areas must place environmental and agricultural protection as the
highest priority. These areas are important to the protection of the Rivers and serve as major wildlife habitat
areas. Many of the areas within these sections of the County contain very steeply sloping land which should not
be considered for development purposes. Portions of the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Area contain some
of the finest farmland in the region. It is necessary to preserve each of these resources. This is not only true
from a standpoint of resource protection, but also to preserve the rural nature of King George County.
The Agricultural/Woodland Conservation Area that stretches from the Potomac River to the Peppermill Creek
area covers much of the Potomac frontage east of Fairview Beach. It encompasses both sides of the Creek, which
flows into the River. It does not cover the entire Potomac River frontage because of the existence of public
facilities in the Fairview Beach area and because of the potential provision of access to the River. This access
should not be deemed in conflict with the ideas of Conservation as long as plans are environmentally sound.
Also, a specific type of resort development should be appropriate under conditions as noted in the next section
of this Chapter. In addition, slope characteristics throughout the area along the River are not uniform and
warrant other consideration.
This Agricultural/Woodland Conservation Area along the Potomac River is
primarily characterized by generally steeply sloping land with highly erodible soils. Because of these factors alone,
the potential for nonpoint source pollution is enormous. Development in the designated Agriculture/Woodland
Conservation Area shown along and near the Potomac River must be prevented. In addition, this area contains
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Industrial

very sensitive wildlife habitat sections including habitat for endangered species, especially the areas around
Caledon State Park. The same conditions exist around the streams which feed into the Potomac. These areas
must have the strictest standards by which to evaluate proposals in the County.
The Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Area designated along the Rappahannock River, although similar to
the Potomac Conservation Area, has somewhat different characteristics. The Rappahannock Area has much of
the County's prime farmland and is in agricultural use. This Area contains large agricultural tracts due to the
level nature of the land and the rich alluvial soils which are best suited for agricultural productivity. This section
also contains significant wetland areas and sensitive wildlife habitat. There are also endangered species that have
been noted in this area. As in the other conservation area, it is important to include the land around streams
which flow into the Rappahannock in order to avoid problems from nonpoint source pollution. These tributaries
include significant amounts of wetlands which must be protected. Of course, the creation of these conservation
areas recognizes the relationship of controlling development around streams and rivers in King George County
to protecting the Chesapeake Bay. The Rappahannock River Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Area will
encompass the entire frontage of the River, and in some instances, especially in the western portion of the
County, extend across Route 3 to cover some of the prime farmland that exists in that area. As distance from
the Rappahannock increases, the terrain becomes more steeply sloping, and some of these sloping sections are
included in this conservation area.
To accomplish the goals of the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Areas, it is essential for certain standards
to be placed on these lands. Zoning densities should be the lowest allowed in the County. In areas designated
as Agriculture/Woodland, the density should be 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres. For those who wish to construct
on smaller individual lots in these areas, innovative methods of preserving open space within these sections
should be made available as alternatives to standard development. The exact placement of these units will
depend on the ability of on-site water and sewer systems to function properly. This will also maintain the rural
nature of the County by encouraging construction in those areas of the County where development is intended
and services and facilities can be effectively provided. Again, there should be no extensions of public utilities into
these conservation areas. Techniques of open space conservation should be investigated in King George County
in order to preserve the uncongested atmosphere enjoyed in the County. Major subdivisions should not be
allowed in the Conservation Areas of King George County. Even with the creation of these areas, the County
must insure that timber harvesting, agriculture and other rural land disturbing activities within these sections are
conducted such that sedimentation of streams and other environmental impacts are minimized or fully mitigated.
Potomac Resort Area
As noted earlier, the Potomac River area is one of great beauty and environmental sensitivity. Much of the
Potomac frontage also provides significant wildlife habitat. The conservation of these features is important to
the County in striving to preserve the rural character of King George County. It is, however, equally important
for the County to make the best use of its resources and assets. The Potomac River and its surrounding area
is such an asset. A natural resource of great beauty and significance is best used when its preservation and
integrity is insured and it is made accessible. Although uncontrolled utilization of the resource would do harm
to the resource, an appropriate balance of conservation and utilization must be sought to insure that the
maximum advantages are obtained.
The need to conserve the area around the Potomac River has been established. However, certain types of
construction could be permitted near a portion of the River while still maintaining this magnificent resource.
Certain developments could be permitted in selected locations if, along with those developments, came certain
assurances that "performance standards" would be applied to the development. These standards would deal with
the preservation of the sensitive environmental characteristics that exist near the Potomac. If a developer did
not agree to the standards that will be established in the County Ordinances, then development will not be
permitted. Even though the County has stated that the primary issue facing King George is the maintenance of
its rural character, it is also important for the County to provide for construction that will address the fiscal needs
of King George. Certain types of development will provide added revenues for the County while not creating
extensive service requirements. If this type of development can be created to take advantage of local resources
and not harm those resources, the County and its residents will benefit. One type of such development is the
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"Resort Community". With appropriate assurances from a developer, this type of development can provide
services for the County rather than demand services. This type of development can provide revenues for the
community rather than be a "revenue drain" on the County. With the provision of requirements that will preserve
the River and its surroundings, an overall positive situation can be created. For these reasons this "Potomac
Resort Area" has been created. Development within the resort area should be designed in a manner that will
protect and preserve the natural resources, trees, watershed, contours and topographic features of the land, and
protect and enhance the natural and scenic beauty of the property proposed for this type of development.
As intended by the creation of this type of area, a resort development is a self-contained development of
contiguous acreage under single ownership or control, that provides primarily for visitor-oriented accommodations
and developed recreational facilities in a setting with a variety of natural amenities. Because of the need to
establish the fiscal benefit of this type of development, it is envisioned that permanent residential dwellings would
only be secondary uses within such developments. The County would have to develop appropriate regulations
to adequately control this type of construction and provide for an appropriate development review process.
There is only one area of the County that is recommended for designation as a "Potomac Resort Area". This
is the area along the Potomac River, from the Fairview Beach Central Service Area boundary westward to the
Stafford County boundary. It extends from the Potomac River southward to Routes 695 and 658, coming to
Route 218 in the area closest to Fairview Beach and extending eastward to Route 696. This Potomac Resort
Area must not be designated east of Fairview Beach because of potential conflict with the wildlife preserve at
Caledon. Neither is the Potomac frontage near Mathias Point appropriate for this type of classification because
of its proximity to Caledon and the need to retain this area as "Rural" because of the flat, poorly drained land
and the existence of certain low-density developments nearby. Although the section of the County that has been
designated offers potential for resort areas, sites will still not be fully developed because of the effects of the
implementation of the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act. It is this Act that will help to insure that the area of
most critical sensitivity will be preserved. In addition, this area has been designated as "Potomac Resort Area"
because of links with certain past development of the "resort" variety.
The County is now proposing a re-establishment of this previous use; i.e., the Belvedere Beach Resort, only if
environmental protection standards can be maintained. The proposed area also lies only to the west of Fairview
Beach and this provides ample separation from the Caledon Natural Area and wildlife habitat far to the east.
Habitat on the sites in question will be protected through the use of performance standards that will be created.
In addition, similar uses to those envisioned for this area exist in neighboring localities. Marinas and uses based
on water enjoyment are prevalent in Maryland and in adjacent counties in Virginia. When considering the width
and depth of the Potomac River in this portion of the County, the desirability of the River for water-based usage
and resort type development is evident. This is also why other bodies of water can be eliminated from
consideration for similar uses. This type of development can be accomplished in a manner that will be beneficial
for the County and not create an adverse impact on the environment of the area if standards are developed,
adopted, and implemented.
The area along the River which is the area of greatest environmental sensitivity and importance will be included
under the preservation criteria of the Bay Act. However, because of the environmental sensitivity of the overall
Potomac Resort Area, it will be necessary to create certain performance criteria with which any proposed
development will have to comply. These standards must insure that the characteristics of the property and its
The
surroundings are not damaged and that the environmental characteristics are actually enhanced.
environmental performance standards that should be created must relate to items such as wildlife habitat
protection, endangered and threatened species, impact of development on groundwater, the slope of the land
being proposed for development, the erodibility of the soil in the area, the location of flood plains, and the
existence of wetlands at the site, and the possible existence of archeological sites. These are only some of the
factors that must be addressed in the review of development proposals within this proposed Potomac Resort
Area. This, again, is due to the environmental constraints within the land proposed for this classification. There
are standards that can be developed for each of these characteristics and these should be developed for inclusion
in Zoning Ordinance amendments that will serve to implement the policies established within this Plan.
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When reviewing a proposed development within the Potomac Resort Area, other factors must also be considered
in the evaluation by the County. The impact of the proposal on the educational system of the County must be
considered. The decision on the proposal must also consider the ability of existing roads to accommodate the
traffic that will be generated by the development. These and other items will affect the ability of the County to
provide appropriate and adequate services to all of the residents of King George County. The developer must
be aware that certain adjustments in the existing infrastructure may have to be made to accommodate the
proposed development. County ordinances should be amended to implement all enabling authority that the
County has to negotiate with the developer to provide ajoint effort to insure that the project has minimal impact
on the County. Some of these items will relate to off-site improvements that the developer may wish to offer
to make best use of particular property in the Potomac Resort Area while not harming the environmental
character of the area or inappropriately straining the fiscal resources of the County.
Within the Potomac Resort Area, all efforts must be concentrated to insure that environmentally sensitive land
is preserved. County ordinances may have to be amended to offer certain development alternatives in order to
make best use of this land while offering the maximum amount of preservation. One alternative that the County
should consider is that of clustering of homes to preserve environmental characteristics. In addition, as an
incentive, certain density bonuses within clusters could be permitted under certain conditions, only when it has
been shown that additional preservation techniques are used by the developer. This does not mean that great
increases in overall gross density will be permitted, but rather, the intent is to provide the opportunity for the
concentration of appropriate types of units in areas that are more readily able to support construction and will
keep construction away from the most environmentally fragile areas. If this clustering option is adopted, the gross
residential density in the development should still not exceed the density that would be permitted in the "Rural
Area" without such a clustering option. Clustering would simply allow the preservation of these precious resource
areas that will be defined by submissions that will be made.
In order to receive approval for a proposal in this resort area, the County should require that a plan specifically
show that at least one-third of the gross area of the project will be devoted to "developed recreational amenities".
It is these amenities that make an area a "resort" rather than a residential area. It is critical for the developer
to insure that significant activity areas will be present in the development. These activity portions of the resort
must involve "development and construction" of activity areas for use by residents or "members". "Passive"
recreation on open land should not be considered adequate to meet the criteria for a "resort" in King George
County. The resort area can have these open portions, and in the Potomac Resort Area this is expected because
of the environmental preservation goal. However, these areas must be above the required one-third of the gross
acreage devoted to "developed recreational activities".
All development in this Potomac Resort Area of the County must be served by a public or community water and
sewer system. This is essential because of the location of the area and the potential harm that individual septic
systems and wells can create.
Because of the envisioned scale and impact of this type of development, each proposal within this area, must be
accompanied by a fiscal impact analysis. The analysis must be able to show, to the satisfaction of the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors that the proposed development will have a net positive impact on
County revenues. If this cannot be shown, the proposed project will not comply with the basic requirement for
establishing this type of area in the County and should therefore be rejected.
Finally, any development proposed within this area must have a Master Plan that will be reviewed by the Planning
Commission and approved by the Board of Supervisors. The entire development and its improvements must be
designed as a single entity and should be reviewed as such. By doing this, the County will be able to evaluate
the complete proposal and know which sections are proposed for construction at various times. The Master Plan
for the development will then become the document which will direct the developer and the County throughout
the development process.

47

Rural Areas
There are three areas in the County that have been designated in this category. They generally lie on the eastern
and western sides of the County and at Mathias Point, and extend between the Potomac and Rappahannock River
Conservation Areas. Currently these areas are largely undeveloped. They contain mixed agricultural, forest, and
dispersed low-density residential uses. The land in these areas has varying physical and environmental conditions.
Existing land uses have been directed by access to major highways. The type of development that has occurred
in these areas typifies the rural/agricultural heritage of King George County, and this should be preserved to the
greatest extent possible. Construction that is not in conformance with this rural low-density area is discouraged
in these areas. More intense uses than currently exist should not be permitted.
In these designated Rural Areas of the County, the existence of small residential concentrations in rural sections
is common. These areas have developed at or near rural intersections or crossroads. This pattern is typified by
a low-density concentration of homes and is often accompanied by one or more commercial establishments.
These commercial uses are primarily for the convenience of nearby residents. It is this type of rural cluster that
is envisioned to continue in sections designated as Rural Areas if the need for such development exists.
As construction continues in these rural areas, it should be accomplished in a manner which replicates the lowdensity clusters that currently exist, separated by large agricultural/forest/ undeveloped tracts. Development could
be permitted within these areas, but it should be at a sufficiently low density to maintain the overall open
character of these areas. Land use planning and decisions should be made with an eye toward protecting large
agricultural and forested tracts that typically separate the existing housing areas. Extension of public utilities into
these areas should be discouraged. Any development that does occur in these areas should ensure that there is
compatibility with the environmental features and resources on the land and does not diminish natural and scenic
values. Full mitigation of any identified negative impacts associated with such development must be required.
Residential construction that does occur in the Rural Areas of the County should occur at a very low density.
The smallest new lot that should be permitted in this type of area is a 2 acre parcel. It is totally appropriate for
lots to range in size from 2 to 10 acres that would be found in the Potomac and Rappahannock Conservation
Areas. This range of lot sizes would be necessitated because of the natural and environmental characteristics of
various properties. The more environmentally sensitive the site, the larger the lot size should be. For example,
lots with steep slopes, poor soil conditions, and proximity to a body of water should approach the 10 acre size.
Better sites where on-site water and sewer systems would not create problems might be able to support
residential construction on 2 acres. Overall density of an area should be related to surrounding and adjacent uses.
This will insure that the character of the Rural Area would not be changed. Again, there are a number of
innovate ways that tracts could be developed while still preserving open space in a rural area of the County. Care
should be taken when reviewing plans for such construction since all rural sections would not be appropriate for
major development projects.
General Development

Area

There is one General Development Area that is being proposed for King George County. It is located in the
central portion of the County and bounded generally by Route 301 on the east, Route 206 on the west, the
designated Dahlgren Central Service Area on the north, and the proposed Courthouse Central Service Area on
the south. Although the area designated is still rural and undeveloped in nature, a certain low density level of
construction is envisioned over time in this section of the County. It is anticipated that development will not
occur as rapidly or to as great an extent as in the Central Service Area. However, the creation of this type of
area will create opportunities that are more attractive than the development of the Rural Areas or
Agriculture/Woodland Conservation sections of King George County. The overall density of development would
be controlled by the ability of soils to support septic systems on individual lots. Several low density subdivisions
have been developed in this area with on-site water and sewer systems.
Based upon soil capabilities, this type of development may continue in this General Development Area. This
area provides for an "alternative" to the Central Service Area and is intended to help preserve the open status
of the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation and Rural Areas of the County. This is the low density type of
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construction that is dependent on on-site water and septic systems. However, because of the location of this area,
that is, on the border of two Central Service Areas and between two of the more heavily traveled highways in
the County, it is considered possible, that at the appropriate time, certain services may be extended into this
General Development Area. It is this area, rather than the Rural Areas or the Agriculture/Woodland
Conservation Areas, that is intended to receive the balance of the development that is not proposed for the
Central Service Areas of the County. Providing this area with water and sewer service is not proposed and, like
the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation Areas and the Rural Areas, high-density development is discouraged.
However, should additional space be necessary for development after the Central Service Areas are developed,
it is this General Development Area that should be studied for the expansion of the Central Service Area. Other
sections of the County should not be considered. By looking to this area for extension of the Central Service
Areas, again, only at the appropriate time, the location of higher density development can be controlled and
directed. In addition, this will insure that the more rural segments of the County will not be "lost" because of
development pressures.
The densities envisioned for this General Development Area will vary. The primary determinant will be the
availability of water and sewer utilities. As already noted, this section of the County is currently primarily open
space. The low density pattern that currently exists can continue and additional construction can occur on lots
assmallas
I acre, if on-site utilities could be shown to operate adequately. However, this area is intended as
a "transitional" section in that there are possibilities for the extension of public water and sewer systems into this
General Development portion of King George. If these utilities are in place, density in this area could be
increased to 4 dwelling units per acre. Various types of residential units could also be provided; such as,
Even in the General
duplexes. This would begin to provide different types of housing for residents.
Development Area, options exist for the preservation of open space through activities of the property owners.
This should be encouraged by the County.
Central Service Areas
There are three areas of King George County that have been designated as Central Service Areas. One Central
Service Area is around the Naval installation at Dahlgren. A second service area is located around Fairview
Beach. The third is located in the area of the King George County Courthouse. These areas are, and historically
always have been, the principal centers of population, services and employment in King George County. These
areas are intended to remain the focal points of the County, and all land use decisions should be directed toward
this goal. By encouraging and permitting the greatest amount of development in the County into these areas,
the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation and Rural Areas can be better preserved. In addition, by directing any
development that does occur into these areas, impacts on the County's services and rural character will be
minimized.
The proposed use for this area is to continue as a major development center in the County with the provision
of areas for a variety of housing types and densities. It is in this area where the highest residential density should
be permitted. If central water and sewer service is available, the density in these Central Service Areas could
increase to 20 dwelling units per acre. This would be appropriate for apartment and townhouse developments.
It is this type of high density environment that would create additional types of living environments for residents
of King George. Densities may be as low as 4 units per acre which, in itself, is a relatively high density for the
County. These are the types of densities that are necessary to have public utility systems operate in a
cost/effective manner. Of course, if there are sections without the designated central facilities, then densities will
depend on the ability of soils to accommodate the development. Densities may therefore be drastically reduced.
In addition, commercial uses are envisioned to locate in the designated major commercial hubs, as will be
discussed on page 87. These commercial uses will include retail and service enterprises, along with continued
expansion of office uses at appropriate locations. This will provide much of the employment base for the County.
In these areas, residents can be more effectively and economically provided with services, utilities and
employment.
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Two of the three areas, (Dahlgren and Fairview Beach) are served by public sewer systems. The Courthouse area
is the next area envisioned for the provision of this type of service. The existence of this sewer service makes
development of these areas feasible and appropriate. It is the possible extension of these facilities that will make
development possible once existing served areas are developed. By approving major high intensity development
only within these areas when services are available and prohibiting the unwarranted extension or creation of new
systems in other areas, the Agriculture/Woodland Conservation and Rural Areas in the County can be preserved.
The proposed Central Service Areas are as follows:
Dahlgren. The area around Dahlgren is considered to be the primary development center in the County. Most
of the County's development has occurred in this area. This is an area of mixed land uses. There is also a
mixture of housing types and densities in this section. The Dahlgren area contains a large concentration of office
uses, primarily consisting of firms contracting with the Federal Government through work for the NAVSWC.
This, along with the largest population concentration in the County, creates the demand for other commercial
and service facilities. In addition, the increased traffic volume on U.S. Route 301, a major north-south artery
through the County, creates additional demand for highway service-type establishments. This type of operation
is expected to increase in the 301 area around Dahigren.
The proposed development center at Dahlgren is generally bounded by the NAVSWC on the east. The proposed
boundary then crosses Route 301 and follows Gambo Creek to Route 614 then to the west of properties on
Route 624. Then, traveling southward paralleling Route 624, the boundary extends west of Route 218, and
follows southwest to the end of Route 634. Finally, the boundary crosses Route 301 and parallels Route 206 to
Williams Creek and follows land on the east side of that Creek southward to the NAVSWC boundary. The area
then includes Dahlgren and Owens, the major intersection of Routes 301 and 206, areas along these major roads,
and ample area for expansion in this section of the County.
The Dahlgren waste water treatment system was upgraded in 1989/1990. The upgrade increased the facility's
capacity from 175,000 gallons per day to its current capacity of 325,000 gallons per day. The facility is designed
as an advanced waste water treatment system with nutrient and phosphorous removal. The system was designed
to be able to be expanded up to 500,000 gallons per day.
Fairview Beach. The second Central Service Area in the County is the Fairview Beach area. This is the only
other area of the County where a public sewer system currently exists. The Fairview Beach section is also served
by a privately owned and operated community water system. Its location on the shore of the Potomac River
creates a most beautiful setting for this community and is one of the reasons for its initial development. Current
development pressure in the area stems from the attractive nature of this shoreline.
This Fairview Beach Central Service Area includes the entire village of Fairview Beach. In addition, the
boundary of the area extends eastward and southward to include land that can be served by public sewer facilities
at Fairview Beach. Major development may come to this area because of new subdivision sections that are
proposed. In addition some commercial and recreational uses would be appropriate to serve this development
center and others who would seek to enjoy the benefits of this shoreline community.
Because of the
environmental concerns, a detailed environmental impact statement noting specific mitigating activities will have
to be reviewed by the County. However, because of the existence of the public sewer system and the community
water system, this area is seen as being appropriate for a certain level of additional development. However, a
limited amount of additional development is envisioned. The highway system in the Fairview Beach area presents
a limiting factor due to problems of sight distance and overall capacity.
Courthouse. The third Central Service Area in King George County is the King George Courthouse Area. This
proposed Service Area exists primarily along State Route 3, with the County Courthouse being the focal point
of the area. A number of commercial and service establishments have developed in response to the high level
of activity in this area. At this time, the Courthouse area is not served by any public or community sewer system.
Development is dependent upon the ability of soils in the area to support the operation of on-site septic systems.
The Courthouse community is served by a privately owned and operated water system. This area has been
designated as a Central Service Area in the County because of the possibility and desire to see public water and
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sewer systems installed in this section of the County. Because of this, adequate areas are made available for the
development of this portion of King George County.
The Courthouse Central Service Area follows Route 3 and extends east of the Courthouse past Route 205 at
Purkins Corner. It extends west of the Courthouse to include Route 206 at Arnold's Corner and all sections of
the Presidential Lakes development. With the inclusion of this large development, much of the housing demand
in the County can be absorbed when public sewer service is available and lots can be developed. A mixture of
land uses is envisioned along and near Route 3 and other roads as shown on the plan map. With expansion of
Courthouse facilities for courtroom and administrative use, in addition to increased facilities for the Sheriff, a
greater development attracting force will be created. This development center extends along Route 3 to include
the major intersections with Route 205 to the east, and Route 206 to the west of the Courthouse. Although the
center extends further than these intersections, they are also considered focal points in the Courthouse
development center because of the relatively heavy traffic volumes these roads carry.
Maior Commercial Hubs
There is a need in King George County to create commercial hubs in various sections of the County. One reason
is to provide goods and services to the population of the County that resides in the development centers and also
those that live in a more scattered pattern throughout the County. In addition, there is a great amount of
"through traffic" that travels the roadways in the County. These are travelers that are enroute to other locations
but who are in need of certain services that cater to the traveling public. However, the County, both herein and
elsewhere, makes a strong statement that the commercial development that is desired is not that which is
scattered along highways. It is, rather, the type of development that is "clustered" in Major Commercial Hubs
that is considered to be most appropriate for King George County. The County has seen the problems and
detrimental effects of scattered and "strip" commercial development along major highways. It is that type of
development that is strongly discouraged in this County.
A Major Commercial Hub may be so designated because of its existing function as a commercial center, or
because of the potential development of such hubs because of planned development patterns, or because of traffic
volumes in particular areas. It is however, understood that most major commercial development that occurs in
the County should occur within designated Major Commercial Hubs, as identified on page 85. Generally, the
major Commercial Hubs are designated within two of the three Central Service Areas proposed for the County.
In addition, there are several other Hubs that are designated along U. S. Route 301 at its intersection with some
of the major highways in King George County. It is at these intersections and development areas where the bulk
of the commercial development in the County is planned to occur. The Commercial Hubs are anticipated to
serve a variety of needs of the citizenry from convenience goods to travel demand commercial uses and office
services. In order to accomplish this and not have an adverse impact on nearby development, the rural nature
of the County, or not to have a detrimental effect on the flow of traffic in the County, certain criteria for
development within commercial hubs must be employed. These criteria relate to such things as allowing the
minimum number of access points to major roadways in order to minimize traffic conflicts. The criteria should
support site design which promotes ease of internal traffic flow and insures the type of atmosphere that will assist
in protecting nearby residential areas. In addition to protecting residential areas, appropriate steps should also
be taken to insure that commercial development is not totally out of character with a rural setting. All
commercial hubs should be developed with appropriate screening and landscaping so as to provide the
appearance of a rural setting rather than a concentration of urban uses. The submission of landscape plans
should be required so the County can control the development of these commercial uses.
These types of commercial hubs should only be approved in and around major intersections and within
development areas in the County. In addition, all commercial sites must be designed to minimize traffic conflicts
both on and off the site. The County will encourage only the minimum number of highway entrances for each
commercial hub. Efforts must be made to keep access points within the hub as low as possible. Central accessways should serve a campus-like arrangement of commercial establishments with centralized parking. Review
by County staff will help to bring to light certain "opportunities" for creating these advantageous situations as
outlined herein, even when commercial hub areas are not in singular ownership.

51

In order for commercial centers to have the least impact on the rural nature of King George County, commercial
sites must be developed with landscaped or natural vegetation buffers that separate them from roadways and
adjoining property. When buffer areas are shown on site plans, accompanying material must present specific
landscaping treatments to be used at the proposed site. The separation must be both in distance and view. Of
course, total lack of visibility from a highway is not appropriate, but the least amount of visual distraction and
unsightly clutter is the desired goal of the County. When adjoining commercial parcels are developed or may
be developed within a designated Commercial Hub, interparcel circulation, or the opportunities for future
connection, must be considered and provided. This will reduce future roadway congestion and will, again, serve
to minimize access points to these commercial areas. The implementation of all of these criteria will serve to
insure that negative impacts on adjoining established residential areas from major commercial development will
be minimized.
Seven Major Commercial Hubs are designated at the following locations:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

The intersection
The intersection
The intersection
The intersection
The intersection
On State Route
On State Route
3 and 610.

of State Routes 3 and 206.
of State Routes 3 and 205.
of State Route 3 and U.S. Route 301.
of State Route 205 and U.S. Route 301.
of State Route 206 and U.S. Route 301.
206 in Dahlgren.
3, between the Pinewood Acres Subdivision and the western intersection of

State Routes

The creation of other commercial centers is possible in King George County. These centers are different than
the commercial areas which might be located in the rural areas of the County. Major commercial hubs should
only be located within the Central Service Areas within the General Development Area. They should have access
to an artery or major collector in the County. Any major commercial development should be clustered so as to
avoid the negative impacts of "strip"commercial development. These possible centers, like the Commercial Hubs
described, must have the minimum number of access points to minimize traffic conflicts and be designed in a
"campus-like" atmosphere with appropriate landscaping and screening to reduce visual conflicts. To accomplish
this, the County encourages the construction of service roads to provide direct access to commercial properties.
Industrial Areas
In recognition of the need to provide diverse employment opportunities, to provide general diversification in the
County's economy, and provide for the expansion of the economy of King George, it is proposed that industries
that are sensitive to the environmental constraints of the County be permitted in industrial/light
industrial/commercial employment parks or clusters. The creation of these uses is considered suitable under
certain criteria for development and site preparation. In recognition of the need to provide diverse employment
opportunities and economic development for the County it is proposed that environmentally sensitive
manufacturing and service establishments be permitted in light industrial/commercial employment parks or
clusters. Of critical importance is the need to appropriately limit the number and types of industrial uses that
are permitted within industrial areas. The maintenance of the rural nature of King George County requires that
Uses that are
only certain limited uses that can be classified as "industrial" be permitted in the County.
permitted should be only those uses that will be compatible with surrounding locations while still providing the
employment opportunities that the County needs.
Industrial development in the County must comply with certain location and development criteria that are
designed to help retain the rural character of the County and provide appropriate locations for an industrial base.
All industrial activities should have direct access to either an arterial highway or one or more major collector
routes within the County. Industrial development is discouraged in the Agricultural/Woodland Conservation,
Rural and Potomac Resort Areas of the County. In addition, use of the rail service in the County is encouraged,
but only when the access criteria noted above can be met. Industrial development should be separated from
established residential developments and buffered from neighboring uses. To encourage the development of
industrial activities to high standards, industrial park-type development is encouraged in the County. All
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industrial development within the County must be carried out in accordance with a comprehensive site plan in
order to help insure the compatibility of uses both within the industrial site and with neighboring uses.
All industrial sites should be separated from existing residential developments. The sites themselves must contain
sufficient land areas suitable for expansion of the proposed use and to allow for adequate parking, storage, and
landscape and buffer areas. Site planning for such uses must occur so as to minimize effects on adjoining
properties.
It is also essential that development plans that are submitted for industrial areas address the
environmental sensitivities of the areas in which they are is located. Each industrial site should provide
controlled, efficient and safe access to an arterial highway or major collector in the County in order to minimize
the traffic conflicts that may be created by such uses.
In order to realize it's goals for economic development, the County must initiate an aggressive effort to compete
with other localities for the development opportunities.
King George County has created an Economic
Development Committee that is preparing much of the basic documentation that will be necessary to begin this
endeavor. The County, either acting alone or in concert with other agencies, will have to become organized to
attract the development clients that it desires. The effort will take time and investment; however, the long term
benefits far outweigh the short-term costs.
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CHAPTER V

GENERAL

ROAD PLAN

Background
For over a decade, King George County has been experiencing a moderate rate of population growth. There
are few aspects of community life that are more affected by development than the transportation system. The
transportation system provides the means to achieve vital community ends, including but not limited to, travel
to and from jobs and businesses, recreational and social activities, shopping, etc. A community's economic and
social vitality depends on its transportation system. This necessitates the provision of a safe and efficient road
plan to meet a community's transportation needs.
Unlike most activities, transportation activities and facilities do not have boundaries, and therefore, cannot be
totally separated from the transportation system of the larger area. In this regard, the transportation needs of
a community cannot be determined solely on the growth and other characteristics of a specific locality alone.
Some consideration must also be given to external factors such as the demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics of the neighboring communities. The impact of "through" traffic must be assessed. The linkages
with other areas becomes increasingly important. This necessitates the need to develop a transportation planning
effort that is continuous, cooperative, and comprehensive.
A General Road Plan for King George County is presented in this chapter as part of the overall Comprehensive
Plan for the County. The Plan presented here is an update of the 1984 adopted plan. The development of the
Plan was based on the premise that King George County would not experience significant changes from the
moderate rate of growth experienced over the past decade. Most of the transportation needs of the County
would result from an increase in "through" traffic due in part to growth in neighboring counties. However, an
increase in the employment base and a moderate increase in housing in the County has been assumed in the
analysis.
The methodology used and the assumptions made in developing the original plan (i.e. the 1984 plan) are
generally preserved. Most of the deductions made therein in regard to the long-term transportation needs of the
County, are still valid. These assumptions must be monitored constantly so recommendations can be modified
if conditions change in the County.
Obiectives
The objectives of this Chapter are 1) to identify existing key roads; 2) to identify existing and future
transportation needs; 3) to identify capacity deficiencies, i.e. the ability of existing roads to adequately
accommodate existing and projected transportation demand; and 4) to recommend transportation (road)
improvements needed to safely and effectively accommodate projected needs.
Identification

of Existing Key Roads

Rural roads are usually classified on the basis of functional characteristics. The functional classification of rural
roads by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO), and as adopted
by VDOT indicates the functional importance of the road in terms of the type of traffic (long distance or local)
served. A rural highway as we find in King George County is classified into one of four major systems: 1)
principal arterial, 2) minor arterial, 3) major and minor collector roads, and 4) local roads. A brief definition
of each system is given below.
I.

Principal Arterial System. Included in this system are Interstate and other limited access highways, and other
major primary roads, which serve long distance trips (i.e. interstate and/or statewide trips).

2.

Minor Arterial System. The rural minor arterial system, in conjunction with the principal arterial system,
forms a network with the following service characteristics: 1) Linkage of cities, larger towns, and major resort
areas that are capable of attracting travel over similarly long distance; and 2) integrated interstate and
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intercounty service. The design of roads in this system should be expected to provide for relatively high travel
speeds and minimum interference to "through" movement.
3.

Collector System. The rural collector system includes major and minor collector roads (distinct by the degree
of importance of the services provided) that generally serve intracounty travel rather than statewide travel.
The predominant travel distances are shorter than on arterial routes; therefore speeds are more moderate
on this system of roads.

4.

Rural Local Road System. The rural local road system primarily provides access to land adjacent to the
collector network and to the rural roads, and serves travel over relatively short distances.

Rural local roads and collector roads with a ten year projected traffic of less than 400 vehicles per day (vpd) are
not included in the road plan herein developed because this category of road is not expected to experience the
amount of traffic that would necessitate any major rehabilitation of the existing roads. These roads, however,
should be monitored periodically for the appropriate improvements (e.g. hard surfacing, all weather surfacing,
light surfacing, etc.) and other forms of rehabilitation that would be necessary to ensure safety and convenience.
The table on page 91 depicts the updated list of roads considered in the Plan, as well as their classifications, i.e.
principal arterials, minor arterials, major collectors, minor collectors, and local road.
Table 28
Key Roads and Teir Clasifications

Classification

Roads

Principal Arterials

Route 301

Minor Arterials

Route 3, 205, 206 (Rt. 3 to Rt. 301)

Major collectors

Route 206 (RL 301 to NAVSWC Main Gate), 218, 607, 609, 611, 625, 629, 610 (from Rt. 206 to RL 631),
624 (from RL 206 to Rt. 614), 625 (from Rt. 301 to RL 3), 647 (from Rt. 623 to RL 645).

Minor Collectors

Routes 611 (from RL 624 to Rt. 301) and 694 (from RL

Local Roads

Route 600, 603, 605, 610 (from RL 218 to Rt. 206, Rt. 631 to RL 607), 614, 616, 623, 624 (from RL 614
to dead end). 625 (from Rt. 3 to Rt. 629). 647 (from Rt. 625 to Rt. 623), 650, 692, and 694 (from Rt. 664

3 to RL

664).

to Rt. 218).

The recommended ultimate right-of-way (R/W) for the aforementioned classes of roads are presented below.
These recommendations are based on VDOT's Geometric Design Standards for the different classes of roads.
A map depicting the various classes of roads and their recommended ultimate R/W widths is presented on page
58. This information should be used as a guideline in determining the required setback along a given class of
road. In other words, the required setback should be half of the recommended ultimate R/W width plus any
additional minimum setback from the edge of the road that the County feels appropriate to meet its goals in
particular areas.
Table 29
Recmieaded Ultimate Right Way
Functional Classification

Recommended Ultimate R/W

Rural Principal Arterials
Rural Minor Arterials
Rural Major Collectors

120-200 feet
90-120 feet
70-90 feet

Rural Minor Collectors

70-90 feet

Rural Local Roads

50-80 feet
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Identification

of Existing and Future Transportation

Needs

Existing and future transportation needs are identified by reviewing VDOT traffic counts from 1980 to 1988. The
Table 30 shows the segments with the highest recorded Average Daily Traffic (ADT) on the individual roads.
Trend analysis was then undertaken, and regression equations were developed for selected roads with significant
changes in traffic volume, using 1980 as the base year. The regression equations were then used to project the
ADT's on these roads for the year 2000. These projected volumes are presented in Table 31.

Table 30
Traffic Growth Trends
Average Daily Traffic (ADT)
Year

Rt. 3
(Rt 206 to
Rt. 601)

Rt. 205
(Rt. 301 to
Rt 3)

Rt. 206
(Rt 301 to
Dahlgren)

1980

5.510

3,800

1981
1982
1983

5,920
6,080
6,635

3,750
4,220
4,520

1984

6,715

1985
1986
1987

7,020
7,685
8,675

1988

9,155

SOURCE:

Rt. 206
(Rt. 218 to
Rt. 301)

Rt. 218
(Rt. 609 to
Rt. 600)

4,675

3,085

2,390

7,510

4.530
4.270
4,895

3,320
3,410
3,795

2,425
2,515
2,590

7,970
8,920
9,690

4,775

5,655

4,200

2,780

10,170

5,040
5,615
6,170

6,125
6,700
7,260

4,695
5,100
5,525

3,150
3,565
3,140

10,565
11,495
11,350

6,495

7,650

5,800

3,290

11,920

Rt. 301
(Maryland
State line
Rt. 206)

Commonwealth of Virginia Transportation Department - Primary Road Traffic Counts.

Table 31
Traffic Projections
Roads

Route 3
(Rt 206 to

Rt 601)

Route 205
(Route 301

to Rt 3)

Route 206
(Rt 301 to

Dahlgren)

Route 206
(Rt 218 to

Route 218
(Rt 609 to

Route 301
(Maryland

Rt 301)

Rt 600)

State line
Rt 206)

Avg Annual
Growth Rate
(1980-1984)

5.5%

6.4%

5.27

9.0%

10.4%

8.9%

Avg Annual
Growth Rate
(1984-1988)

9.1%

9.0%

8.8%

9.5%

12.6%

4.3%

2000 Avg

14,100

10,400

12.500

10,200

6,100

19,500

Daily
Traffic (ADT)
Projection
SOURCE:

Commonwealth of Virginia Transportation Department

Identification of Capacity Deficiencies
Capacity deficiencies on noted roads were identified by evaluating the existing and projected Level of Service
(LOS) on the individual roads. Level of Service is a term used in describing the quality of service provided by
a given highway facility. Several factors affect the quality of service (i.e. level of service) on a given highway
facility, including but not limited to topography, traffic and traffic mix (e.g. the percentage of trucks, buses, and
recreational vehicles), pavement width, location of physical obstruction(s) with respect to the edge of the
pavement, number of access points, etc.
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In the evaluation of a roadway, there are six LOS designations, ranging from A to F. LOS A represents the best
operating condition (i.e free-flow) and LOS F, the worst condition (i.e. forced or breakdown flow with excessive
delays). LOS C is usually the minimum acceptable operating condition on rural highways and LOS D on urban
highways. In the transportation literature, the actual capacity of a transportation facility is represented by LOS
E. Based on the 1985 Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), which is the most current official highway capacity
manual, the design capacity for a two-lane rural highway with rolling terrain and 5 percent truck traffic at LOS
C, (VDOT desired LOS for rural highways) is estimated to be 5,500 vpd.
According to the 1988 primary road traffic count (see page 93), Route 205 and Route 206 now operate below
the minimum acceptable LOS. By the year 2000, with projected traffic of about 10,400 vpd and 12,500 vpd,
respectively, Route 205 and Route 206 are expected to operate well below LOS C, which as noted, is the
minimum acceptable LOS. Some segments of Route 218 (i.e from Rt. 609 to Rt. 600) with projected traffic of
6,100 vpd are also expected to operate below LOS C.
Route 3, programmed to be widened to four lanes in the six-year plan with projected traffic of 14,100 vpd will
be operating at a desirable LOS. Route 301, which is a four-lane facility with projected traffic of 19,500 vpd will
be operating at LOS D in the year 2000. This is below the desired LOS C, but is considered acceptable for a
principal arterial such as Route 301.
Recommended

Road Plan

The road plan herein recommended for King George County is based on projected need to the year 2000, and
minimum acceptable (desired) LOS C as per the 1985Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) guidelines.
As presented on the map on page 59, no major widening is anticipated for the secondary roads. As traffic
increases, however, individual roads will have to be monitored for specific improvements such as intersection
improvements, pavement widening and resurfacing, provision of adequate turning lanes, improvement of sight
distance, and other transportation systems management (TSM) actions.
Route 301, which is a four-lane primary road, does not require additional widening, even though it would be
operating below LOS C (i.e. LOS D) by the year 2000. As stated earlier, LOS D is considered acceptable for
a principal arterial such as Route 301, as this class of road serves a large proportion of long distance travel, i.e.
interstate and interurban trips. Route 3, programmed to be widened to four lanes in the six-year plan (i.e 1990
Fiscal year to 1995 Fiscal year), also will operate adequately.
Route 205 and Route 206 will need to be widened to four lanes by the year 2000. Some segments of Route 218
(i.e., between Route 609 and Route 600) would meet the warrant (per VDOT guidelines) for widening to four
lanes by the year 2000. However, the topographic characteristics of Route 218, with numerous cases of horizontal
and vertical alignment problems make it non cost-effective and unsafe to be widened to four lanes in the near
future. This road will need to be reconstructed for provision of adequate pavement and shoulder width, and
better sight distance. Any reconstruction of Route 218 should be accomplished, not for the purpose of increasing
the capacity of the road, but rather, to increase the safety of the roadway for existing users. Ultimately, however,
if traffic volume increases, Route 218 would need a major improvement in order to widen the road to four lanes,
as this road is one of the two major east/west roads (the other being Route 3) in King George County. This
situation must be closely monitored, and land use decisions must consider the problems that this road presently
exhibits.
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There are several general policies that were presented in the King George County Comprehensive Plan that was
adopted in 1984 that should be restated here so as to ensure that they continue to be emphasized and carried
out by the County.
1.

Policies on Subdivisions Along Primary Roads - Because traffic entering and leaving a primary road from
numerous private driveways presents a safety hazard to the people of the County and reduces the capacity
of roads to carry the design level traffic, it should be the policy of the County to discourage the establishment
of subdivision lots whenever possible along primary roads. Subdivisions along such roads shall utilize designs
such as side-facing lots, reverse frontage or other techniques so as to minimize this traffic safety problem.
Because subdivisions that are developed along a highway frontage in a strip manner may prevent access to
large vacant parcels thus preventing orderly growth of subdivisions off the major roads, it should be the policy
of the County to require all subdivisions to make provisions for suitable access to adjoining parcels.

2.

Policies for Development of Concentrated Commercial Uses Along High Volume Primaries - As the County
These
grows, certain locations along primary roads will develop into commercial concentrations.
these
factors,
Because
of
safety.
and
decreased
congestion
concentrations generally result in increased traffic
it should be the policy of the County to plan access to major commercial and/or industrial areas so as to
minimize these adverse effects. To accomplish this, the County encourages the construction of service roads
to provide direct access to commercial properties.
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CHAPTER VI
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

General Discussions
King George County provides public services and community facilities for the common good of its citizens. These
services and facilities include lands, buildings, and capital equipment necessary to support programs provided by
the County. The services and facilities in the County include those necessities such as water, sewer, schools, and
public safety. Also included are those amenities such as parks and recreational programs and activities provided
for the residents of King George. In addition, the County contributes to other efforts to provide additional
services to County residents such as the provision of library facilities in King George County. County staff also
provides technical assistance to those groups such as fraternal and civic organizations that provide additional
services and programs for their membership and County residents.
The following material presents a brief description of the existing public services and facilities that are provided
in King George County. Recommendations for future facilities to meet anticipated needs are presented later in
this chapter.
Water and Sewer
The material presents a discussion of existing public water and sewer services provided in King George County.
Water. Water service in King George County is provided by the Dahlgren Sanitary District (DSD), the Fairview
Beach Sanitary District (FBSD), private companies and individual wells. Groundwater is the sole source of water
in the County. The County does not have a centralized public system that serves residents. This has become
a major concern as construction in the County increases.
The Dahlgren Sanitary District has 4 deep water wells. The average daily use in the District is 187,000 gallons
per day. The current capacity of the system is insufficient to serve more than existing obligations without
expansion.
Private companies supply water in many areas of the County. These companies provide water service to the areas
of Peppermill Estates, Owens and Canterbury Estates, Arnold's Corner, the courthouse area, the "Circle",Eden
Estates, Saint Paul's Church, Ninde Store and Oakland Park. Some of these private systems have experienced
difficulties in providing a consistent level of service. The result has been customer complaints from all service
areas. This mixture of public and private water supply systems will have an impact on the development potential
of the County.
Sewer.
Sewage treatment in King George County is provided mainly by individual septic systems. In
environmentally safe areas this method of disposal has proven effective. This will be the primary source of
disposal for the foreseeable future. The main sources of public sewage treatment in King George County are
the Dahlgren Sanitary District (DSD) and the Fairview Beach Sanitary District (FBSD). Both provide central
sewage collection and treatment services which operate in legally defined areas of the County.
The DSD has two basic sewage systems. Both utilize the lagoon method of treatment. The DSD system A has
an average daily use of 183,000 gallons per day. DSD system B has an average use of 36,000 gallons per day.
The Dahlgren system is in the process of being upgraded. The current upgrade, scheduled for completion in the
fall of 1990, will provide a combined system with a capacity of 325,000 gallons per day. This will meet current
capacity demands including some additional connections that have been granted. Further expansion to 500,000
is expected to be necessary in the future to provide for additional construction within the Sanitary District
boundaries.

61

The Fairview Beach Sanitary District provides sewer service to the Fairview Beach area. The system is complete
with collection lines and a treatment plant. A study of system capacity versus current and anticipated demand
is needed to determine necessary capital improvements for the system.
The lack of public sewer services in the courthouse area needs to be addressed. Presently, there is a small
sewage lagoon system that serves two users in this area. This system serves the King George High School, King
George Elementary School, the Heritage Hall Nursing Home and some residential users. This sewage treatment
facility is in urgent need of repair and expansion. The King George Middle School is served by a separate
treatment facility. Some repairs are needed at this time but the existing system is expected to serve the needs
of the Middle School.
Public Safety
This element of the Comprehensive Plan includes a discussion of fire, rescue and police services. Fire and rescue
services in King George County are primarily provided on a volunteer basis.
Fire. Two volunteer fire departments provide the primary fire protection services to the County. The two
departments operate from a total of three stations. These stations are located in the Courthouse area, Fairview
Beach and in Dahlgren. Mutual cooperative agreements with the surrounding counties have been established.
A limited agreement exists with the NAVSWC paid fire department to provide assistance to the County.
The following is a listing of the equipment and personnel that each fire station in the County provides:
1)

Fairview Beach:

4 vehicles, 15 senior volunteers, 12 junior volunteers.

2)

King George VFD:

5 vehicles, 20 volunteers, I paid staff.
(Station #1 at Courthouse)

3) King George VFD:

2 trucks, volunteer staff rotates with Station #1.
(Station #2 at Dahlgren)

Response times to various regions of the county are often variable because of distance and rural road conditions.
The more populated and faster growing regions will need additional staffing to provide consistent service delivery
as development occurs.
Rescue. The Dahlgren Rescue Squad consists of two stations. The first is located on Route 3 in the Courthouse
area. The second is on Route 206 in Dahlgren. Approximately 24 volunteers and 2 paid staff serve this company.
Between the two stations there are 9 vehicles. The squadsmen are all qualified Emergency Medical Technicians
with many also certified as Cardiac Emergency Medical Technicians. The squad's base is located at Mary
Washington Hospital in Fredericksburg.
An analysis of response time indicates that with the employment of paid staff in December 1988, the response
times during the normal work week improved. With the increase in development in scattered locations
throughout the County, existing volunteer staff and even the number of paid employees currently serving the
rescue squads may become inadequate. The adequacy of the number and location of stations and the equipment
that serves the residents of the County will also have to be evaluated as the County grows. The addition of
vehicles and manpower at each station should be considered versus the expense of constructing other substations.
If major subdivisions are allowed away from the existing service areas a substation may be needed to assure the
continuation of a high level of service to the residents of King George County.
Police. King George County is protected by two law enforcement agencies: The County Sheriffs Department
and the Virginia State Police. These agencies provide comprehensive protection with 21 sworn sheriff's deputies
(and 14 vehicles) and 4 State troopers. (These same State troopers also patrol Caroline County.) Population
growth will necessitate the expansion of services and facilities including office and dispatch space. There will also
be a need for additional temporary holding cells.

62

Schools

The King George County school system has four excellent schools, three of which are centrally located near the
courthouse area and one located in Dahgren. There are two elementary schools, one middle school and a high
school. There is also a Regional Vocational Training Center and Alternative Education program that is available
in Fredericksburg. This is in addition to the vocational education program given in the King George High School.
The elementary schools include grades K-5; the middle school, grades 6-8, and the high school, grades 9-12. The
following table compares current and projected school enrollment to the "rated capacity" of each school building:
Table 32
School Earolment King George County
School

KGHS
KGMS
KGES
Potomac
Reg. Center
Totals

Student
Enrollment
(Dec/8)

Estimated
Enrollment
(89-90)

Estimated
Enrollment
(94-95)

Building
Capacity
(1992)

729
539
816
333
17

740
547
828
338
20

850
600
840
355
25

900
614
800
321 (800)*

2,434

2,473

2,670

2,602(3,114)*

*additions to Potomac Elementary will allow shifting of enrollment for a better balance by September 1, 1991.
SOURCE:

K.G. County Schools Enrollment Report.

All schools are currently in good physical condition, however, the Public Schools Capital Improvements Program
outlines specific needed improvements for all facilities. These improvements include: additional classrooms, roof
repair, heating/air condition upgrades, and improvements to recreational facilities. In addition, recommendations
are made to correct certain structural deficiencies through remodelling of structures. It is this program that must
be monitored and updated in order for the County to ensure that school facilities meet the needs of the residents
of the County.
Parks, Recreation

and Cultural Facilities

Recreation provides for both the physical fitness and the mental well-being of an area's citizens. Residents of
King George County and visitors have available a wide variety of recreational and cultural facilities, from natural
areas and open space to gymnasiums and libraries.
The current inventory of existing facilities should be updated annually. This function is part of the Capital
Improvements Program process to determine the proper usage and distribution of facilities and sites.
Parks and Recreation.

The following is an inventory of the Parks and Recreation

Facilities in the County.

Barnesfield Park. A full service park on U.S. 301 featuring soccer, football and softball fields. A playground
area, and picnic shelter with grill are also provided. "Virginia's Potomac Gateway Travel Center" is also
located on the 160 acre park site to provide information to travelers.
Caledon Natural Area. A state owned and managed area of 2,579 acres. The facility contains picnic areas,
nature trails and a small visitors center. Caledon has virgin forest and is recognized for its Bald Eagle nesting
grounds. Caledon is located on Rt. 218 along the Potomac River.
Dahlgren Wayside. Located adjacent to Barnesfield Park and the Nice Memorial Bridge. This provides a
small boat landing and beach front. Picnic tables and grills are located on the premises.
Lands End Wildlife Preserve. A 430 acre refuge for Canadian Geese and other fowl. 240 acres are used as
agricultural lands. No developed recreational facilities or activities exist on site.
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Other recreational facilities in the County include the King George County Citizens' Center and those activities
and facilities made available at the school sites in the County. The Citizens' Center provides a variety of facilities
for social and recreational events. Numerous programs for youth and senior citizens are available. Some ofthe
activities at the Center include volleyball, horseshoes and BBQ pits. There is also an amphitheater on the
grounds of the Center. School sites provide tennis courts and a large portion of the ball field space in the
County. All of the gymnasiums can be used by the community after appropriate arrangements are made with
the school administration. An existing agreement between the King George County School Board and the Board
of Supervisors allows the public to use all school owned recreation facilities.
Library

The Smoot Memorial Library is located on Route 3 adjacent to the King George Courthouse. It contains
approximately 46,025 volumes. Titles not in the collection may be requested on inter-library loan from the State
Library in Richmond. The Smoot Memorial Library also provides other cultural activities such as a children's
story hour, crafts and documentary films. Some meeting space is also available for use.
Solid Waste
The issue of solid waste has become a major concern to the citizens of King George County. Due to the short
remaining life expectancy of the current landfill, and the escalating cost of available land and the ever increasing
costs of "landfilling", the County has implemented a voluntary recycling program to remove material from the
waste stream. According to the King George Solid Waste Management Plan Committee, the use of voluntary
recycling will be one of the most cost effective and environmentally sound methods of reducing the waste
management burden on the County.
The State of Virginia has mandated localities to address the use of voluntary recycling to attain total waste
reduction rates of 10% by 1991, 15% by 1993, and 25% by 1995. The County has begun to initiate recycling and
to establish storage areas at the landfill for these materials. This would be an effective method of reducing waste
in the landfill, therefore expanding the life of the exiting site.
Public Offices
Office space for public officials and employees must be provided at a level which provides convenience and safety
to the residents of King George County. Space must also allow the County Administration, Courts, and
Constitutional Officers to accomplish their duties effectively. Office space must also be provided for those direct
service providers such as the Department of Social Services, State Health Department and the Virginia
Cooperative Extension Service. The courthouse complex houses the facilities of the Circuit Court, combined
Courts, the King George County Sheriff's Department, Commonwealth's Attorney and the Magistrate's Office.
It also includes the offices of the County Administrator, Department of Planning and Code Compliance,
Commissioner of Revenue, Treasurer, and the Registrar. Current courthouse space equals 18,652square feet.
Of this amount, the court system occupies 12,268 square feet. Expansion plans for the courthouse are currently
underway. This expansion is primarily based on the increased needs and workload of the court system.
Public Facilities Plan
The previous section of this chapter presented information relating to the current status of public facilities in
King George County. In order to provide a high level of service for various types of facilities and to insure that
appropriate operation and maintenance of those facilities occur, it is necessary for the County to specify, adopt
and implement a series of action statements.
These statements must be developed for the various types of
facilities in the County. The combination of action items relating to public facilities will create a "plan" which
can guide County activity toward the creation of a program which will best serve the residents of King George
County.
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The following statements
facilities:

are recommended

action items for the County in relation to the specified public

Water & Sewer.
-

Abolish sanitary districts and create a public utilities department or service authority.
Do not allow private sewage treatment plants.
- Allow septic systems only where environmentally appropriate.
Expand water/sewer services as needs are identified through an orderly Capital Improvements programming
process. Expansion of these services should be based on user fees and intended to promote economic
development (tax base expansion), public health and environmental protection.
-Areas
most in need of additional water/sewer facilities are those areas experiencing the highest growth
pressures such as Dahlgren, both in the Sanitary District and surrounding areas, and the Courthouse area.
Areas that are deemed appropriate for industrial/commercial development will also need these facilities.
Beyond the areas identified above, public water/sewer facilities should be considered within the identified
"Central Service Areas" as defined in the land use plan. Actual expansion should be based on serving the
County's growing population in the most cost effective and environmentally sound manner.
-

Public Safety.
-

-

-

The construction of a rescue substation in the Fairview Beach-Passapatanzy area should be considered as
construction creates increasing needs in this area.
Employ more full-time staff as demand for service increases.
The County should create incentives to encourage more residents to volunteer for fire and rescue squads.
The County should provide an improved short-term detention area to be used by the Sheriff's Department.
Upgrade all fire/rescue equipment as the need arises. To insure reliability of equipment, a program of
maintenance and replacement should be coordinated by the County to insure that service is available to the
residents of the County.
Fully implement the 911 emergency system in the County.
Expand the police radio tower in the County to improve communication and coordination between public
safety personnel.
Encourage assistance by developers to provide emergency service substations and equipment in proposed
large developments.

Schools.
-

-

Additional classrooms at the High School and the Middle School must be considered as enrollment increases.
This situation should be monitored to determine whether the need exists for such expansion as time passes.
Continue to utilize mobile classrooms as needed on a temporary basis until permanent facilities can be
constructed.
Facilities at the vocational-technical facility in the County should be expanded as demand for this type of class
increases.
The current school bus garage should be upgraded to provide a combined County/School Garage. This would
provide for increased service without the expense of two separate facilities.

Recreation.
County should encourage the provision of public boat access to the Potomac and Rappahannock Rivers
and their major tributaries.
The County should consider providing an indoor/outdoor swimming facility for the residents of the County.
A youth/teen center should be provided for the appropriate age groups.
The turf at the Ralph Bunche School should be renovated in order to provide a higher level of facilities and
activities in the County.
Additional and improved outdoor basketball court facilities should be provided as utilization of existing
facilities increases.

-The

-

-
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-

-

Expand parking facilities at the King George Citizen's Center and the fire department to create a greater
level of convenience for residents. This may also serve to increase utilization of the facilities.
The development of various types of trails (biking, jogging, hiking, and walking) is important to residents of
the County. This need will increase as people seek varied ways of accessing physical activity.

Solid Waste.
-

The County should develop appropriate studies to locate cost effective and environmentally sound areas for
a new landfill
King George County should initiate a recycling program and other methods to reduce the waste stream in
the County.

Public Offices.
-

The County should prepare an appropriate plan, both for facilities and funding, to renovate and/or expand
court space and space for support offices.
The County should investigate the alternative of adding on to the existing courthouse to obtain additional
space for the County administration and for Constitutional Officers.
The Courthouse parking facility should be expanded to meet the needs of the County and its residents.
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APPENDIX A
PARTIAL CATALOG OF HISTORIC STRUCTURES AND SITES OF KING GEORGE COUNTY
Ashland - circa 1800; rebuilt 1870; original owner: William and Anne Fitzhugh. Style: Early Republic. Ashland
is a three-story brick structure finished in flemish bond with three large chimneys and a one-story porch with
square columns. The interior of the house boasts a circular stair with balusters and a hand rail constructed of
walnut. The original house of the Ashland estate collapsed on the same day as the great Charleston, South
Carolina earthquake.
Barnesfield - circa 1715; original owner: Rice Hooe. Barnesfield was burned by Federals during the Civil War.
It was situated on the bank of the Potomac River and was a noted estate .11 Rice Hooe operated a ferry across
the river at this site to Laiders in Maryland.12 The Barnesfield property is presently owned by King George
County and is used as a complete recreational facility.
Bedford - circa 1670; original owner: Colonel William Fitzhugh. The site of Bedford is all that remains of the
ancestral seat of the Fitzhugh family. William Fitzhugh came to Virginia in 1670 and settled on the banks of the
Potomac. He named his estate Bedford for his hometown in England.
Colonel Fitzhugh served on the House
of Burgesses, was a Lieutenant-Colonel of Militia of Stafford and became one of the largest land owners in
Virginia.' 4 Bedford was rebuilt twice and was finally destroyed in the Civil War. 5
Belle Grove - circa 1770; original owner: Francis Conway. Belle Grove, said to be the largest colonial house
in King George County, stands on the site where James Madison, Fourth President of the United States was born
on March 16, 1751.16 Belle Grove is an outstanding two-story frame mansion with two connecting wings and
also two end wings. The house has both a land and a river front since it is situated on the north bank of the
Rappahannock River. The land front has a double porticoed porch with a two story curving gallery. The river
front boasts a large double porticoed porch with columns. The central portion of the house was built in 1770
and the end wings were added in 1839. The interior of Belle Grove has a central hallway with triple arches. The
dining room contains walls covered with hand-painted wallpaper. On either side of the fireplace are carved
archways leading into the entrance hall. 17 Belle Grove is listed on both the Virginia Historic
Register and The National Register of Historic Places.

Landmarks

Berry Plain - circa 1760; Original owner: Thomas Berry. Berry Plain is a two-story frame house with an English
basement and a two-story wing. The exterior of the house features beaded clapboards, a one-story columned
porch and a large collection of English boxwoods and trees. The interior of Berry Plain contains a large central
hall, a staircase and rooms off of either side of the hall. The rooms contain their original fireplace mantles. The
English basement of the house contains twenty inch exterior walls and eighteen inch interior walls. Located on
the property are several outbuildings, including the quarters for the domestic slaves. Many Indian artifacts have
been discovered on the property of Berry Plain.
Bleak Hill - circa 1790; Original owner: Thornton. Style: Early Republic. This house is a two-story frame over
brick dwelling situated on a bank above the Rappahannock River. It contains fine woodwork in the hall and an
enclosed stair. Bleak Hill has a hallway twelve feet wide and thirty-one feet in length which runs across one end
of the house from front to back.18 The dining room has the original mantle. The house also has an english
basement and two large twin brick chimneys situated on one end of the structure.
Buena Vista - circa 1866. This structure is a three-story farm house that contains a hip roof and a one story
porch that wraps around the house.
Caledon - circa 1659; original owner:

Captain John Alexander.

The original house at Caledon was located on

the Potomac River and is now no longer standing. The house was replaced by a two-story brick building built
by a later generation of the Alexander family. The estate was given the name of Caledon for Caledonia, the
ancient name for Scotland. It was Captain John Alexander, the original purchaser of the property, for whom the
City of Alexandria was named.19 In 1984 Caledon became part of the Virginia Natural Areas System. It serves
as a park where visitors can enjoy viewing the American bald eagle as well as many other forms of natural wildlife
and botanical beauty.
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Canning - circa 1846; original owner: William Taylor Smith. The Canning house was a square frame building
with a west wing, cellar, four large brick chimneys and a columned porch that extended up to the roof. The first
floor of the house contained two large rooms with a square hall and a stairway that extended three floors. The
original Canning house was burned in 1889. The present structure there today was built partly over the original
foundation. Canning served as the first seat of King George County Courthouse when the county was first
established in 1720 from Stafford and Richmond counties. 20
Cedar Grove - circa 1840; original owner: Dr. Richard Stuart. Style: Greek Revival. Cedar Grove is a large
two-story structure with a basement and two-story wings on either side. This riverside mansion contains a
stairway that spirals from the hall to the attic. The steps of the stair are constructed out of white pine, the
banisters out of curly maple and the handrail is out of black walnut. 2 1 The interior of the house also features
ceiling medallions, cornices, eleven and thirteen foot ceilings and marble fireplaces. In the basement is the old
kitchen which contains a huge fireplace and sixteen-inch black walnut sills. Other buildings on the property
consist of a smokehouse and a milk house. Two graveyards are also on the property. One, near the entrance
is surrounded by a brick wall and contains three table-top tombstones all apparently dated in the 1700's. The
Stuart cemetery is located at the edge of the lawn, surrounded by an iron fence and contains about thirty
tombstones.

Celtwood - circa 1800's; original owner: unknown. Celtwood is a two-story frame dwelling that is one room
wide. The house also contains a one-story porch with square columns and one interior chimney. The property
boasts large American and English boxwoods.
Chatterton - circa 1747; original owner: John Tayloe. Style: Georgian. The land of this estate was patented
by Colonel Peter Ashton in 1650. Chatterton was named for an Ashton estate in England.2 This fourteen
room, two-story brick structure is one room deep and four rooms and a hall wide. 250,000 bricks were used in
the construction of the house and were washed with a coating of lime and sand. The walls of Chatterton are
twelve to fifteen inches thick. The stairway in the house is an exact duplicate as the one in Saint Paul's Church.
The main Chatterton house is seated to overlook the Potomac River.
Clarence - circa 1800; original owner: Fitzhugh Family. Clarence is a two-story frame dwelling that sits high on
a hill with its rear facing the Potomac River Valley. The tract of land that Clarence is located on may have been
part of the original "Bedford" tract, also owned by the Fitzhugh family which was located nearby.

Cleveland - circa 1880-90; original owner: Fitzhugh Family. Cleveland, formerly a Fitzhugh estate, became the
ante-bellum seat of the Mason family. The house is a large two-story frame with many additions and a large front
porch. It was erected on foundations of a former structure. Another smaller frame house is also located on the
property and is believed to be older than Cleveland. Cleveland is now part of Presidential Lakes.
Cleve Manor - circa 1754; original owner: Charles Carter. Style: Georgian. Cleve Manor was destroyed by fire
in 1917 but remains as an important archaeological site. Cleve was the home of Charles Carter, son of King
Carter. The original structure was built of brick and uniquely trimmed with white stone. The exterior walls were
two and one half feet thick. Today the basement of Cleve remains intact and is partially covered by another
The basement shows the exact floor plan of the original mansion. Carters' Grove is an exact
house.
counterpart of Cleve with the exception of Cleve being smaller. The two have the exact same architecture and
Cleve Manor was a fine example of 18th century mansions with the richest use of stone trim on
floor plans.
any brick colonial house in Virginia.
Cleydael - circa 1859; original owner: Dr. Richard Stuart. This two-story frame structure was built as a summer
residence for Dr. Stuart and was located eight miles from his primary residence, Cedar Grove. Dr. Stuart and
his family spent their summers at Cleydael to avoid malaria that sometimes occurred along the river in the
summer months. Cleydael retains nearly all of its' interior woodwork and has a wide veranda that runs the entire
length of the house and wraps around it. The house has an unusual T-shaped floor plan that promoted greater
ventilation. Located to the rear of the house was a office and waiting room where Dr. Stuart saw patients. On
Sunday 23, 1865, John Wilkes Booth sought medical assistance from Dr. Stuart at Cleydael. Stuart, suspecting
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who Booth might be, refused him medical aid and sent him and the other men that were with him away, after
having given them dinner.2
Cleydael is listed on both the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and the
National Register of Historic Places.
Comorn - circa 1850; original owner: Bruce Family. Comorn is a two-story frame house, built on the center hall
plan containing one room on each side of the hall. The center hall plan provided for greater ventilation during
the warm summer months. Comorn contains fine brickwork. This is exemplified in the brick chimneys.
Dogue - circa 1800's; original owner: Unknown. The house at Dogue is a two-story frame structure with a
two-story pedimented porch with columns. Dogue is surrounded by very large, old trees. A cemetery is located
in the sideyard of the property.
Eagle's Nest - circa 1825; original owner: William Fitzhugh Grymes. The present large two-story frame structure
is the second house called Eagle's Nest built on this site. The first was constructed by William Fitzhugh and later
burned. The existing structure has been extensively remodeled and added onto. The back stairway in the house
is a copy of the one at Brandon.27 The woodwork at Eagle's Nest is varied in each room. The interior design
of the house is off-center. "The larger farm house, however, has a grace and charm that defy symmetry".
Eagle's Nest is listed on the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and has been nominated to be placed on the
National Register of Historic Places.
Emmanuel Episcopal Church - circa 1859-60; original owner: Hanover Parish. Style - Gothic Revival.
Emmanuel Church was built on Belle Grove plantation near Port Conway. It is an excellent example of simple
Gothic Revival architecture. The church contains a two and one half story entrance tower covered by a pyramidal
roof, supported by brackets. The church building is constructed of brick. Emmanuel Church is listed on both
the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and The National Register of Historic Places.
Friedland - circa 1780; original owner: Alexander Seymour Hooe. This three-story structure has protruding
gables both in front and back and is constructed of brick noggin with weatherboards. Friedland has most of its'
original windows, doors, mantles, woodwork and wainscoting. The downstairs parlors contain fireplace mantles
that reach to the ceiling. H-L (Holy Lord) hinges are present on the doors. A cemetery is also present on the
property.
Friendly Cottage - circa early 19th century; original owner: Fitzhugh Family. This one and one half story cape
cod was originally located on the river but was moved to its present location before World War II. The cottage
is of frame construction and has many additions.
High Hill (North Hill) - circa early 1800's; original owner: Colonel Francis Thornton. High Hill is a two-story
structure with a one-story columned front porch, and two chimneys on either end of the house. A restored frame
meat house is also located on the property.
Hudson Street House - circa late 18th century. The house located at Hudson Street is a two and one half-story
frame structure with double brick chimneys on either side of the house. The house also contains a one-story
porch with columns. Three out buildings are also located on the property.
Hylton - circa 1890; original owner: Francis Dale. Builder: Fitzgerald Jones. For 135 years Hylton was the
home of the Washington family. The original house is no longer standing. The present house at Hylton is
believed to occupy the site of the old garden.
Indian Town - circa 1790-1800; original owner: Not known (believed to be Lord Fairfax), style: Early Republic.
This one and one-half story frame structure exhibits unusual roof overhangs and gables with original roof
shingles. All features are of 19th century design. Two original brick chimneys at the ends of the structure exist
with the original plaster on the interior. The structure contains a kitchen and dining room in the basement, with
two rooms on the first floor and two additional rooms on the half-floor above. These are reached by a narrow
stairway. The house has recently been moved to Eagle's Nest in King George County.

69

Lambs Creek Church - circa 1769-70; original owner: Brunswick Parish. Style - High Georgian. Lambs Creek
church is a one- story flemish bond brick structure constructed in the shape of a simple rectangle. All fourteen
windows have semi-circular arches and the doorways contain triangular pediments. 29 During the Civil War,
Union soldiers broke into the church and used it as a shelter and a stable. They burned the boxpews and the
wine glass pulpit. Lambs Creek church possesses one of the three known "vinegar" bibles. There is a cemetery
located in the side of the church yard. Lambs Creek is no longer in use except for one annual Sunday service
held on the last Sunday in August. Lambs Creek Church is listed on both The Virginia Historic Landmarks
Register and The National Register of Historic Places.
liberty - circa 1825; original owner: Colonel John Stuart. The oldest section of this house dates back to 1820.
This structure is a two-story frame with clapboard over brick. Liberty has a two story spiral staircase located in
the main hall.
Litchfield - circa 1802; original owner: Langhorne Dade. Litchfield, located high on the Potomac River is a
simple two -story clapboard frame house. The house once served as the rectory for St. Paul's church.
The
original floors in the house are constructed of hand hewn random width pine. The windows are also handmade.
Fireplaces are present in every room along with crown molding and chair railing. Pieces of Revolutionary era
pipe have been found in the garden as well as Civil Warbelt buckles and bullets, baby dolls, porcelain hair
curlers, marbles and pieces of silvered wine jugs.
Little Ferry - Location: Route 218, south of route 613. A ferry once operated here from this site on or before
1763. The ferry was used to transport passengers and their horses across the Upper Machodoc Creek. George
Washington crossed on the ferry several times paying various fares. Today a modern bridge is located at this site.
Marmion - circa Approximately 1719; original owner: Philip Fitzhugh. Marmion, a two-story frame house, is
listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register and The National Register of Historic Places. The exterior of the
house yields a clipped gable roof and two interior end chimneys with exposed shafts.3
The stack of the south
"early panel" chimney contains the only known example of glazed-header brickwork
in Virginia.32 The outbuildings of the estate are grouped as a formal quadrangle around the main structure. These dependencies include
a dairy, kitchen, office, and a smokehouse.3 3 The interior of Marmion contains a central entrance hall with a
beautiful staircase with carved posts and several paneled rooms. The paneling in the parlor has been described
as superb. "The wall treatment at Marmion is the richest scheme found in Virginia woodwork."3 The painted
paneling in the parlor is decorated with urns, baroque scrolls, festoons, cornucopia and landscapes, all with a
marbleized background. 3 5 . The parlor is the subject of an interesting story of the estate. "According to family

tradition, in 1782 Philip Fitzhugh found upon the bank of the Potomac River a dying Hessian soldier. Filled with
compassion; the master of Marmion had the ill man brought to the main house where he was cared for and
recovered. Eager to prove his deep appreciation the soldier offered to decorate the parlor walls according to the
fashion of the day in France. When his offer was accepted he immediately went to work. All of the paints used
were made from the plantation clay".A The paneling of this room has been sold and can now be seen at the
Metropolitan Museum of Art in New York. The paneled room is considered the finest piece of artwork in the
American wing of the museum.3 7
In 1785 Marmion was sold to George Lewis, son of Fielding Lewis of
Kenmore in Fredericksburg. The house was owned by Lewis descendants until 1977.18
Millbank - circa 1725 (rebuilt 1900); original owner: Samuel Skinner, style : Early Georgian. Millbank is a
two-story frame structure with clapboard and brick veneer. The house also contains two wings and a one-story
porch. The metal fireback in the original chimney dates to 1725. Several outbuildings exist on the property.
The property passed from the Skinner family about 1876. It is said that the first slaves ever brought up the
Rappahannock River were brought to "Millbank". The current house is the third that has been built on the site.
The first, built in 1725, was burned in 1800. The second was burned on February 22, 1900. The third was built
in the early 1 9 00's and has six terraces, adding to the attraction of the property.
Montague Baptist Church - circa 1850's. The church is a one-story frame structure.
was named for an early minister whose name was Montague.
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It is believed that the church

Mount Ida - circa prior to 1860; original owner: Joel Berry. Mount Ida, located on a ridge overlooking the
Rappahannock River, is a one and one half story colonial house. The house contains two large brick chimneys
located on either side of the structure. The house also has a gabled roof with six dormers. The interior of
Mount Ida contains a three-story stairway, cellar, six panel doors with locks and "HL" hinges and large fireplaces
and mantles. 3 9
Mount Stuart - circa 1795; original owner: John Stuart. Style - Early Republican. Mount Stuart is a large
two-story frame house with columned front and rear Greek Revival porticoes. The house was built on the central
hall plan with two rooms on either side of the hall. The front staircase is thought to have been designed by
William Thornton, the architect of Woodlawn.
Morland - circa 1929-1930; original owner: Morton Family. Morland is situated on land that was formerly part
of Chatterton. The house appears to be older than its' actual age. Morland is a two-story brick structure with
fireplaces, formal boxwood walkways and outbuildings. The house has a two-story pedimented front portico and
has been described as "the loveliest pieces of development along any of the rivers in modern times".
Nanzatico - circa 1770-80; original owner: Charles Carter. This estate was named for the Nanzatico Indians.
Nanzatico was built as a twin house to Belle Grove before Belle Grove's alterations of 1839. It is believed that
Richard and Yelverton Stern built both Belle Grove and Nanzatico.1 Nanzatico survives without almost any type
of alterations. The house is a two story frame with an engaged Ionic portico. The interior boasts a projecting
wide entrance hall with an elliptical arch, supported by fluted pilasters.4 The house also contains "remarkably
lively Federal woodwork in the principal rooms".4i Nanzatico is seated on a small bay at the head of the
Rappahannock River. Nanzatico is listed on The Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and The National
Register Of Historic Places.
Nanzatico Indian Town Archaeological Site - circa 1650-1702. Located in a field east ofNanzatico Plantation is
the site of the village of the Nanzatico (Nantaughtacund) Indians. The village was the largest and most important
Indian settlement on the Rappahannock River from 1650-1702.42 Significant artifacts have been uncovered at
this site. The Nanzatico Indian Town Archaeological Site is listed on The Virginia Historic Landmarks Register
and The National Register of Historic Places.
Oaken Brow - circa 1832; original owner and builder: Charles Tayloe. The original house burned in 1924, but
was immediately rebuilt entirely over the original foundation with bricks from the original house. Oaken Brow
was furnished with antiques saved from the fire.4 3 The house received its name from the large oak trees on
the property. Oaken Brow is a beautiful large three-story structure that overlooks the Rappahannock River.
Office Hall - circa 1725; original owner: Smith Family, style: Early Georgian. The original house here was
known as the Tiffey house. It was a frame one and one half-story dwelling. The Tiffey house was torn down and
replaced with another structure in 1916. The only remaining buildings of the original estate are the office-kitchen
and the smokehouse. These buildings were first used as slave quarters and a smokehouse. The buildings are
colonial in style and are in excellent condition. The building that served as slave quarters was once used as a
schoolhouse.
Panorama - circa 1830; original owner: Dr. F.C. Fitzhugh, Builder: Thomas Lomax, Style: Greek Revival. This
structure is a two-story plus full basement house that exhibits excellent brickwork, cornices and folding shutters.
Panorama was used as a summer residence. It was deserted around 1910 and has been used as a grain storage
facility.
Parkers Store (Now Freeman's Store) -circa 1884-1886. This two-story frame building contained Parkers General
Store. The Post Office was also located here; established in 1898. Horses and wagons were sold, as well as suits
and other general merchandise. The store and Post Office were called "Index". Mr. Parker was referred to as
"Prince Merchant." On Saturday afternoons, the Magistrate and Sheriff would establish quarters in the store and
held warrant trials. The store had unusually wide floor boards and a gallery on three sides inside the store. Tin
ceilings also were present in the interior of the structure.
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Port Conway - Proposed July 7, 1803. In October 1783 at the request of Francis Conway III, twenty, one-half
acre lots were laid out for the purpose of establishing a town. The town located across the river from The Town
Of Port Royal, was to be known as the Town of Port Conway. On July 7, 1803 the proposed plans and plots of
the Town of Port Conway were produced by Catlett Conway at a monthly court held for King George County.
The town plat consisted of twenty lots, a sixtyfoot wide main street and two, thirty foot wide cross streets. Some
of the lots were purchased and there is record of some persons living in the town. The proposed Town of Port
Conway did not thrive and was not established.
Potomac Baptist Church - Organized 1875. Potomac Baptist Church is a two-story frame building with stained
glass windows and a modem brick addition. There is a large cemetery on either side of the church building.
Powhatan Plantation - circa 1825; original owner: Edward Thornton Tayloe, style: Greek Revival. Powhatan
is a two-story brick structure balanced with one-story wings. The bricks used in the construction of the house
were laid by the same mason as nearby Rokeby. The interior of the house is all new. Powhatan is located high
on a ridge that overlooks the Rappahannock Valley.
Rokeby - circa 1828; original owner: Wallace family, style: Greek Revival. This house is a large two-story brick
structure constructed in flemish bond with frame wings on either side. The center section of the house was built
in 1828 and the wings were constructed in 1912. In the Civil War during the siege of Fredericksburg, General
A.E. Burnside used Rokeby as his headquarters.
Round Hill Church Site - circa 1675-1698. Location: Route 218, west of route 619. This site is marked by one
tabletop gravestone surrounded by a picket fence. The grave marks the burial place of Mrs. Rebekah Campbell
and her son Alexander. Mrs. Campbell was the wife of Reverend Archibald Campbell, minister of Washington
Parish. The date of her death is marked on the stone in Roman Numerals and reads March 21, 1754. The
church that stood at this site was one of the few church structures actually cited to have been constructed of logs.
Saint Anthony's Roman Catholic Church - Original owner: Roman Catholic Church.
a one-story frame structure with stained glass windows and a modern addition.

The present building is

Saint John's Church -circa 1843; original owners: Trustees of St. John's Church, style: Gothic revival. St. John's
is a small church that serves as the main Episcopal Church for King George. The church building is of frame
construction and contains an interesting steeple. A Parish hall is also located next to the church.
Saint Paul's Church - circa 1766; original owners: Saint Paul's Vestry, style: Late Georgian. The present
structure is the third church built to serve St. Paul's parish. St. Paul's was finely constructed of brick and contains
one of the few wine glass pulpits. It is one of the two remaining Virginia colonial churches with a true Greek
Cross plan and two tiers of windows. 44 The exterior of the two-story building has both semi-circular and
segmented arches above the windows, rubbed brick trim and a hipped roof at each of the four gables. 45 In
1812-13 the church was in ruins and was taken over as a girl's school. It was at this time that the four wings were
bricked up to make classrooms. One of the three classrooms remains, although the other three wings have been
restored to their original form. In 1831 panelled pews were installed and galleries were built on the south, east
and west wings.
Located in the churchyard is the parish house, constructed in the Early Republican style.
The parish house was once used as a rectory. A cemetery is also located in the churchyard. The Parish Register
is kept at the Theological Seminary in Alexandria. The register dates from 1715 to the end of that century and
contains all births, deaths and marriages of that period. 47 The church still has its communion service of 1720
and its Bible of 1762.48 The Stuarts served as rectors of St. Paul's for more than three-quarters of a century.4 9
St. Paul's is listed in the Virginia Historic Landmarks Register and The National Register Of Historic Places.
Shelbourne - circa 1848; original owner: Judge John E. Mason, present use: Emmaus, a boarding school for
girls. Sections of the house were burned during the Civil War and were rebuilt in 1865-66.5 Shelbourne is
a two-story frame house with a steep gable, porticoed front entrance, wide veranda and central chimneys. The
house was the residence for several years of Paul Kester, noted author and playwright. Here he wrote his most
famous novel entitled His Own Country. Shelbourne contains many interesting features, among them are a black
marble mantle in the living room and oak leaves and acorns carved all around the window and door facings.s51
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Shiloh GeneraI Store - circa 1847. This building served as a general store, post office and meeting hall. The
mainuiding is a two-story 40 foot by 50 foot structure with a porch that runs across the full width of the front
of the building.
Society Hill - circa 1750; original owner: Colonel Francis Thornton. Society Hill was torn down before 1934.
The bricks used in the original structure were taken away and used in repairing the walls around Mount Vernon.
Located in the rear of the site is the elaborate tomb of Colonel Francis Thornton who presided there in 1750.
Spring Hill - circa 1820. Spring Hill is a large two-story frame house with chimneys and a wing, situated on the
Rappahannock River.
Spy Hill ( Round Hill)- circa 1734; original owners: Anthony Bridges and John Rozier. The house here is
a large two-story frame with clapboard structure. The interiors are almost completely original in the older section
of the house. The porch paving is from the old Round Hill Church. The Spy Hill property was once owned by
Lawrence Washington. It was also the home of Colonel Thomas Stuart Garnett of the Confederate Army.
Colonel Garnett was in Stonewall Jackson's brigade at Chancellorsville when Jackson was wounded and later
died. Col. Garnett was to be the new commander in Jackson's place. His commission was approved and signed
but he was killed in action before it could be delivered.
Stoney Point - circa unknown. Stoney Point, a large two-story frame house is situated on a high bank overlooking
the Potomac River. The exterior of the house features a large two-story portico with verandas on the second
story of the structure.
Trinity Methodist Church - circa 1874. This impressive small brick structure exhibits fine brick work,a significant
steeple and stained glass windows. A cemetery is located in the church yard.
Union Bethel Baptist Church - circa 1915; original owner: Union Bethel Church. Union Bethel Church is a
two-story frame structure with an interesting and unique front tower and semi-circular windows. The building
bears two corner stones, one stone depicts the date the church was organized as May 29,1881. The other stone
lists the date September 15, 1915, the date the building was rebuilt. Across the road from Union Bethel Church
is a one-story frame, one room school house.
Union Methodist Church - circa 1850; original owner: Methodist Church, style: Greek Revival. The structure
is a one-story brick building in common bond with engaged columns. Contains a front window with sidelights,
and louvered fanlight in pediment.
Walsingham - circa prior to 1747; original owner: Col. Thomas Turner. Walsingham was a grant from the Crown
of England bestowed to Colonel Thomas Turner. This colonial river front home was burned in 1892 and is no
longer standing.
Waterloo - Established 1653; original owner: John Washington. The original house of this estate is no longer
standing. John Washington, the only son of Lawrence Washington (George Washington's grandfather) lived at
Waterloo. The present house at Waterloo is a two-story frame structure built at a later date.
Waverly - circa 1800's; original owner: The Brown Family. This is the site of a former two-story brick dwelling
which was burned in 1970. The former dwelling replaced an even earlier structure that was destroyed by fire
after the Civil War. The brick foundation and three chimneys still stand on the site. Waverly was the home of
the noted columnist Thomas Lomax Hunter. Waverly has one of the largest collections of millstones which were
used in the gardens around the house. Also on the property is an old log cabin, stables and carriage house, and
an old school house (presently restored and used as living quarters).
White Hall - circa 1790; original owner: The Wallace Family, style: Early Republic. White Hall is a two-story
brick and frame house built on the central hall plan with one room on either side of the hall. The house is "set
on a high knoll overlooking surrounding land with many steps leading up to it at front and rear." (W.B. Morton)
It was thought that the house may have been a rectory for the nearby Lambs Creek Church.
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White Plains - circa 1725; original owner: Not known, style: Early Georgian. This two and one-half story
structure of beaded weatherboard contains excellent interior woodwork and flemish bond in the foundation. The
house has clipped gables like Marmion and is flanked by two brick chimneys. The house also has paneled
shutters. Also constructed at White Plains are a smokehouse, an office with a clipped roof, and a gazebo.
Windsor - circa 1853-54; original owner: William Henry Washington. The original house built by Henry Thacker
Washington burned and was replaced with the present structure. The present house is a two story frame
structure with a one-story porch, interior chimney and an english basement. The interior of Windsor contains
a large central hall, ten foot ceilings, a walnut staircase with hand turned posts and random width pine floors.
Windsor is seated on a long ridge that overlooks the Potomac River Valley.
Wood Grove - circa 1835-40; original owner: Reverend Thomas Baker. This house is a two-story frame
structure that features dormer windows and two wings that were added in the 1920's. Wood Grove was supposed
to be used as an Episcopal seminary.
Woodlawn - circa 1790 (Wing), 1830 (Main House); original owner: Richard H. Turner, style: Early Republic.
Woodlawn is a beautiful and impressive two-story frame mansion with two flanking wings. The front exterior of
the house boasts a two-story columned portico. The rear of the house has a smaller porch. Other architectural
features of the structure are a hipped roof and two interior end chimneys. The small southeast end of the house
was erected in 1790. It contains hand hewn beams and has a large winter kitchen in the basement. Outbuildings
on the estate include a summer kitchen with double fireplaces, smokehouse and slave quarters. Woodlawn is
situated on the Rappahannock River and is part of an original land grant from the Royal Governor of Virginia,
dated 1667.s2
Woodstock - circa 1800; original owner: Custis Grymes. The present house at Woodstock is a two-story frame
structure with a one-story columned porch. It was built on the site of an earlier house (18251830) that was
destroyed by Yankee gunboat action in the Civil War. An old meat house, accessory to the earlier dwelling
survives in the yard.
In addition to the following bibliography, a great amount of the information obtained in this catalog was taken
from the Historical Files on King George County at the Virginia Historic Landmarks Commission.
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