Date of Meeting: March 4, 2015

# 10
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
BUSINESS MEETING
ACTION ITEM
SUBJECT:

Courts Complex Phase III – Evaluation of Edwards Ferry
Road Buildings

ELECTION DISTRICT:

Leesburg

CRITICAL ACTION DATE:

At the pleasure of the Board

STAFF CONTACTS:

Chris Glassmoyer, Transportation & Capital Infrastructure
Peter Hargreaves, Transportation & Capital Infrastructure
Joe Kroboth, Transportation & Capital Infrastructure

PURPOSE: To present an evaluation of feasibility and cost for relocation of the four Countyowned buildings on Edwards Ferry Road as directed by the Board of Supervisors on January 21,
2015, and to provide an update on the Town of Leesburg Board of Architectural Review Process.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
Staff: Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to proceed with the Courts Phase III project
as planned, cooperating with the Town of Leesburg to obtain the necessary approvals to
implement design Concept 5D with the understanding that the design concept requires the
demolition of the existing buildings located at 106, 108, 110, and 112 Edwards Ferry Road.
Staff also recommends that the Board authorizes staff to further evaluate the requests of the
Town of Leesburg Board of Architectural Review (BAR) to include removing non-historic and
later historic additions from the four buildings, moving 110 Edwards Ferry Road closer to the
street and to further address the feasibility of reusing the rehabilitating the four buildings in place
and for the Board to direct staff to present this information directly to the BAR at their March 16,
2015 Business Meeting.

BACKGROUND: Dewberry Architects, Inc. (Dewberry) began the design process for the
Courts Phase III project in November 2013 with space programming. In July 2014, the Board of
Supervisors (Board) approved a modification to the adopted scope for the Courts Phase III
project to add approximately 7,000 square feet to provide for the Phase IV space requirements
thus bringing the total project scope to be constructed with Phase III to a maximum of 92,000
square feet for the new General District Courthouse on the Church Street site.
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After careful analysis of possible layouts for the new General District Courthouse, Dewberry
developed thirteen (13) possible layouts for the new building. Each was driven by the minimum
size of a District Courtroom in the Commonwealth of Virginia. Design options were greatly
hampered by the overall lot size, nearby constraints such as the cemetery and roadway network
and the “L” shape configuration of the lot itself. The existing County-owned buildings at 106,
108, 110 and 112 Edwards Ferry Road were also considered as they are located on the same
parcel. The thirteen (13) concepts, all of which required removal of the four (4) buildings, were
narrowed down to seven (7) concepts through initial County and Courts stakeholder review.
On November 17, 2014 Dewberry, on behalf of Loudoun County, submitted a Certificate of
Appropriateness (COA) Application for each of the four (4) County-owned buildings on
Edwards Ferry Road to initiate the review process for ultimate demolition of the buildings. On
December 15, 2014, staff and Dewberry appeared before the Town’s Board of Architectural
Review (BAR) regarding the demolition of the four (4) buildings. The BAR members indicated
their strong support for retaining the buildings and asked the County and Dewberry to reevaluate the building's program, functionality, configuration, size and height to develop
alternatives that retain the structures in question on the site. County staff and Dewberry returned
to the Town’s BAR for a Work Session on February 2, 2015. Discussion with the BAR at that
time, included requests for additional technical details on storm water management and
supporting documentation for design considerations including security, code requirements and
other elements which constrain the use of the site.
ISSUES:
At the January 21, 2015 Business Meeting, the Board endorsed Concept 5D for the new General
District Courthouse (9-0), (Attachment 1). The endorsed design has two distinct components
which include building aesthetics and physical position on the site. In regards to the physical
position on the site, this concept requires the removal of the four (4) buildings on Edwards Ferry
Road. The Board also directed staff to complete an evaluation of the existing buildings located
at 106, 108, 110, and 112 Edwards Ferry Road to determine their construction type and structural
suitability for relocation or dismantling and include an estimate of the cost thereof for each
building if they are deemed suitable for relocation dismantling (9-0).
The Department of Transportation and Capital Infrastructure (DTCI) and Dewberry have
evaluated each of the four (4) buildings. Dewberry, in association with their historic
preservation, structural and relocation consultants, have completed the evaluation. The findings
are summarized in Attachment 2.
Construction Type: 106, 108 and 110 Edwards Ferry Road are wood framed buildings, while
112 Edwards Ferry Road is a combination of masonry (brick) and wood construction. None of
the structures have a basement while they each do each have a crawl space albeit very shallow in
some of the structures. All of the buildings are currently structurally stable.
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Structural Suitability for Relocation or Dismantling: 106, 108 and 110 Edwards Ferry Road, as
wood framed structures, could be relocated with some excavation required to add supporting
structure necessary to stabilize the building for a move. The relocation consultant recommends
removal (demolition) of the later additions to 106 and 110 Edwards Ferry Road in order to
simplify the move. The building located at 112 Edwards Ferry Road is more complicated to
relocate given the combination of the masonry and wood framed construction. The relocation
consultant recommends removal (demolition) of the rear addition and more extensive excavation
including removal of the side walk in order to move 112 Edwards Ferry Road building.
Each of the four (4) structures has some form of a masonry or rubble foundation which would
require dismantling and reassembly at the new location in addition to new foundation work at the
new location.
Relocation Costs: The buildings at 106, 108 and 110 Edwards Ferry Road are comparable in
terms of relocation costs. As estimated by the Dewberry team, each building would cost
approximately $379,000 which includes the design costs, site and utility costs as well as the cost
of relocation and contingency. The 112 Edwards Ferry Road building, due to the added
complexity of the masonry construction, would cost approximately $474,000. In total, Dewberry
and staff estimate the cost of relocation of all the buildings to be $1,611,000 exclusive of any site
acquisition costs that may be required to establish a receiving site. With the buildings being
designated as contributing structures to the Historic District of Leesburg, relocation to a
receiving site within the Old and Historic District would likely be preferred. The County does
not currently own a suitable site within the Old and Historic District.
FISCAL IMPACT: The cost estimate for the Board endorsed Concept 5D is currently within
the overall project budget in the Capital Improvement Program (CIP) budget and includes an
estimated cost of demolition of the four (4) Edwards Ferry Road buildings of $200,000. Funding
for design is already appropriated in the Capital Fund and totals $9.3 million. Construction
funding for the Courts Phase III project is currently planned for FY 2017 in the CIP.
The total estimated cost to relocate the buildings at 106, 108, 110 and 112 Edwards Ferry Road
is approximately $1,611,000. Based on the Board’s direction on January 21, 2015 (9-0) to
proceed with the planning to add an additional level to the Pennington lot parking structure, to be
constructed as part of this project, the previously realized design funding surplus has been
allocated to the parking structure. Therefore, supplemental funding in the project budget would
be required in the amount of $1,411,000 to cover the difference in cost between demolition and
relocation options.
STATUS OF BAR REVIEW:
On February 18, 2015, County staff and Dewberry returned to the BAR at their scheduled
Business Meeting. Based on the BAR’s request, Dewberry presented additional technical details
on storm water management and supporting documentation for design considerations including
security, code requirements and other elements which constrain the use of the site. The BAR
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requested consideration of removing non-historic and later historic additions from the rear of the
buildings to create a larger separation between these portions and the new courthouse structure,
moving 110 Edwards Ferry Road closer to the street and for the County and Dewberry team to
further address the feasibility of reusing the rehabilitating the four buildings in place.
Additionally, discussion included the application review timeline, request to confirm when the
buildings were acquired by the County and their intended purpose for occupancy at the time of
acquisition as well as comments and discussion on the post-demolition plans and design/design
process of the new General District Courthouse relative to the Town’s Old and Historic District
Design Guidelines. A response to the BAR’s requests was sent to Town staff on February 27,
2015 (Attachment 3). The response letter highlights the following points:
•
•

•

•
•

•

The Board’s direction to prepare the Building Evaluation Summary summarizes and
provided with this item;
Clarification that the Board’s direction did not authorize staff to study removal of the
non-historic and later historic additions of the buildings or moving 110 Edwards Ferry
Road closer to the street, however, that staff would present these requests to the Board for
consideration;
Clarification that the County has no plans to purchase any structures that fall within the
100 foot security perimeter of the propose new General District Courthouse and that
supplemental measures to provide appropriate security can be implemented in the new
building’s design;
Confirmation that the County acquired the four (4) buildings in 1980 and they have
primarily been used for court-related support functions and as a group home since the
time of acquisition;
Identification of other issues raised by the BAR in review of the COA applications for
demolition that are relevant to the overall project and that will be addressed in detail in
subsequent BAR presentations and design meetings to include: investigation of the
history of the existing retaining wall at the edge of the existing parking lot to determine if
it was part of the jail structure, impact of the new Courthouse design on the adjacent
property at 114 Edwards Ferry Road, relevance of the approved 1998 Master Plan for the
Church Street Lot site which planned for a 60,000 SF new Courthouse (now superseded
by the current space needs of 92,000 SF) and documentation and representation of the
Slack family, the owners of the four (4) buildings as residences and commemoration of
the family’s contributions to the history of Leesburg; and
Summary of the timeline of the four (4) COA applications and steps considered in review
with the BAR.

County staff and Dewberry will return to the BAR on March 2, 2015 at their scheduled Work
Session to further discuss the applications. Staff will update the Board on March 4th as to the
status of the applications given the BAR review on March 2nd.
At this time, March 2, 2015 is the required deadline for BAR action on the COA applications,
and based on the intention of allowing the BAR the necessary time to complete their review, the
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County Administrator has authorized an extension through March 16th which is the next
scheduled meeting of the BAR. Board concurrence on this extension is requested.
ALTERNATIVES: The Board may direct staff to proceed with the project as planned and
continue to work with the Town of Leesburg, and address the requested additional analysis of the
four structures as part of the review of the demolition of the buildings. . The Town BAR has
suggested the County submit a request for extension to defer the BAR’s decision.
The Board may also direct staff to move forward with the development of strategies for
relocation of the four (4) buildings. Possible strategies would include a solicitation to seek
interest of private entities to purchase and relocate the buildings. Staff has been contacted by
one individual who has expressed interest in considering relocation of two (2) of the buildings.
Discussions with this individual have not matured to the point where staff can advise the Board
of the particulars, such as, what level of the relocation cost the individual is willing to bear,
where they intend to relocate the buildings to or timeline.
The Board may choose any of the alternatives proposed or direct the development of additional
alternatives.
DRAFT MOTIONS:
1. I move that the Board of Supervisors direct staff to proceed with the Courts Phase III project
as planned, cooperating with the Town of Leesburg to obtain the necessary approvals to
implement design Concept 5D with the understanding that the physical location of the new
Courts building requires the demolition of the existing buildings located at 106, 108, 110,
and 112 Edwards Ferry Road.
AND
I further move that staff be directed to provide further analysis to allow the BAR to
complete their review of the applications, and that the action date be extended to March 16,
2015.
OR
2. I move that the Board of Supervisors direct staff to proceed with the Courts Phase III project
as planned, cooperating with the Town of Leesburg to obtain the necessary approvals to
implement design Concept 5D by developing relocation strategies to move the existing
buildings located at 106, 108, 110, and 112 Edwards Ferry Road. I further move to authorize
staff to provide a supplemental funding plan for the Board’s consideration during the FY
2016 Capital Improvement Program budget deliberations to provide $1,411,000 in
supplemental construction funds in the FY 2017 Courts Phase III capital project budget.
AND
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I further move that staff be directed to provide further analysis to allow the BAR to complete
their review of the applications, and that the action date be extended to March 16, 2015.
OR
3. I move an alternate motion.
ATTACHMENTS:
1. New General District Courthouse – Concept 5D
2. Dewberry Architects’ Building Evaluation Summary
3. February 27, 2015 Response Letter to Tom Scofield, Town of Leesburg Planner

Aerial from East

VIEW FROM EDWARDS FERRY ROAD

5D
OPTION

VIEW FROM CHURCH ST

xL O U D O U N C O U N T Y C O U R T H O U S Ex
Design Concept

12.08.2014
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Dewberry Architects Inc.

February 3, 2015

8401 Arlington Boulevard, Fairfax, VA 22031

Loudoun County Courthouse Expansion-Phase 3
Buildings Evaluation Summary

Evaluation of the Existing Buildings at 106, 108, 110 and 112 Edwards Ferry Road

Overall Site Plan

Church Street Lot is outlined in blue. Structures shown on site were extant at the time of the original courthouse
campus expansion. Jail and House on Slack Lane were previously demolished along with outbuildings.
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106 Edwards Ferry Road, circa 1879-94
Construction Type
Wood frame structure on rubble stone and slab on grade foundation. Original footprint was an “el” shaped with
leg of“el” to west. Later addition filled in “el” to create a rectangle. See diagrams below.
New Materials
Added to the Building:
Original Materials:

1894 Footprint

Doors, Windows, Roof, exterior lights, porch stoop, gable vent on north elevation,
concrete foundation on addition, siding on addition.
Door Frames, Window Frames, gable vent on south elevation, siding on original
portion of house, stone foundation

1895 Footprint

2013 Footprint

Previous dwelling on lot had a deep setback from what was then called Market Street.
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Structural Suitability for Relocation or Dismantling
Building 106 is a two-story wood framed structure approximately 23 feet wide by 51 feet long. It is supported by
a stone foundation wall at its two-story perimeter and the one-story portion is supported by a concrete slab-ongrade. There was no access to the crawl space under the building. The original structure was L shaped and a onestory wood framed addition built on a slab-on-grade making a rectangular footprint. The building appeared to be
in good structural condition. The one-story addition can not be moved and is recommended to be demolished
due to the slab-on-grade construction. Some excavation would be required to install supporting structural
elements under the existing framing to execute the move, but the structure is higher above grade than the other
three structures.

Moving
The building is structurally sound enough to be moved. The one-story side room will have to be demolished and
concrete slab floor removed to allow rest of building to be moved.

106 Conceptal Cost Estimate
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moving

$60,000.00 (cost based on move to Pennington Lot)
(additional costs possible depending upon locations other
than Pennington)
Site Prep for new site
$75,000.00 (can vary widely depending upon location)
(costs for grading, removal of trees, excavation for
foundation included)
A&E Fees
$24,000.00
Civil Engineering for new site
$12,000.00 (preparation of site plan)
Utility Disconnections
$5,000.00
Demolition of One Story Addition
$15,000.00
New Foundation
$15,000.00 (depending upon location)
New Mechanical System
$15,000.00
Structural Support work required for move
$10,000.00
Replacement of any damaged interior finishes $20,000.00 (allowance)
Repaint/replace rotted exterior wood
$8,000.00
Permits and Approvals
$20,000.00 (conceptual cost)
Utility Connections at new site
$50,000.00
SUB TOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
TOTAL

$329,000.00
$50,000.00 (rounded)
$379,000.00
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108 Edwards Ferry Road, circa 1873
Construction Type
Wood frame with parged stone foundation. Original footprint was rectangle with another rectangular addition on
the rear.
New Materials
Added to the Building:

Original Materials:

1878 Footprint

Doors, Door frames, Windows, exterior lights, porch stoop, gable vent on the
north Elevation, concrete foundation on addition, siding on addition, porch
Concrete foundation on addition, new porch brick piers, decks and ramp to side
and rear.
Window Frames, roofing, porch posts, railings and Brackets, gable vent on south
elevation, siding on original portion of house, stone foundation.

1899 (possible) footprint

2013 Footprint

Photo exists that may show 108 structure on street edge.
4
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Structural Suitability for Relocation or Dismantling
Building 108 is a two-story wood framed structure with a one story portion at the rear. The overall footprint is
approximately 16.5 feet wide by 40 feet long. The structure is supported by an 8” wide concrete foundation wall,
with the wood framing very close to grade or partially buried in places. Access to the crawl space was not
available, but it is likely that there could be some deterioration of the wood sills and possibly the ground floor
framing where it bears on the exterior sills. The structure appeared to be in good shape where visible, although
the only exposed framing was viewed in the attic.

Moving
108 Edwards Ferry will require sill replacement and the joist are compromised at sills. The very limited crawl
space will require excavation to install support beams. Th one-story addition could be removed.

108 Conceptual Cost Estimates
•

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moving

$60,000.00 (cost based on move to Pennington Lot)
(additional costs possible depending upon locations other
than Pennington)
Site Prep for new site
$75,000.00 (can vary widely depending upon location)
(costs for grading, removal of trees, excavation for
foundation)
A&E Fees
24,000.00
Civil Engineering for new site
$12,000.00 (preparation of site plan)
Utility Disconnections
$5,000.00
Demolition of One Story Addition
$15,000.00
New Foundation
$15,000.00 (depending upon location)
New Mechanical System
$15,000.00
Structural Support work in order to move
$10,000.00
Replacement of any damaged interior finishes $20,000.00 (allowance)
Repaint/replace rotted exterior wood
$8,000.00
Permits and Approvals
$20,000.00 (conceptual cost)
Utility Connections at new site
$50,000.00
SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
TOTAL

$329,000.00
$50,000.00 (rounded)
$379,000.00
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110 Edwards Ferry Road, circa 1850
Construction Type
Wood Frame with stone foundation and CMU foundation. Original footprint was rectangle with smaller porch on
front. Addition to east almost as large as original house. This addition was done at two different times with the
most recent occurring north of the chimney to the rear of the house.
New Materials
Added to the Building:
Original Materials:

1895 Footprint

Exterior lights, concrete steps, other doors, windows, roofing on addition, shutters,
concrete foundation under latest addition
Roof except at latest addition, front door and frame, porch, gable windows, and
window frames.

1912 Footprint

Present - 2013
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Structural Suitability for Relocation or Dismantling
Building 110 is a two-story wood framed structure that appears to have been built with two additions of different
vintages. The overall footprint of the original portions of the structure is 22.5 feet wide by 42 feet long. There is a
14’x14’ two-story addition that appears to be fairly old to the side of the original structure with a larger 21’x26’
newer addition behind that. Much of the wall framing bears on foundations that are at or below grade creating
conditions where the wood framing is in contact with soil. There was no access to the crawl space at the time of
the site visit, but most likely there would be some sill replacement and first floor joist repair or replacement
necessary. Excavation would be required to install supporting structural elements under the existing framing to
execute the move. Based on the letter prepared by a contractor estimating the cost of the move, this structure is
too large to move in one piece. The newest addition has no historical significance and could be demolished. The
small 14x14 addition could be moved independently from the original structure, which would require construction
of a temporary wall and bracing to stabilize that structure before moving it.

Moving
For relocation of 110, it is recommended that the rear of structure be removed and demolished as the building is
too wide to be moved whole. The back portions show settlement and sill rot, so it is recommended to move the
front portion only.

110 Conceptual Cost Estimates
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moving

$60,000.00 (cost based on move to Pennington Lot)
(additional costs possible depending upon locations other
than Pennington)
Site Prep for new site
$75,000.00 (can vary widely depending upon location)
(grading, removal of trees, excavation for foundation)
A&E Fees
$24,000.00
Civil Engineering for new site
$12,000.00 (preparation of site plan)
Utility Disconnections
$5,000.00
Demolition of One Story Addition
$15,000.00
New Foundation
$15,000.00 (depending upon location)
New Mechanical System
$15,000.00
Structural Support work required for move
$10,000.00
Replacement of any damaged interior finishes $20,000.00 (allowance)
Repaint/replace rotted exterior wood
$8,000.00
Permits and Approvals
$20,000.00 (conceptual cost)
Utility Connections at new site
$50,000.00
SUBTOTAL
15% CONTOINGENCY
TOTAL

$329,000.00
$50,000.00 (rounded)
$379,000.00
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112 Edwards Ferry Road, circa 1820
Construction Type

Original one story brick bearing walls, 3 wyeths thick; rest of the structure is wood frame. Original House was one
story ,two rooms with “el” added at a later date. 2 story wood frame porch is recent addition to meet code
requirements.
New Materials
Added to the Building:
Original Materials:

1854 Footprint

Windows, siding, gable vents, shutters, doors, door frames, cornice trim, rear porch,
roof, rear concrete slab,
Gable windows original, most of brick original, window frames, water table, first and
second floor

1878 Footprint

2013 Footprint
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Structural Suitability for Relocation or Dismantling
Building 112 is a two-story L shaped wood framed structure. The front portion of the house is approximately 32
feet wide by 18 feet long with brick at the lowest level and a wood framed second story and roof. The 32’x15’
two-story rear wing is entirely wood framed and, like the other structures, has little to no clearance between
grade and the wood framing bearing on the foundation. There would likely be some structural repair necessary at
these locations. The remainder of the structure appeared to be in good condition. Excavation would be required
to install supporting structural elements under the existing framing to execute the move.

Moving
112 Edwards Ferry Road will be the most difficult to relocate. The rear portion will have to be demolished and the
structure has very limited crawl space. This will require three to four feet of excavation and side walk will have to
be removed to allow excavation on street side.

112 Conceptual Cost Estimates
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Moving

$125,000.00 (based on move to Pennington Lot)
(additional costs possible depending upon locations other
than Pennington)
Site Prep for new site
$75,000.00 (can vary widely depending upon location)
(Grading, removal of trees, excavation for foundation)
A&E Fees
$24,000.00
Civil Engineering for new site
$12,000.00 (preperation of site plan)
Utility Disconnections
$5,000.00
Excavation for move
$10,000.00
Demolition of Addition
$15,000.00
New Foundation$15,000.00 (depending upon location)
New Mechanical System
$15,000.00
Structural support work required for move
$18,000.00
Replacement of any damaged interior finishes $20,000.00
Repaint/replace rotted exterior wood
$8,000.00
Permits and Approvals
$20,000.00 (conceptual cost)
Utility Connections at new site
$50,000.00
SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
TOTAL

$412,000.00
$62,000.00 (rounded)
$474,000.00
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Notes regarding information presented above
•
•
•

•
•

Structural information provided by Ellinwood and Macado structural engineers, who investigated the
structures.
Movability information provided by Expert Construction Company, structure movers, who investigated
the structures for possible relocation.
Costing information provided by several sources and is a conceptual estimate based upon current
knowledge. Further investigation will be necessary and a final location identified to prepare more
detailed costing.
Exact condition structures are taken to after move can greatly impact finish costs.
Extent of relocation of overhead utilities will depend upon final location.
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February 27, 2015
Mr. Tom Scofield
Town of Leesburg, Department of Planning and Zoning
25 West Market Street
Leesburg, VA 20176
Re: Applications TLHP-2014-0115, TLHP-2014-0116, TLHP-2014-0117, TLHP-2014-0118
Dear Mr. Scofield:
In advance of the March 2nd work session with the Board of Architectural Review, we wish to respond to
the questions which arose at the February 18th BAR meeting and in correspondence since received.
1. Provide a response to the BAR proposal of removing non-historic and later historic additions
from the rear of the four historic buildings to create a greater separation between the New
District Courthouse and the historic buildings for purposes of fire safety and security as an
alternative to demolition. This proposal also includes moving 110 Edwards Ferry Road closer to
the street. The information provided to date does not directly address the technical feasibility
of reusing and rehabilitating the four buildings in place. Please be aware that the technical
feasibility of rehabilitation and reuse of the buildings in place is one of the factors that the BAR
is to consider during review of demolition requests as outlined on page 117 of the Old & Historic
District Design Guidelines even if it is not your preferred alternative or priority.
Response:
At the January 21st meeting of the Board of Supervisors, DTCI was directed to “to complete an
evaluation of the existing buildings located at 106, 108, 110, and 112 Edwards Ferry Road to
determine their construction type and structural suitability for relocation or dismantling and
include an estimate of the cost thereof for each building if they are deemed suitable for
relocation dismantling.” This study is complete and on the agenda for the March 4th Board of
Supervisor’s meeting and will be made available to The Town of Leesburg Planner and Board of
Architectural Review members on February 27th.
At this time, DTCI staff has not been directly authorized to further analyze moving or relocating
non-historic and later historic additions from the rear of the four historic buildings to create a
greater separation between the New District Courthouse and the historic buildings for
purposes of fire safety and security as an alternative to demolition. The information contained
in the March 4th Board of Supervisors staff report, does provide additional background relative
to the components of the existing structure and County staff will ask the Board of Supervisors
on March 4th, if they would consider additional analysis of the non-historic and later historic
additions of the existing structures. The County staff and consultant team would be happy to
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discuss alternatives with the BAR at the March 2nd meeting so this information can be
conveyed to the Board of Supervisors at their March 4th meeting.
2. In regard to the discussion about the proposed security perimeter around the New District
Courthouse, the BAR has requested an answer to the following question: Is it in the interest of
the County and/or are there any plans to acquire additional properties immediately adjacent to
the existing and proposed courthouse buildings for the purposes of establishing and/or
maintaining the preferred 100 foot security perimeter?
Response: The County has no currently planned effort to purchase any structures that fall
within the 100 foot security perimeter of the proposed courthouse or within the National
Historic Register District. Security standards recognize that many existing Courthouses are in
historic districts or in urban environments where the recommended stand-offs need to be
supplemented with other means of providing security. These measures include bollards spaced
along vehicular routes, depressions in the grade, ballistic glazing and exterior envelope
hardening to minimize bullet and explosive threats and structural design measures to minimize
building or structural collapse. If requested, representatives from the Sheriff’s Office would be
available to discuss in detail the need for stringent security measures to keep the building and
occupant’s safe from threats.
3. Request from the BAR: Please confirm when the structures were acquired by the County and
what their intended purpose was at the time of acquisition.
Response: The structures were acquired by the County in 1980 and have primarily been used
for court related support functions and as a mental health group home. The buildings were not
purchased exclusively for the Courts. Currently 106 and 112 Edwards Ferry Road buildings are
vacant. 108 Edwards Ferry Road is used by Loudoun Museum for artifact storage and 110
Edwards Ferry Road is used by the Commonwealth Attorney. All 4 structures are in need of
upgrades to their foundations. We have employed a house moving consultant to review the 4
buildings for the possibility of relocation. He reviewed their structural and envelope condition
and in the crawl spaces he was able to access, he identified that they all of the require
foundation repairs. Most of the damage he observed was sill rot and because of the wood rot,
the floor joists may now be sitting on the stone foundations, which may be causing further
structural damage.
To configure a residential structure to commercial/office use is problematic. The current
Edwards Ferry road buildings were built in an era where rooms were sized for a population that
did not require the expansive rooms we require today. To convert a bedroom, that was built in
1890, to an office is difficult as desks, chairs, storage cabinets, and working area have grown in
size and number which cannot be accommodated by the smaller room size. Many of these
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rooms were sized according to its particular use and consequently they are small with many of
the enclosing walls being load bearing, which prevents increasing the floor plate to support a
larger office function. In programming for users/groups, it is the desire of office management
to keep their team in one location. Again, the square feet of the houses are so limited, that not
one of the Edwards Ferry Road buildings can support any department scheduled to move into
the new Courthouse. Lastly, the technology and air/temperature conditioning requirements
would require a total interior demolition (down to the studs and floor framing) to
accommodate these systems. Lastly, please refer to Letter for General Services, dated February
9th 2015, which was provided to Town of Leesburg staff in the February 18th BAR packet.
Additional questions and comments which were noted during the February 18th BAR presentation are
presented below. Though some of these questions may be premature for this application, they are still
relevant and will be addressed in a more detailed manner in subsequent BAR presentations and design
meetings. They are;
4.

Existing Retaining Wall. You have requested further investigation of the existing retaining wall at
the edge of the existing courts parking lot. We have asked our Historic Consultant, Milner and
Associates, to investigate the wall that may have been part of the Jail. This information will be
forwarded as soon as it is complete.

5.

Impact on 114 Edwards Ferry Road. The impact of the new Courthouse on this property will be
minimal. This structure is 4” from the property line of the Church Street Lot owned by the
County and it may be possible that its foundation actually extends beyond its property line into
and under our lot. There will be a required buffer zone of vegetation between the county
owned property and 114 Edwards Ferry Road. All efforts will be made to protect this adjacent
property during the construction of the new courthouse.

6.

The 1998 Master Plan. This study has been raised at several meetings by the Board of
Architectural Review and requires us to provide additional clarification. This plan/study was
developed 17 years ago and simply does not reflect the overall growth and development of the
courts. The 1998 Master Plan does not reflect the program required by the current Courts users.
The programming, which has occurred the last year, determined that 92,000 gross square foot is
required for the courthouse to house the courts departments so they may function effectively.

7.

The Slack Family. We have taken notice and understand the importance of the Slack Family to
the Town of Leesburg. Our team is currently developing several design ideas which will
commemorate this family on the site which we would like to discuss in more detail in future BAR
presentations and meetings. One of these ideas is working with the Town of Leesburg in
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8.

developing a commemorative footprint of the structures on the “Front Lawn” of the courthouse
and creating an interpretive exhibit in the lobby of the courthouse.

We have thoroughly reviewed the Town of Leesburg’s “Old and Historic Design Guidelines” and our
Certificate of Appropriateness application, submitted November 17th 2014, contained all required
information. We have made every effort to provide the information you have required at every step in
the process. Our first presentation to you on December 15, 2014 we discussed items to be presented at
the January 7th meeting, which the County could not meet because of time constraints and was later
scheduled for February 2nd, which included;
• Review of property status and contributing status
• Scheduling the BAR site visits
• Discussion on condition, integrity, and adaptive re-use potential for historic buildings
• Discussion on the New District Courthouse siting, appearance, construction staging and
associated storm water infrastructure.
DTCI staff arranged for site visits for members of the Town of Leesburg, as well as the BAR members,
and these visits were completed as requested on January 14th and 16th.
Before our second meeting on February 2nd , DTCI staff discussed with Town of Leesburg staff what
information would be best to present that would assist both Town of Leesburg and the BAR members in
their decision making process. We built our presentation around that information. We presented and
unfortunately, a portion of the slide that contained the plan, which was keyed to all our talking points,
was missing. The issue regarding the slide became mute as the presentation was interrupted and we
were not allowed to finish. This presentation included a discussion on the project scope, COA
Applications, a statement that we are not contesting that the buildings are historic, Virginia Courthouse
design, as well as our current Board of Supervisors endorsed design; Concept 5D.
At the February 18th meeting we were allowed to present our information which contained our talking
points from the February 2nd meeting with additional information describing numerous site constraints.
This presentation contained detailed site information and discussed all issues that affect the placement
of the courthouse on the Church Street site. This presentation was supplemented with 8 attachments in
the hope that they would provide insight into our design and planning process. From the response of the
BAR members at the conclusion of our presentation, it appeared to us that the complexity of issues
facing us, was in part, conveyed.
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It is our desire to move forward in this process, with you contributing to the design in any manner that
you feel comfortable, so that we can arrive at a solution that represents all of our interests.
Please do not hesitate to call me if you have any questions about what we have submitted.
Sincerely,

Marlene Walli Shade AIA
Associate Principal
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