The Reguler Meeting of December 5, 1973 of the Board of Zoning
Appeals was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding,
Preasent: Danlel Smith, Chaivman; Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman;
George Barnes; Charles”Runyon;-'Mr; Baker was abgent,

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - W. B. JEPSON, applicaticn under Sectlon 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit enclosure of
carport and acreenini of porch closer to front property line than allowed by
Ordinance (33.7 feet), 6320 Beachway Drive, 61-1({11))l04k, Mason District (Rr-17),
(15,259 square feet), V-216-73

Mr, Willjem B, Jepson represented himgelf before the Board,

Rotices to property owners were in order, The contigucus owners were William ¥. Leamy,
6322 Beachway Drive and E, C. Heffern, 3310 Patrick Henry Drive.

Mr, Jepaon stated that the princlipal reason they need this variance 1s because they need
more space and to build elsewhere on the lot presents problems because of the slope coming
down from the hillaside and the heavy flow of water down that aslope. This house is 15
yeara old and they settled on the house in May of thim year, This sddition 1s for their
own uee and not for resale purpofes.

Mr, Runyon atated that this is an irregular shaped lot.
Mr, Jepson stated that they put in a "U" shaped driveway because it would be safer.
Mr. Smith stated that this plat should show all existing driveways.

Mr. Jepscn stated that the driveway was completed after the application for the varlance
was gubmitied.

Mr. Runyon stated that he had seen the driveway and it swings arcund the yard. It should
show on the plats in order to show that there ls off-street parking.

Mrs, Jepson stated that the driveway will hold about 8 cars.
There was8 no op'pos:l.tiun to this' appllcation.
Mr, Kelley asked the type of material that they plan to use,

Mr, Jepson stated that they plan to use the same type as 1s in the existing dwelllng,
a combination of brick and frame, They plan to put in a number of windows o that 1t
will still have a porch effect.

Mr, Smith stated that the Board would need new plats showing the driveway:entrance and exit,
He stated that they would have to get an engineer to go in and draw new plats and 1t will
have to be certified. There will not be another public hearing. They can submlt the

new plate to Mr, Covington showlng the entrance and exit of the driveway. He wlll check
them to see that they are proper.

Mr. Runyon stated that they might be able to get it dome today and if they can, the Board
cean pass on it today.

Mr. Bernes moved that the case be deferred for decision only until such time as they can
get correcied plans,

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

/

10:20 - PINEWOOD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION AND P.,D. STATIORS, INC., spplication under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to permit swimming pool, 60815 Newington Boad,
99-4( (1) )part parcel 20 & 21, Lee District, (RT-10), (2.5535 wcres), proposed
Pinewood Station Subdivision of Townhouses, S5-217-73

Mr, Ken Sandsrs, 10560 Main Street, Pairfax, Virginis, represented the spplicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order, The contiguous owners were George W. Cook, 6509
Fewington Road and Mr. Nelson, 8416 Telegreph Road.
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PINEHOOD DEVELOPMENT CORP (comtinued)

Mr, Sanders stated that they have the engineer present should the Board have queations of
him and alsc Mr, Fitzgerald from the Pinewood Development Corporation.

My, Gerald Fltzgerald, 1301§e Court, Palrfax, Virginla, spcke before the Board, He
stated that this pool will/ ﬁﬁ over 300 dwelling unita, They intend to have 150. femily:
memberships in this particular pool, Every famlly by virtus of the fact that they live

in this development, will beccme sn autometic member of the pool, This.pocl will eventually
be deeded to the Pinewood Station Homeowners Assoclation. It hes not yet been formed.

Nr, Smith stated that, when they do mske the change, they will have to come back to the Board.
Mr. Runyon asked if this corporation is now on record, the homacwmers aasociaﬁion.

Mr. Sanders stated that 1t is not. He stated that the site plan has not been approved and
will not be spproved wntil the Speclal Use Permlit is granted for this pool. He stated that
he doubted 1f they would l.et them take the plat to record until they get a.ll these lovse
ends tied up.

Mr. Monacc, partner in the engineer:l.ng and consultlng firm that prepsred the pla.t.a,
10410 Main Street, spoke before the Board. He stated that the pool site contains 2,.5535
acres of land, There are 13 parking spaces., Thla pool is just & small portion of the
development. It 1s In the southwest guadrant of the developmant, They plen to use
mesonry amd brick veneer on et least three sides, The architecture and materials will
blend with the development around the pecli: They do not plan to put an architectural
facade to the back as it faces the Long Branch Streem and flood plain area. There are
no houses back there.

Mr, Runyon stated that he felt brick on three sides would be sufficlent, or‘three
architectural fronts, just in case they might decide to use something other than brick,

The Board then dlacussed- the parkisg at length.

Mr, Buhyon stated that this pool would not be allowed to have swim meets because they were
not furnishing enough parking to accomodate these awim meets. -

There wa# no opposition to this spplication.

In application No. 5-217=73, application by P. D. Station, Inc. (Pinewood
Development Corporatlon) under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit swimming pool, on property located at 6815 Newington Road, Lee
District, also known as tax map 99-4((1))part parcel 26 & 21, COunty of
Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resolutlon

WHEREAS, the capticned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December, 1873.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zening Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the awner of the subject property is P. D. $tation, Inc.
2, That the present zoning is RT-10..

3. That the area of the lot is 2.5535 acres.

4, That compliance with all'Couht§ and State Codes is required.
5. That site plan approval is requlred '

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
clu31ons of law:
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1. That the applicapt has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Seection 30-7.1.1 of the Zening Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans-
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construc-
tion or operaticn has started or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownershlp, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or fencing.

4, This granting dces not censtitute exemption from the various requive-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE. PERMIT SHALL NOT
BE VALTD UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertalnlng to the grantlng of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place &long with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of family memberships shall be 150.
7. The hours of operation shall be from 10:00 a.m. until 9:00 p.m.

8. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 13, and racks to accommo
date 75 bicycles. All parking connected with the use shall be on-site.

9. All loudspeakers, noise and/or lights shall be directed to the pool
site.

16. Any after hour party(s) will require a written permit from the
Zoning Administrator and such permits to be limited to 3 per year.

11. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be provided to the
satisfaction of the Director of County Development.

12. No swim meets shall be allowed until such time as additional
parking has been provided.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The moticn passed 4 to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent.

V. Fitzgerald questioned the No. 2 of the Resolution. He stated that it now
takes about one year to get a site plan approved in the County. This one
year condition will really restrict and rush them.

Mr. Smith stated that prior to the end of the year, they could ask for anocas
extension of six months prior to the end of the vear if they still have not
begun construction because of some problem. This is the only extension that
can be granted by the Board under their By-Laws. He stated that perhaps by
then they would have formed the homeowners association.. He stated that there
is no way to change this condition and grant a further extension unless there
is some unusual situation.

44
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10:40 - SHELL OIL CQMPANY, application under Section 30-7,2.10.2.1 of Crdinance to permit
the conatruction of a 9 x 26 additlon to the rear of existing statlon, 2524 Chaln
Bridge Road, 38-3((1))hsA, (.56 mcres), Centreville District (C-N), V-218-73

Mr, O'Neal, representive of Shell 0il Ccmpany, testified before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order, The conbtiguous owners were Unlted Savings and
Loen Company, 3121 Lee Highwey, Arlington, Virginia and Burroughs Agency 8ervice, 1015
Elm Street, Manchester, New Humpshire,

Mr. Smith atated that the notice in the Agends puts thie case under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance.

The (lerk stated that the spplicant had inadvertently filed this application wsing a
variance form which glves Section 30-6.6. The typist copied that' and no cne caught the
error until it was toolate to change the Agenda, The Agenda had already gome to print,

Mr. Funyor moved that tihds sypolicetion be amended to come under Section 30-7.2.10.2.1 of
the Ordinance that permits gasoline atations in e C3N zone withe Special Use Permit.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the moticn passed L to 0.

Mr. O'Nesl stated that this addition wlll be used a# a storage room. The original station
was built in 1968. The style of the addition will be in conformity with the existing
station, The roof line will match and the comstruction will be of mesonry block. The
existing statlon is of a ranch atyle, The addition will be used to allow the dealer to
store hia inveatory items, materials and parta, This gervice station does e light
automobile repair buslness, changes tires, changes oil, etc, There will be no expansion
of the businesa. This 1s not a cowpsny cperated station, 1% 1g lessed to & desler. They
plan to continue this type of bHusiness arrangemsnt.

There was no opposition to this epplication.

In application §-218-73, application by Shell 0il Company, under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit the construction of an
addition to the rear of the station, on property located at 2524 Chain
Bridge Road, Centreville Distriet, also known as tax map 38-3((1l))u5-A,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loecal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Beard of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December, 1973.

Appeals
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning/has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Charles M. & Doris B.
Neviaser.

2. That the present zoning is C-N.

3. That the area of the lot is 20,585 square feet.

4, That the station is presently operating under Special Use Permit
5-556-67, granted March 28, 1967.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with the Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as
contained in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans-
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construc-
tion or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,

po9
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changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or fencing.

4, This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND
THE LIXE THRQUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT
SHALL NQT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential
Use Permit on the preoperty of the use and be made available to all
Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation-of
the permitted use.

6. Architectural detail to conform to that of the existing building.

7. All other requirements of therexisting Special Use Permit shall

apply.
8. There shall be no storage, rental, sales or leasing of automobiles,
trucks, recreational equipment or trailers on the premises.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion pagsed 4 to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.

//

11:00 ~ SANDRA R, WARD, application under Sectlon 30-7.2.8.1.2 of Ordinance to permit
riding school -- renewal of Special Use Permit, 6718 Clifton Rosd, 753({1)}15, 15¢C
and 6, Centreville Dimtrict (RE-1), (117,817 acres), 8-219-T3

Hearing began at 11:15 A.M.

Mrs, Sandys Ward, 6718 Clifton Road, Clifton, Virginia, represented herself before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order, The contiguous owners were Cerald C. Hennesy,
6811 Whiterock Road, Clifton, Virginie and Erdman Wieland, 13216 Compton Read,

Mrs. Ward steted that she owne the eight acres of land that i1s shown on the plats, but
ghe leases the 110 acres of lend shown on the plats. -Thgre 1s s copy of the lease
agresment in the file,
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Mr. Smith stated that the Staff Report gives Routh Robbina as the owner of the aight acres,

Mrs, Ward stated that her husband and she did own the elght acres, but they signed it over
to her mother in & divorce agreement. BShe does not have a lease from her mether, she
stated, but she could get 1%,

Mr, Smith stated that the Board would have to have it before they could act on this case,

Mr. Baxnes movad that the hesring continue and the declsion dbe deferred until the lsase
could be obtalned, Mr. Kelley secomded the motion and the motion passed unanimously,

Mrs, Ward stated that she has 28 horses on the property, some of which she owns and some
are boarders, She stated that ghe begins teaching at 9:45 AM, and continues until dark,
gpout 9:00 P,M. Ghe transports no children to and from the property.

Mr. Barnes stated that he made an unexpected visit to the property last Saturday and it
was in very good ahape and he wasg very impressed, He stated that helooked at the horses
and the entire operation was nicely done. The atallas were cleen. ' He stated that he felt
Mra. Ward was doing & good Job. :

Mrs. Ward stated that she had put in the widening of the road as the Board hed requesated.
She also had obtained her Hon-Residential Use Permit.

Mrs. Mary Jo Gibson, 6812 Whitsrock Road, southwest of thls property, spoke in favor of the
application. She steted that she has two children who take lesscns here. Mra, Ward glves

" 80 many children a chance to ride and get outside, she stated, She feels Mrs, Ward's

Speclal Use Permit should be extended. There are other property owners nearby that are
fully in favor of the achool. This school creates no problems,

Sandra Adams spoke in fevor of the school, She stated that she has known Mrs, Ward for
20 years and she teaches for her on weekends, She stated that she ia very lmpressed with
the quality of instruction thet Mre. Ward demsnds. There is no natlonal rating for
riding schools to assess an instructor, therefore, 1t takes scmeone knowledgesble

in this field to do & good Job/

There was no opposition to this application,

Mr. Barnes moved that this be deferred for descision only until the applicant submits a
lense between she and her mother.

Mr, Bunyon seconded the motion end the motion passed unanimously.

Later in the day, Mrs. Ward appeered before the Board with the new lease between she and
her mothex.

In application No. S8-219-73, application by Sandra R. Ward, under Section
30~7.2.8.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit riding school, renewal of
Special Use Permit, on property located at 6718 Clifton Road, Centreville
District, alsc known as tax map 75({(1))15,15C & 6, County of Falrfax, Mr.
Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolu-
tion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements ¢f all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, follow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the’ property, letters to contlguous and hearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December, 1373.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Routh Robbins and Clifton
Investment Properties.

2. That the present zoning is RE-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 117.817 acres.

4. That the applicant was operating under Special Use Permit S-16B- =70,
granted October 13, 1970.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following con-
clusions of law:

1, That the applicant has presented testlmony indicating compllance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1, This appreoval is granted to the applieant only and is not trans-
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not‘transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by acticn of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submltted with this appllcatlon. Any additional structures ¢f any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownershlp, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and ’
changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
ments of this ¢ounty. The applicant shall be himself responsible for ful-
filling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT
BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resclution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POGSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. Hours of operation shall be from 9:00 a.m. until 9:00 p.m.

7. This permit shall run until December 31, 1974 with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to extend the permlt for four (4) one-

year periods upon presentation of a lease on the 110 acres 30 days
prior to the December 31 expiration date each year.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.
The motion passed % to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.

H
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11:40 - ROBERT F, SCHOULTZ, applicstion under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit
enclosure of carport closer to slde property line then allowed by Ordinance,
10314 Mountington Court, 27-2((4))13, (21,469 square feet) Tamarack Village,
Centreville District (RE-1C), V-223-T3

Mr, Robert Schoultz represented himself before the Board,

Notices to property ownera were in order. The contlguous owners were Mr. DuBell, 10311
Mountington Court and Hubert Beaty, 10316 Mountington Court,

Mr. Schoultz stated that he had owned the property since November and moved in in April,
1973, He stated that he needs a 3 foot verience from the minimum side yard requirement.
There 4s s total side yard of 37 feet and the requitement is 40 feet,

Mr, Runyon asked if all the Jota were like his and if they mre, this is & genersl condition
in the neighborhood.

Mr. Schoultz stated that it 1s the only hou® on that side of the street that has a carport.
Throughout the development, there are only 2 or 3 carports. He stated that he believed
this Board granted one variance in that development not too long ago.

Mr. Schoultz steted that there is a very asteep slope in the back that prevents him fram
uging that area. He stated that he would use similar materials to enclose the carport
that is used on the house. He stated that the DuBell's who live next door sre in favor
of thia enclosure.

Mr, Runyon stated that thls is a narrow lot that develops in a cluster subdiviaion of this
type.

Mr, Schoultz stated thet they also heve o severe drainsgs problem.

In application No., V-223-73, application by Robert F. Schoultz, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of carport
closer to side property line than allowed by Ordinance, on preoperty
located at 10314 Mountington Court, also known as tax map 27-2((4))13,
Centreville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 5th day of December, 1973; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Robert F. § Rosemary P.
Schoultz.

2. That the present zoning is RE-1 cluster.

3. That 'the area of the lot is 21,469 square feet.

4. That the request is for a minimum variance of 3 feet from
the minimum requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusiens of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following
physical conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would regult in practical difficulty or unnecessary
hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved:

{a) exceptionally narrow lot
(b) exceptional topeographic problems of the land.

00%
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same
land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construc-
tion has started or unless reénewed by action of this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in propesed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by this Board does not constitute exemption frem the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation ot obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4 to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.

i

12:00 - JOSEPH AND MAUDE SHOLTIS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of Ordinance to
permit continuance of antique shop with use of assessory bullding behind house,
9625 Braddock Read, 69-1({1))26, (54,473 square feet), Springfield District
{RE-1), Little Vienna Estates Subdivision, V-233-73 ,

Hearing begen at 12:10 P.M,

Mr. Doug Adems, T250 Maple Place, Annandsle, Virginia, attorney for the applicant, téstlfied
before the Board. ‘ .

Notices to property owners were in order, The contigucus owners were Clarence Jenklns,
96l Braddock Road and Henry D, Adams, 4733 Powell Road,

Mr. Adams stated that Mr, and Mrs. Sholtis obteined a Special Use Permit to operate an
antique shop in 1969, but the spplicant was issued a viclation notice by one of the

Zoning Inspectors, Mr. Koneczny, becsuse they had erected a 4%0' x 80' metal building
without prior approval from the Beard of Zoning Appesls and becguse Mr, Xoneezny felt they,
did not operate by appointment only, Mr, Sholtls did have a bullding permlt, The originel
permlt was for an addition to the house, but they found they could not build that so they
came back to the County for the addition in the rear, The bullding permit, & copy of which
i8 in the file, states that it is for "extend eddition". He state@ that they do not know
why it says that, but the purpose of the building 1s for a storage shed and recreation
Ares. .

Mr. Smith stated that the plat shows the sddition connected %o the house and it does not
say snything asbout a separate building on the application. Mr. Bmith stated thet this
addition is just drawn in by someone and is not certified,

Mr. Covington stated thet it does not have to be certified for a building permit,
Mr., Smith asked why they were permitted any additlon without first coming back to the Boa.rﬁ.

Mr. Adams stated that they got a bullding permit for a builéling for recreatlon purposes
the seme a8 anyone could.

Mr, Smith stated that if the land was under a Speclal Use Permit, they would have to come

back to this Board. He asked Mr. Covington if he would grant the building permit based on

the gtatement that it was for recreatlonal purposes,
.. appllcation for a bullding permit

Mr. Covington stated that he doesn't remember this/personally, He stated that the Inspector

gave him & violation because he isn’t using tils bullding for recreational uses in total,

he ie also using it for storage of antiques.
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Mr, Adams stated that they got permission from thls Board for s shop in the basement and
they have a alde entrance to that shop. They do not use the front entrance to the house
for this antique shop. Mre. Sholtis was under the impression that it would be all right
to open this shop when scmecne came to the house when she felt llke seeing customers. Her
health iz not very good and when she ia feeling bed, she just doesn't snawer the door. She
locks it and puts up a sign that says she 1a ¢losed for busineas, She doesn't operste

ull day every day. Becauwse of topography reasons, they could not put the addition onto
the house. The reascn they need space for recreation equipment is because Mrs. Sholtia

can ride a bike on a cement floor but not on the outaide pavement. She has had polio in
the right leg and must use this type of exercise equipment,

Mr, Adems then showed geveral slides of the butler type Puilding from several angles
around the nelghborhood.

Mrs, Sholtis spoke before the Board. In answer to Mr. Smith's question, she steted that
she sells only what 14 clessifled as antiques, Bhe does not #ell used furniture, The
age of the pleces vary, but moat are fram the twm of the century, early 1900's,

Mr, Sholtis came before the Board and stated that he made the peopls he talked with in the
County fully aware of what his plans were for this building. There was no problem at that
time.

Mr. Smith then read the Resclution granting this antique shop which stated:

"In the application of Joseph and Maude Sholtis, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7
of the Ordinance, to permlt cperation of antique shop in home, 9625 Braddeck Road| -
Springrield Diatrict, My, Swith moved that the application be approved as applied for
with the following cenditlems =- this is for home occupatlon only, granted to the
owner occupant only; and wlll be by appolntment only, between hours of 9 a.m. to

8 p.m., and all other proviaions of the Ordinance pertai.ning to this epplication

ghell be met. Seconded Mr. Yeatmen. Carried unanimously,”

Mr, Kelley stated that he feela this is a commercial busineas.

Mr. Smlth stated that it was his understanding that they were going to look for a
comnercial location after Mr., Sholtis retlred.

Mr. Sholtis stated that he will retire next November. He stated that he has been locking
for another location, but has been uneble to find a suitable one.

Mr. Adems began to speak as to what the nelghbor wanted with regard to screening, but Mr.
Smith stated that 1f the nelghbors were present, he would rather they would spesk,

Mr. Adems stated that his client is willing to abide by the Board's request emi by the
neighbors request that there be no commerclsl outside activities and no screening.

Mr. David Boyd, attormey representing the adjoining property owmers, business address:

10533 Main Street, Falrfax, Virginia, spoke before the Board. He stated that his cllents
have had no ohjection with the operetion of this buslness over the yesrs, They also have

no objection to the resscnable use of the building that is in the rear of Mr. Sholtis's -
house, as long a8 1t 18 not used for storage of materials that will be shown to customers

of theirs, Mr. Adems has expressed thelr feelings that there would be no business conducted
out of that building and this is their mein concern. They also can see no Ybeneflt to
putting screening in there at the present time, The situation might change in the future,
but at the present time they do not want the screening.

Mr. Smith etated that if they do store the antiques out there, there is no. way the Board
can control whether or not they take customers out there. They can tell them not to,
but that does not mean they won't,

Mr. Boyd stated that they are sssuming in egreeing to this storage of antiques in that shed
thet they will comply with the agreement and restrictions granting them permission to keep
the shed. It is based on that assumption that he has mede thiz statement, If this was
going to be for the expansion of the business, they would object to it, The bullding is
there whether the neighbors like it or not.

Mr. Smith stated thet the Board has never allowed a bullding such as this to be used in
connection with & home oceupation. This ia a rather large bullding.
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Page 11
December 5, 1973
SHOLTIS, {continuad)

Mr. Adems stated thet he had not intended to ask for a deferrment, but he would like to
write out the restrictions that these people have agreed upon. He stated that there is
a Petition in the file from geveral of the neighbors who spprove this operation that they
have been running for four years.

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be deferred for Mr. Adems to submit this Agreement between
the 5holtis aend the next door nelghbors at the request of the spplicanta.

Mr, Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0, Mr. Baker was absent.
§Hee.ring ended at 1:15 P.M,)

12:20 - JONATHAN L. & SHARON H. WILKIN, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordipance to
permit construction of carport 8' from side property line than allowed by Ord,
10006 Murnane Street, (21,800 square feet), 37-3((915)68, Centreville District
(RE-1), Little Vienna Estates Subdivision, V-233-T3

Hearing began at 1:00> P.N.

Mr, Wilkins represented himaelf before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order, The contiguous cwners were Mr. and Mrs, C, H,
Sparks, 10004 Murnane Street and Mr. and Mrs. Frederick Powell, 10008 Murnane Street,
Vienna, Virginia,

Mr. Wilkins stated he would like to put on a carpgrt” within 8 feet of the side property
line. The property is long and narrow and could not be condtructed elsewhere on the

property.

He ststed that both he and his wife are traumatic quadripleglcs, confined to wheelchalrs,
They live alone and they both have cars. There is & single car garage attached to this
house, but it ls totally useless to either of them for parking, becsuse there 1s no angle
at which the car can be parked and allow the driver to get his door fully open, get his
wheelcheir out, get into his wheelchalr, and exit the garage. The garage ie not wide
enough. The wheelchair bound driwer requires a parking space at least 12 feet wide; two
people in wheelchairs entering the seme car simulteneously require a sSpace 16 feet wide.
He stated that they are building these carports for a different ressfon than wost people
nave for building a carport. This is primarily for he and hie wife's protectlon in
getting in and out of the car, not for the car's protection. They will use similer
materials and deslgn as that of the house. They plan to continue to reeide at thia
location and this is for thelr use and not for resale purposes,

Mr, Covington stated that this is & substanderd lot.

Mrs. Benson, 2300 Murnane Street, testified in support of the application, 8She atated
that she lives diegonally across the street. She stated that she works with Mr, and
Mra, Wilkin and is aware of the fact that they need space to get in and out of their
cars. She stated that Mrs. Wilkin works at the Georgetown Hogpital as a rehabilitation
counsellor, therefore, she also needs a car for transportation.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-233-73, application by Jonathan L. & Sharon H, Wilkin,
under Section 30-5.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of

carport 8! from side property line, on property located at 10006 Murnane Streef

Centreville Distriet, also known as tax map 37-3((9))68&, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runycn moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the feollow-
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting ot the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro=-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day of December, 1973; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
£fact:

11
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Page 12
JONATHAN L. & SHARON H. WILKIN {(continued)
December 5, 1973

1. That the owner of the subject property is Jonathan L. § Sharon H.
Wilkin. i

2. That the present zoning is RE-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 21,800 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
clusxons of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict -interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land/and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptlonally narrow lot,
(b) exceptional ~ topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the sub]ect appllcatlon be and the same
is hereby granted with the follow1ng limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the logation and specific structures
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other dtructures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire cone year from this date unless constriuction
has started or unless renewed by agtion of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architectural detail shall conform to the existing building.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action

by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, residential use permit and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed & to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent.

/7

2:00 P.M. - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Ordinance to permit change in configura-
tioh and size of wading pool and relecate the proposed
intermediate pool (SiU,P. granted for wading pool and inter-
mediate pool on 5-9-73), 1814 Great Falls Street, 40-1 and
40-2((1))1 ¢ 2, Dranesv111e District, R-12.5, (7.19102'acres),
$-241-73, OTH.

Mr. Démpfel, 6845 Blue Star Drive, MclLean, virginia,-member of the Beard
of Directors, represented the applicant.

Notices.to property owners Were in order. The contiguous owners were
R. W. Moore, 1823 Baldwin Drive and Warren Taylor 1827 ,Susquehannock
Drive, McLean.

Mr. Dempfel stated that they came before the Board earlier this vear and
asked that they be allowed to enlarge the baby pool, but they did not put
the dimensions on that pool that they wanted to build. This application
is to allow them to construct the baby pool that is indicated on the plat.
The only difference in the plats is that the intermediate pool has been
moved a little closer to the interior of the property and the baby pool
has been changed from pound to rectangular. The existing baby pool must
come out. The bath house is now existing and will remain the same. There
are no other changes to be made on the property. They now have one indoor
pool and an outdoor pool, and tennis courts. The lights that were approved
for the tennis courts have been installed, but VEPCO has not connected
them up as yet.

There was no opposition te this applicaticn.
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Page 13
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC. (continued)
December 5, 1973

In application No. 8-241-73, application by Tuckahoe Recreation Club, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit change in
configuration and size of wading pool and relocate the propesed intermediate
pool, on property located at 1814 Great Falls Street, Dranesville District,
alsc known as tax map 40~1 and 40-2((1))}1 6 2, County of Fairfax, Mr.

Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclu-
tion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in acecordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 5th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Tuckahoe Recreation Club,
Inc.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5

3. That the area of the lot is 7.191€¢2 acres.

4. That site plan approval is required.

5. That the applicant is presently operating under Special Use Permit
5-72-73, which was granted July 13, 1973.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zoning Appeals has reached the following cons
clusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hepeby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not trans-
ferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location indi-
cated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction

or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to

date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exempticn from the various require-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for ful-
filling his obligation TO CBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECTAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT
BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resclution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuoug place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. All conditions of the existing 8pecial Use Permit shall remain in
force.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4% to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.

/
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Page 14
M.C.I. TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION
December 5, 1973

2:20 P.M. - MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORPORATION, application under Seétion
30-7.2.2 of the Ordinance to permit erection of a tower for
micro-wave communications, Winfield Farm, off Rt. 29, between
Camp Washington and Centreville, 55-4{(1l)})Parcel 24, Springfield
District, RE-1, (Deferred from 10-23-723 for Planning Commission
to hear on November 29, 13973 - for decision only).

Mr. Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, spoke before the Board. He stated that
last Wednesday night, the Planning Commission heard this application under
Section 456 of the State Code which is a requirement for a public facility.
The results of that hearing were that the Planning Commission voted to deny
this facility to be put on the public facility.map. Therefore, this appears
to be a mute question before this Board. The applicants do have a ten-day
period in which to appeal their case to the Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Knowlton suggested to the Board that they might want to defer this
application indefinitely until they see whether or not the case will be
appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

Mpr. Smith agreed that this would be a good idea. He stated that they could
defer for 60 days, but they could not defer indefinitely.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the problem is that to appear before the Board
of Supervisors will take several months to be scheduled.

Mr. Smith stated that he hoped that it wculd nct take that long. The
Courts take a dim view of deferral over 60 days.

Mr.smith »ead the memorandum from the Planning Commission te the County
Executive which stated:

"The Fairfax County Planning Commission, on November 29, 1973, under
provisions of Section 15-1.456 of the Ceode of Virginia, by a vote of 5-1v
(with one abstention and twe absenteeisms) denied the above subject request
of MCI Teleccommunicaticns Corp. in the Springfield District.

The Commission felt that in view of the Planning factors that relate to
Section 15+1-456 of the Code of Virginia, that this application did not
meet those factors necessary for approval under that Section; therefore,
the application was denied. (Verbatim comments of the Commissioners after
the closure of the public hearing are in the file.)"

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Knowlton what the basic reasons were for this denial.
Mr. Knowlton stated that he did not recall the basic details.

Mr. Kelley moved to defer this case for 60 days for decision only to allow
the applicant to appeal the decision of the Planning Commission to the
Board of Supervisors, if the applicant so desires. If the applicant requests
after the ten-day appeal period that the Board of Zoning Appeals make a
decision, the Board will do so at the following meeting.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed % to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent.

I

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

KENA TEMPLE, 9001 Arlington Blwvd., $-108-73, Granted June 27, 1973.

The staff brought this case back before the Board as the applicants had
submitted plans to the S8ite Plan office that were not the same as those
that had been approved by the Beard of Zoning Appeals.

Mr. Xnowlton read the changes that Mr. Garman from the $ite Plan office
had noted:
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Page 15
KENA TEMPLE (continued)
December 5, 1973

The 5taff brought this back to the Board because Item No. 3 in the Resolu-
tion granting this Special Use Permit stated "Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these uses
require a Special Use Permit, shall be cause for this permit tc be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs or changes
in screening or fencing."

Mp.

is unable to continue review of the subject site plan until re-evaluated
by the Beoard of Zoning Appeals.

The Board reviewed the'plats and discussed the changes and their decision
was that Kena Temple would have to come back in with a new application and
revised plats and there would have to be a new hearing on this application.

Mr.

minor changes than to rehash the entire thing every time. Any PDH that
the Board of Supervisors approves there is an allowance for certain engin-
eering c¢hanges. The Staff checks them off. He stated that this Board

is wasting a lot of people's time by having to go through the entire thing
every time there is a small engineering change. The Beard should have
more flexibility as a body.

Mr.

Use Permit. This is not & development plan. Under a Special Use Permit,
this Board has to be specific. If we go back to the County Code, he stated,
you have to be specific as to the location of the building, the size, etc.

Mr,

different from the plans submitted to this Board.

Mr.

Mr.

the use has been approved by this Board.

Mr.

Staff would prefer an easier way to accomplish this. He stated that he is
not locking for shortcuts, per se&, just a method by which these minor
changes can be made without wasting a lot of everyone's time. This Board
is becoming heavy loaded with items such as this. . The Site Plan office
has gone over these plats and enumerated the changes, all of which are
very minor. The use is actually going to be smaller, a smaller building,
and the pool has been eliminated. There is nothing on these plats that
would change the general concept.

the plat approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals indicates a pool site;
none is shown on the site plan.

the approved plat indicates parking, west of the proposed building, as
92' from the existing Route 50 service drive; scaled on the site plan,
this distance is £5".

the parking configuration eastward to the proposed building differs.
the Board of Zoning Appeals' minutes reflect 567 parking spaces; the
Site Plan claims 4673 100 less than presented. (Board checked the
minutes and indicated that there was a typographical error - they moved
that the minutes be changed to reflect 467 parking spaces).

the plat submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals indicates two entrances
to the existing Route 50 seprvice drive - the site plan shows only one.
p§rking adjacent and northward to existing building differs in configurad
tion.

the site plan indicates a part l-story - part two-story proposed build-
ing. " Mr. Peele told the Board of Zoning Appeals that the building
would be two-story.

Mr. Smith stated (6-27-73) that the pool would have to be fenced. No
pool exists on site plan to be fenced.

building on site plan is smaller than the one presented to the Board
of Zoning Appeals.

Garman in his memorandum noting these changes, stated that their office

Runyon stated that there has to be an easier way to aceccomplish these

Smith stated that this is a use on residential property under a Special

$mith stated that the plans for this building and the parking are

Kelley stated that he wanted to have correct plans.

Runyon stated that they will not start processing a site plan until

Runyon stated that the reason he is discussing this is he feels the

O15
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KENA TEMPLE (continued)
December 5, 1973

Mr. Smith stated that these plats are not what the Board approved at the
public hearing. The citizens heard this Board approve the location of the
parklng as being according to the plats, the location of the bulldlng and
the size and design of the building as being acecording to the plans in

the file. Should the Board change any of this at other than a public hear-
ing, the citizens would have grounds for complaints. He stated that this
has been a policy of the Board, to approve according to plats and any
changes would have to come back to the Board.

Mr. Runyon moved to accept these plats as substitute plats in this partiocu-
lar application of Kena Temple and they should be noted as proper plans.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Messrs. Runyon and Barnes voted Aye and Messrs. Smith and Kelley voted Nay.
Therefore, the motion failed., The decision was to submit new plats with a
new appllcatlon and come back to this Board at a public hearing. The Board
agreed to give the applicants an out-of-turn hearing for the 9th of January,
1974, if they get their application in immediately with the new feei.

Mr. Peele asked if this Site Plan would be accepted as proper for the new
application.

Mr. Runyon stated that this Board only needs the Slte Plan portion of the
plans.

/
Mr. Runyon moved that the minutes for October 31, 1973, be approved.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker
was absent.

1/

Mr. Covington brought up a question for the Board regarding the fencing at
Riverside Gardens Community Swimming Pool. They have erected a barbed wire
fence arcund the top of the chain link fence and this has caused some
citizen complaints. This goes around the pool and tennis courts, also.

It is in keeping with the new ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors
to erect a non-climbable fence around a swimming pool.-

The Board members agreed that this is a good concept and this fence should
remain.

/!

By Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

APPROVED January 16, 1974

“Date

INA



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was Held
On Wednesday, December 12, 1973, in the Board Room of the
Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; Loy P. () I V?
Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; and Charles Runyon.

Mr. Joseph Baker was absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - DEEPWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.J
of the Ordinance to permit recreation center (swimming pool and tennis
facility) with 349 family memberships, 11906 Triple Crown Reoad (pool)
and north of Glade Dr. on south fork of Snakeden Branch (tennis courtsfp,
26-3((1))17 (pool) and 26-1((5))(E) part of H (tennis courts), Centre-
ville Distriet, RE-0.5 and RM-2, (95,379 square feet total), Deepwood
Subdivision, 5-225-73.

Mr. Kamster, architect for the Asscciation, represented the Association beforén
the Board. He is with the firm of Kamster & Dickerson, Architects, 1608
Washington Plaza, Reston, Virginia.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Walter
McDonough, 2441 Alsop Court, Reston, Virginia, and Murray Durst, 11904 Triple
Crown Road, Reston, Virginia.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to clear up the ownership of the land.
The Staff peports indicate that the land records show the owner of the land
as the Henry Development Company as owning the site where the pool is to be
located.

Mr. Kamster stated that they have a letter from that Company indicating that
they will turn the property over to the Homeowners Association. This wilil be
done immediately. He submitted the letter of agreement. This is part of the
open space that is required to be turned over to the Homeowner's Association.

Mr. Kamster asked Mr. Wyant to present the technical details to the Board.

Mr. Dorman Wyant, 2435 Alsop Court, architect with the firm of Kamster and
Dickersen, spoke before the Board. He stated that he is also one of the
contiguous property owners. This development consists of 349 units of which
343 are townhouses and 6 are single family homes. The farthest distance
from any of the homes, via the walkway, is 1,335 feet, approximately one-third
of a mile, about 10 minutes walking time.

Mr. Smith stated that this parking is one of the major concerns of the Board.
He stated that they would not be allowed tc hold swim meets since they are
not providing adequate parking.

Mr. Wyant stated that the Homeowner's Association realizes this. This will
be strictly a community use facility. These homes are all basically owned
by the Homeowners. When one purchases a house there, they automatically
become members of the pocl.

Mr. Barnes and Mr. Kelley alsc expressed their concern about the lack of
adequate parking.

Mr. Smith stated that they would not be able to use this emergency entrance
for parking, nor for a drop-off area as it will have to be kept free for
emergency vehicles.

Mr. Smith stated that he notices they have a building called "future meeting
room" on the plats. .

Mr. Wyant stated that they do not intend to enter this future meeting room

at this time as a part of this application. It is shown because the Home-
owner's Association requested that they plan so that,in the future, this could
be constructed, so they located it on the site in relation to the other
buildings.

Mr. Smith stated that, since the dimensions of .that building are not shown,
they would have to come back with a new application before construction
of that building. He asked what type of lights they plan tec use.

Mr. Wvant stated that they probably will be coin operated lights approximately
15 feet high.
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DEEPWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION {continued}
December 12, 1973

Mr. Kamster stated that they have situated the courts in an area that is
surrounded by trees in the back of the property. Originally, the developer
had proposed to put the tennis courts near the pool, but there was not
encugh room, but they wanted to move the courts to an area that would create
less impact on any of the homeowners.

Mr. Kamster stated that they do not plan to serve any food on the premises.

The material used for the construction of the bath house will be compatible

with the adjoining residential area and it is their intent to use a combina-
tion of brick and wood siding with wood shingles.

Mr. Barnes stated that he is more concernmed about the faet that this pool
provides no parking.

Mr. Smith stated that if they do not walk to this pool and are parking in
the streets, the Board could revoke their Special Use Permit.

Mr. Wyant stated that they had a Homeowners meeting last night and discussed
this. They have investigated this and have found that their Association

can enforce this"no parking"requirement for the ppol and would keep people
from driving their cars to the pool and parking them in front of someowne's
house. .They can have them towed away if they do not abide by these rules.

Mr. Kelley stated that the problem is, even though the Board has the right
to revoke the permit after it is granted, if they are. not living up to their
conditions, the County has to go to Court and defend the Board when right

up here at this meeting, the applicants state that they will meet these
conditions. We hope they do.

Mr. John R. Kelly, from the George Mason University, spoke in favor of the
application and stated that he has ‘done pesearch to show that this type of
recreation is good for the community and families.

Mr. Dirst, 11804 Triple Crown Road, spoke in opposition. He stated that he
is a contiguous property owner and he is surrounded by the recreation area.
He stated that he really did not want to speak in oppositicn against the
concept of the pool, but he has been aware of the pocl location since he
purchased the property. Hig concern is that this public facility will
encroach on his privacy. This walkway system which has been proposed
creates a bike thoroughfare in lieu of normal roads in order to use this
facility. That thoroughfare not only is immediately abutting his home to
the right, but also te the rear; therefore, he is completely surrounded.

He asked for some ceonsideration in planning to protect his privacy and the
privacy of those property owners whose property is similar to his and would
also be affected. He suggested a landscaping treatment and fencing. He
also asked about the enforcement of the "no parking" for this pool, since
his home is the one that would be affected, if the neighbers choose not te
abide by this requirement.

Mr. Smith stated that the Use Permit would be granted based on the fact that
the applicants have stated that there would be no parking for the pool and
all residents would walk. If they do not abide by this, they would be in
viglation of their Special Use Permit and it would be revoked and they could
no longer operate.

The applicants then spoke in rebuttal stating that they would be happy to
landscape to prevent the neighbors privacy from being invaded.

Mr. Wyant stated that they would accept that the line as indicated on the plan
surrounding the pool property and adjacent to these neighbors would be land-
scaped with evergreens to block out the view and help to give a line to the
property, so there would be no trespassing on their property by pool members.
They agreed that it is a good idea.

Mr. Smith then asked that they confirm that they are agreeing to fellow the
suggestion of Mr. Dirst to screen on the property those areas that are con-
tiguous to his property and the people that are affected.

Mr. Wyant stated that they most definitely were agreeing to this.

o1y
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THE DEEPWO0OOD HOMEOWNERS ASSCCIATION (continued)
December 12, 1973

In application No. S8-225-73, application by the Deepwood Homeowners Associa~
tion, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit recreation
center, swimming pool and tennis facility, on property located at 11906 Triple
Crown Rd., alsc known as tax map 26-3({1))}17 & 26-1({5))(E)pt. of H, Centre-
ville Dlstrlct County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zonlng
Appeals adeopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Beard of Zoning Appeals held on the
12th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Henry Development Co., Inc.
{pool site) and Deepwood Homeowners Asscciation (tennis site).

2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5 and RM-2,.

3. That the area of the lot is 95,379 square feet.

4. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

5. That site plan approval is required.

B That both pool and tennis are designed as "walk-to" facilities.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion?
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30~7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations: o

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without fupther action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses requir{
a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this
Board. These changee include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership,
changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the variocus require-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his:obligation T0 OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTAELISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Depariments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. That the maximum number of family memberships shall be 349. A maximum
of 196 persons to be allowed in the peool at any given time.

7. That the hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 9:00 p.m. Any affer
hour party(s) will require a written permit from the Zoning Administrator and
such permits shall be limited to six per year.

8. That the minimum number of parking spaces for autos shall be 4, with
racks. for bicycle parking provided at the pool site for 100 bicycles and
racks for 20 bicycles at the tennis site. No on-site parking for the pocol
or tennis facility will be allowed as this is strictly a walk-to pool as
agreed to by the applicants.

9. All lights shall be directed ontc site and confined theretc, including
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THE DEEPWOOD HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION {(continued)
December 12, 1973

noise from the public address systems.

10. Ne swim meets and/or tennis matches with outside clubs shall be held
at said sites.

11. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction
of the Director of County Develepment with special emphasis being given to
adjacent and/or contiguous property owners, as agreed to by applicant.

Mr. Barnes secconded the motion.

After the motion, Mr. Runyon asked that there be added to the Resclution
something to put special emphasis on screening and fencing around this
property. It might help if special emphasis is given to require the appli-
cants to line the property aleng the immediately adijacent residential pro-
perty as outlined in the discussion with evergreens as agreed to by the
applicants.

Mr. Kelley accepted this condition to the Resoclution.
Mr. Barnes accepted this condition.

Mr. Smith stated that he would point out that if this becomes a problem

and it is not working satisfactorily, the neighbors have the right to bring
this back to the Board. We are trying not to overlook the neighbors in any
way . .

The motion passed & to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.
/7

10:20 - JOHN E. WILSON, HARMONY PLACE TRAILER $SALES, application under Bection
30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ordinance to permit purchase and resale of mobile
homes, travel trailers, truck campers and truck caps, 7201 Richmend
Highway, 92~u4{(1)}part of 82 (1.825 acres), Mt. Vernon District, C-G,
5-228-73.

Mr. Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicant,1represented him before the
Board. ’

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Wills &
Van Metre, 1200 Prince Street, Alexandria, and Cherry Arms Partnership, 7131
Richmond Highway, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Fagelson stated that this is not an incorporated business. It is owned
and operated by one jndividual.

Mr. Fagelson submitted a new lease which was ruled in order by the Chairman.

Mr. Fagelson stated the Mr., Wilson had been cccupying this land for some time
by agreement with the owner and is not paying rent at this time; until he
receives this Special YUse Permit. He formerly operated Harmony Place Frailer
Sales in Groveton, but he was forced out of that business because of the
condemnation of the frontage of that property. There is a small frame build-
ing on this property that they plan to use as an office for the traller sales,

This particular area-has been used by several people mostly for storage of
trailers for people who.are waiting to get into the trailer park or out of
the park. They will be selling and. displaying traillers, but mostly to people
who are:already occupying the trailer park or plan to go in. He will sell
new trailers, or take old ones and offer them for sale. He previously opera-
ted the Harmony Trailer Sales Office at 8818 Richmond Highway, but if this
permit is granted, this will be the only location that he will have. -

There was no opposition to this application.

In gpplication No. $-226-73, application by John E. Wilson, Harmony Place
Trailer Sales, under Section 30-7.2.10.5.% of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
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JOHN E. WILSON, HARMONY PLACE TRAILER SALES (continued)
December 12, 1973

sale of mobile homes, travel trailers, truck campers and truck caps, on
property located at 7201 Richmond Highway, Mount Vermon District, also known
as tax map 92-4({(1l))part of 82, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHERFEAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contigucus and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a publie hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 12th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Beoard of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject preperty is Robert L, Kirby, Trustee.
2. That the present zoning is C-G.

3. That the area of the lot is 2,025 acres.

4. Trt site plan approval is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fellowing conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applieant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further actbn of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable tobther land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unlese operation has
started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additicnal uses, whether or not these additicnal uses
require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated
by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of
ownership,changes of the operator, changes in signs ard changes in. screening
or fencing.

4, This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THRQUGH

THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNTI{

THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of cperation of the permitted use.

6. Hours of operation shall be from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday, 8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Saturday and 10:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.
Sunday .

7. 38 vehicles permitted on-site.

8. Existing structure to meet County Building Code.

9. This permit shall run for 3 years with the Zoning Administrator being
empowered to extend the permit for three, ¢ne-year terms upon presentation
of a proper lease 30 days prior to expiration.

My. Kelley seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4% to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.
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ANNE SYKES CAVINESS
December 12, 1973

10:40 - ANNE SYKES CAVINESS, appliecation under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance to permit day care center, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., for 30
children, 6415 Kings Highway, (6% ,000 square feet), 83-3 ((5))(3)
part of 1,2,3, § 4, lee District, R-17, 5-227-73.

Hearing began at 11:30 a.m.

Mr. Royce Spence, 3i1 Park Avenue, Falls Church, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented her before the Board. Notices to property owners were
in order. .

The contiguous owners were T. J. Abernathy, 6400 Pickett Street, David
Corwell, 6422 Pickett Street, John Quensenberry, 6421 5. Kings Highway,
Alexandria, Virginia.

Mr. Spence stated that this property is under a contingency contract, a copy
of which has been submitted for the file. Mrs. Caviness wishes to have 30
children from 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. At the present time, she has three chil-
dren in her home. Pricr to that she was employed in Mrs. Augustine's Day
Care Center for one year, after that time she began her own school with ten
children until she was informed that this was a violation to the Zoning Ordi-
nance. BShe then reduced the number to three to conform to the ordinance and
made application for a Special Use Permit. There was gquite a bit of opposi-
tion to that and she and her husband felt it was not the best site because

of the opposition, therefore, she withdrew the application. She began look-
ing for another site and found this parcel on South Kirgs Highway. It is

an "L" shaped parcel and fronts on both South Kings Highway and Pickett Street
Cn Pickett Street there is a small residence that is rented out to some other
people at the present time and they hope to continue tc rent this house.
Although it is on the same property as the house they hope to use as the
school, it is separate and apart from the school as the Board can see from
the plats. The Health Department has been out and investigated the house and
grounds and find it acceptable for thirty children. There is sufficient play
area ag is shown on the plats. They propose to have three employees at the
maximum stage of the school. They have looked this area aver quite well .

and feel there is a demand for a school of this type. They will start with
ten students and they had no difficulty finding ten students. There are

some apartments that are very close and there are several schools in the
area, but they have found that none of these schools are taking additional
students. There are 1.4 acres and the driveway is off of South Kings Highway.
There is a turn-around area already there. It is their intent to not make
Parcel 5 as part of the application.

Mr. Smith stated that if their intent is not to use Parcel 5 for the school,
they should not have included it on the plats. The Board will need new plats
showing the exact portion of the land that will be used for the school and
the acreage of that parcel of land to be used for the school. This acreage
includes both parcels of land.

Mr. Spence stated that the Caviness's intend to live in the main house.

Mr. Smith stated that if they intend to delete Parcel 5, they would have to
go through subdivision control. He stated that they would have to have new
plats. . .

Mr. Spence asked to be allowed to finish his testimony and alse let the
neighbors who are present testify so they would net have to come back again.

Mr. Barnes agreed that this was a good idea. Mr. Kelley so moved, Mr.
Barnes seconddd.the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Spence stated that they can comply with the Staff's recommendation that
they use appropriate plantings and screenings along the property line adja-
cent to the houses that abut this property.

The play area will be fenced with a 4' chain link fence. There is a pool in
the rear of the home and at the present time it is fenced only 3/4% of the way
around it. They will fence that pool to comply with the new ordinance regard-

ing fencing for swimming pools with a 6' chain link fence. ~Under the ordinancg

they have 4 years to complete that fencing, but they plan to do it immediately
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ANNE SYKES CAVINESS (continued)
December 12, 1973

Traffic will move off of Scuth Kings Highway into the driveway, let the chil-
dren off and continue out again on South Kings Highway. There will be no
entrance or exit to this school from Pickett Street.

The Staff has recommended that they dedicate 45 feet from the centerline of
South Kings Highway. They have no objection to this. Also they are not
including the property that fronts Pickett Street with the application;
therefore, they do not wish to dedicate at that location as the staff reques-
ted.

Mr. Runyon stated that Pickett Street is already 5o feet wide.

Mr. Spence stated that they do not feel this school will change the character
of the neighborhood. This is in c¢lose proximity to the Route 1 area which

is commercial in character and there are some Special Permit uses located

in the residential area nearby.

Fr. Sm%th stated that he questioned whether or not the land area after Par-
cel 5 is removed would conform to the new ordinance relating to private
schools and day care centers.

Mr. William Lukens, 6434 Pickett Street, spoke in opposition to the appli=-
cation. He stated that he shares a 200-foot boundary with this property.

He submitted a petition against this application to the Board. He stated

that they consider this a commercial-~interprise, not a public service.

He stated that there is also an apartment over the garage.

Mr. Smith stated that there could be no other use of any of the property
except the house of the operator.

Mr. Lukens stated that they feel a commercial venture would be a detriment

to the property values. There would be 30-children playing outside their
windows which will make it difficult to sell should anyone wish to. They

also feel that the entrance and exit on South Kings Highway is dangerous.
Traffic on that road is extremely heavy. The only safe entrance would be from
Pickett Street.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant proposes to delete the property that
faces Pickett Street.

Mr. Lukens stated that Pickett Street is a small residential street and so is
Franklin Street. This property is in the triangle between these two streets
and South Kings Highway. They also would like to know what their liability
is should one of the children climb the fence into their yard.

David Crowell, 5422 Pickett Street, Lot 4, behind the main house where the
school would be, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that

the plat shows an existing fence to the rear of the Lots 5, 4, 3, and 2,

but there is no fence existing across those lots at all any more. It existed
4 years ago. It has been down at least 2 years.

Mr. Smith stated that the fence certainly should not be shown on the plats
if it is not existing.

Mr. Crowell stated that his driveway runs right into the middle of that
driveway.

This is the subject of a court suit at the present time. Mp. Truit filed a
suit against him and he has filed an answer and counter-sued in June.

Mprs. Margaret Lukens, 6434 Pickett Street, submitted pictures to the Board
showing different areas of the subject property. She also spoke in opposition
to the application.

Mr. Kenneth Abernathy, 6400 Pickett Street, Lot 1, spoke in opposition to the
application, giving the same peints that Mr. Lukens has raised as being
reasons for his objection.

Mrs. McCormick, 6416 Pickett Street, Lot 3, spoke in opposition. She'stated
that she has a 200 pound dog and she feels this will cause problems with
the children being across the fence. She also complained about the drainage
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ANNE SYKES CAVINESS (continued)
December 12, 1973

from that property that is very bad when the owners drain their pool each
year.,

Mr. Spence then spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that he did
not know of a single case where property values had diminished because of a
use of this type. The ordinance requires a 4-foot fence around the play
area and there will be three adults supervisingthe children. Not all of the
children will be outside at any one time; therefore, he sees no problem with
this. The site Qistance on South Kingse Highway is very good and he stated
that he knew of no severe traffie hazard at that location. As to the noise
of the children, he stated that he felt that the noise of children at play
is sweet to the ear.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until January 9, 1974% for proper
and correct plats and to give the Beard an opportunity to view the property.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.
/7

11:20 - STEVEN S. FAHAR, application under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to
permit construction of ghrage within 6.9'. of gide property line (5.1
variance), 6107 Marilyn Dr., (11,200 square feet), Bi-3((l4))4l, Lee
District, Maple Grove Estates, R-12.5, V-228-73.

Hearing began at 12:15 P.M.
Mr. Fahar represented himself before the Board.
Notices to prdperty owners were in order.

Mr. Fahar stated that his entire back yard slopes and takes whatever water
there is down to the woode to the north of them. It would be impessible to
build back there. The offset of the property does not permit any type of.
construction to the other side of the property. They checked the original
construction permit and were told that the location of the house was entirely
different from how it actually was constructed. The only area where they
could construct a garage would be where they have proposed it on the plats
that are before the Board, to the right of the house. There is a stair-well
there which must be enclosed because storm water runs down there. He stated
that he has to get out and urplug the sterm sewer, He submitted photographs
of this stair-well. Because of that water problem in the stair well, he
finds that he must go from 12' to 1B' garage width.

Mr. Smith asked if there were houses in the area that alsc have this problem.

Mr. Fahar stated that there are houses in the area that have garages and
carports, but none of them have this stair-well that causes the water problem
that he has.

Mr. Smith inquired about the frame shed that is shown on the plat to be only
2.7 feet from the side property line. He asked if it was on the property
when he purchased it.

Mr. Fahar stated that is was on the property when he purchased it.

Mr. Smith stated that the file réflects that the contiguous property owner
has nc objection.to this variance.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No..V-228-73, application by Steven 5. Fahar, under Section
30=<6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit constructicn of garage within 6.9'
of side property line {5.1' variance), on property located at 5107 Marilyn
Drive, Lee District, also known as tax map B1-3((14))41, County of Falrfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the followlng reso-
lution:
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STEVEN S. FAHAR (continued)
December 12, 1973

WHEREAS, the capticned application has been properly filed In accordance with
the requirements of all appllicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of themoperty, letters te contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a publlc hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 12th day of December, 1973; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property 13 Steven 5. Fahar.
2. That the present zohing 1s R-12.5
3. That the area of the lot 1s 11,200 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
slons of- law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physlcal
conditions exlst which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved:

{(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land
{b} unusual placement of the house on the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application be and the same
13 hereby granted with the following limitatlons:

1, This approval 1a granted for the locatlon and the specifle structure
indicated in the plats indluded with the application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thls date unless constructlon
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira
tion.

3. The architectural detall of the additilon shall confdrm to that of th
existing dwelling. '

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constltute exemption from the varicus requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself respongible for fulfillilng his
obligation to obtain building permits, certlificates of cccupancy and the lilke
through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlion.
The motion passed 4 to O.

Mr. Baker was absent.

174

11:40 - TRUSTEES OF KINGS HIGHWAY BAPTIST CHURCH, application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance to permit construction of Church for
Sunday services and other religlous activitles,6860 S. Kings Highway,
92-1({1))parcel 16 and 164, (1.98786 acres), Lee Distriet, RE-1,
8-229-73. : :

Hearing began at 12:30 P.M.

Mr. John Aylor, #4017 Chaln Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant (property
owners) testlfied before the Board representing the applicant.

Notices.to property owners were in order. The contlguous property owners wer
Fairfax County Park Authorilty and Douglas S. Mackall, Trustee, 4031 Chain
Bridge Road, Falrfax. : o

Mr. Aylor stated that this property was acqulred 1ln two parcels. The first
plece was in-the name of Grace Baptist Church, but that name was changed by
Judge Millsap and it 1s now known as the Kings Highway Baptist Church. The
Staff report which states that the property is owned by Grace Baptlst Church
and Virginia Home [oan 18 no longer correct, The size of the parcel 1s 1.98
of land. They propose t¢ use this building for rellglous purposes. The seat
ing capacity 18 310 which will require 62 parking spaces which they have
shown on the plats submitted with this appiication. The landscaplng willl be
as shown on the plan submltted. There wlll be no outslide lighting. The
service will be held at 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m. and 12300 noon on Sunday
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TRUSTEES OF KINGS HIGHWAY BAPTIST CHURCH {continued)
December 12, 1973

morning and there wlll be a prayer meeting at 7:30 p.m. on Wednesday. This
will be a two=story brick bullding. The congregation 1s now meeting in the
Mark Twain Intermediate School and formerly down in another school. Thelr
membership 1a 180 at the present time. The church will go along with the
request for dediecatlon made by the Staff.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. 8-229-73, application by Trustees of Kings Highway Baptist
Church, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoping Ordinance, to permit con-
struction of church for Sunday services and o%her reflglous activitles, on.
property located at 6860 5. Kings Highway, also known as tax map $2-1((1))
parcel 16 & 16A, Lee Digtrict, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclutlon:

WHEREAS, the captioned appiicatlon has been properly flled 1in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance
with the by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, follewing proper notice to the public by advertisement in & local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a publlc hearing by the Board of Zonlng Appeals held on

the 12th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applilecant.

That the present zonlng 1s RE-1.

That the area of the lot is 1.98786 meres.

That site plan approval is prequlred.

That compliance with all County Codes 1s required.

. That the property 1= subject tc pro rata share for off-site dralnage.

o

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conelu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indlcating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R DPistilcts as contalned in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the feollowing limitations:

I. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further aetion of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and 1s not transferable to otherland.

2. This permit shall explre one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by actlon of thls Board pbrior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses 1lndicated on plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use or additional uses, whether or not these additlonal uses
require a use permlt, shall be cause for thighse permit to be re—-evaluated
by this Board. These changes 1nclude, but are not limited to, changes of
ownership, changes of the operator, changes 1ln signs, and changes 1n screen-
ing or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the varlious require-
ments of thisgounty. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling hls obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. .

5. The resolution pertalning to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicucus place along with the Nen-Residential Use
Permlt on the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departiments
of the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of operatlon of the permitted use.

6. The building 1s proposed to accommodate 310 people.

7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 62.

8. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director of County Development.
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TRUSTEES OF KINGS HIGHWAY BAPTIST CHURCH (continued)
December 12, 1973

9. Owner to dedlcate or provide easement to 30' from the centerline of
the existing right-of-way along S. Kings Highway for the full frontage of
the preperty for future road widening.

Mr. Barnes secohded the motion.
The motion passed 4 to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent.

The hearing ended at 12:35 P.M..

Mr. Smith stated that, 1f they have to move the building back because of the
dedication, the Board will allow it. They would not have to come back, Just
submit new plats. '

4

12:00 - MRS. JANE A. ROGERS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Ordinance, to permit ilncreased enrollment to 130 children from 25
children, 1426 crowell Road, 18-2{((3))4, (6.4 acres), Dranesville
District, RE-2, 3-230-73.

Hearing began at 12:40 P.M.

Mr. Rogers appeared before the Board to represent his wife, He gave his
address as 1426 Crowell Road, the residence of he and Mrs, Rogers.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contlguous owners were Cameron
1422 Crowell Road and Bowdeln College, Lot 5.

Mr. Rogers stated that they now have a permlt for 41 chlldren.

Mr. Smith stated that they did not have a permit for %1 ohildren. They only
ean have 25. .

Mr. Rogers stated that they would like to have 130 students. They propose
to bulld a new building whieh they would place in the rear of thelr present
residence. This new bullding would be & rambler type and could be converted
into a residence at some time in the future, gshould they everdecide:x to
retire. : : :

Mr. Smith stated that they had recelved some communlcation from the Health
Department whilch stated that they could only have 117 students. Therefore,
the Board would have to limit the number to 117, also.

Mr. Rogers disagreed with the Health Department memorandum. They continued
to discuss this at some length. Mr. Smith stated that he felt they would
need some clarifiecation from the Health Department on this.

Mr. Rogers stated that the ages of the children would be from ¥ to 8 and
they would operate from 9:00 a.m. until 2:30 p.m. If they run an afterncon
kindergarten, they would operate until %:30 p.m. They are now transporting
their children to and from school., They: do have the proper color and
lighting for the busses. ’

Mr. Robert M. Penn, 1427 Crowell Road, directly across the. street from the
subject property, spoke in opposition to the application. He stated that
he is representing himself and. many. other resldents of the lmmediate area
surrounding this‘ property. He stated that their neighborhood 1s situated

on a dead-end réad. He stated that the desire of all the heighborhood 1is
expressed in the Petitlon which he would submlt to the Board. It is signed
by 55 persons.

Mr. Smith accepted thia Petition for the record and read it into the record.
Mr. Penn stated that some of”the reasonS'why'they oppose this expansion is

because of traffic, parking and safety and they also feel thls expanslon woul
change. the character of the neighborhood. There are ne chlldren who clearly
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MRS. JANE A. ROGERS (continued)
December 12, 1973

attend the school from thls neighborhood. There are several other kinder-
garten type schools within a few miles. The applicant also has suitable
property 1n the general area on which to build their achool and they have
stated their intent to do so if this is denled. It 1s diffiecult to oppose
them, he stated, as they have been nelghbors for ten years. However, these
neighbora have made the difflcult declslon to oppoge this application.

Bosley Crowther, 140B Crowell Road, spoke in opposition. He stated that he
appeared before this Board at the origlnal hearing for the 25 students and
said that they were not happy with the property, but they did not actually
oppose 1t as 1t involved a small number of children and 1t would not cause

a great change in the character of the neighborhood if there were some
restrictions on the slgn and the parking so:arranged so as not to be visible
from the other residences. This 13 a very very rural residentlal neighbor-
hood. 'They have received all sorts of assurances that this was all they
intended to do. They have said that they only wanted to run a 1little school.
They have run 1t one and one-half years and now 1t 1s expanded to the third
grade and they want to add another bulldling. They wlll have to substantially
improve their sanitary facilities in order to accommodate thls many c<hilldren.

Mr., Smith stated that 1t looked as though all of the nelighbors contiguous
and nearby to this property dc oppese this expansion.

Mr. Rogers asked 1f a representative from the Bowdoin College signed the
Petition.

Mr. Smith stated that they are an absentee landowner.

Mr. Rogers spoke in rebuttal to the oppeosaltion. He stated that i1t 1is not
true that if this 1s turned down, they are.goling to bulild elsewhere. They
have concern for these lltfle childreh and they feel these chlldren are -
being beneflitted by thils achool and are belng brought up in a Christian
atmosphere. This 1s their motto. It 18 also not that this bullding could
never be converted 1nto a residence agalin. He subml® that it will not change
from a residential neighborhood, and they will maintaln the residential
character of the neighborhood. The communlty hardly knows they are there
and they will try to keep 1t that way. - S

Mr. Kelley stated that thls scheol 18 on a local thoroughfare.and under the
Zoning Ordinance, he did not belleve this would be allowed. He stated that
he made the Resolution granting the origlnal permit a2nd he agreed with the
people who are here because at that timethey did not have any ldea of
planning thia and he stated that he does not think thils 15 a neighborhood.
type of operation. - If they are geing into an operatlon of this slze and
nature, they should find a place -thls 1s more. accessable and 1s on a major
road. This is not the type road thls slize schocl should be on.

Mr. Rogers stated that if the Board would read the Zonlng Ordinance, 75 1s
permitted on a loeal thoroughfare and thls 1s called a General Guldeline.
This local thoroughfare is 1,000 feet from a collector road and having
read this ordinance they feel it would be better on thls type road at this
particular location.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Board has the Zoning Ordinance to live with and
the Board 1s obligated to take this into consideration. He stated that
personally he felft that this many students iz too many for a residential
grea of this. type.

Mr. Barnes stated that he agreed wlth Mr. Kelley on this. He stated that
1f he remembered correctly, it was stated at that hearing that there would
not be any expansion of this school. He stated that he felt this was too
big an operation for a residential neighborhood of this type.

Mr. Smith stated that, as to the land area involved, it 18 a large beautiful
area with a beautiful home on it, but to put a-commercial type bullding

to the rear of 1t and with the road sltuation, 1t seems that these are
substantial factors the Board will have to take into c¢onslderation.

Mr. Rogers stated that the bullding 1s not a commercial type bullding. It
will be convertible into a home. If and when they leave and sell their
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MRS. JANE A. ROGERS (continued)
December 12, 1973

facility, they intend to divide their property and sell the house in the
back and change that house into a rambler or split-level and sell 1t separa-
tely from thelr home.

Mr. Smith asked if they own other land in the area.

Mr. Rogers stated that they do own some land on Latterback Road, about 9§
acres.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt what they plan to do with the property at
some time in the distant future 1s lrrelevant to thls case.

Mr. Runyon atated that in this application 1t has been pointed cut that the
site 1s supposed to be served by an adequate thoroughfare which it 1s not and
also 1t 1s not supposed to overly impact the area in which i1t 1s placed. It
has been polnted out from the comments that have been made that this ls not
the case. .

In application No. S-230~73, appllcation by Mrs. Jane A. Rogers, under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, %o permlt inereased enroll-
ment to 130 children from 25 children, on property located at 1426 Crowell
Road, Dranesville Distriet, alao known as tax map 18-2((3))4, County of
Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
1ng resolution

WHEREAS, . the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all appllecable State and County Codes and 1n
accordance with the by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public by advertlsement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to.contlguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 12th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the-subject propert} 15 Ross F. & Jane 4. Rogers.
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-2
3. That the area of the lot 1is 6. 4 acres.
H. That site plan approval 1s required.

"That. therapplicant 1s presently operating under Special Use Permit
S’239 71, granted January 18, 1972 -

AND WHEREAS the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following coneclil-
sions of" law:

1. That the applicant has not presénted.testimony indicatiﬁg compliénce
wilth Standards for Speclal Use Permit Uses in R Distrlcts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOwW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded thé motion. .' 2
The motlon passed 4 to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent.

The hearing ended at 1:15 P.M.

Mr. Smith.left the meeting.

4
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DEFERRED ITEMS
December ]2, 1973

Began at 1:20 P.M.

W. B. Jepson, V-216-~73, appllcation under Section 30-6.6-of the @rdinance to
permlt enclosure of carport and screening of porch closer to front. property

line than allowed by Ordinance (33.7 feet), 6320 Beachway Drive, 61-1({11))

1044, Mason Distriet, R-17 (15,259 square feet}.

Deferred from December 5, 1973 for proper plats and decision only.

Revised corrected plats had been submlitted-showlng the exact loecation of
the clrcular drive on the subJect property. .

In application No. V-216-73, application by W. B. Jepson, under Sectlon 30-6.§
of the Zonlng Ordinance, to permit enclosure of carport and screenlng of
porch closer to front property line than allowed by Ordinance, on property
located at 6320 Beachway Drive, Mason District, also known as tax-map
61-1((11})1044, County of Fairfax, Mr. Barnes moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the followlng resclution:

WHEREAS, the captloned appllcation has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Falrfax County-Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiec by advertisement In a local
hewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby proc-
perty owners, and a publle hearling by the Board .of Zoning Appeals held an

030

the 5th: day of December,.1973 and deferred for corrected plats and decision only

until the 12th day of December, 1973, and
WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has made the following flndings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property is William B. & Catherine A.
Jepaon. : - . - : :
2. That the present zonling 1s R-17.
3. That the area of the lot 1s 15,259 square feet.
4. That the property is subject to pro rata share for off«site drainage
5 That the request is for a minimum variance of 11.3 feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following econclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following phyaical
condltions exist which under a striet interpretation of the:Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved:

{(a) exceptional topographle problems of the land
(b) wunusual location of existing buildings

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application be and the same’
is hereby granted with the followlng limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the lccation and the speclflc structure
or structures lndicated in the plats included with this application only, and
i3 not transferable to other land or to other structures con the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from this date unless censtructlon
has started or unless renewed by acticn of this Beard prior to date of explra-

tlon.
3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be

compatible with exlsting dwelllng.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this actlon by
thls Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfllling his
obligation to obtaln bullding permits, certifilcates of occupancy and the
1ike through the established procedures.

Mr. Runyon seconded the metion.

The motion passed 3 to 0.

Messrs. Baker and Smith were absent..’
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PEFERRED ITEMS:
December 12, 1973

JOSEPH AND MAUDE SHOLTIS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of the
Ordinance to permit continuance of antique shop with use of accessory bulld-
ing behind house, 9625 Braddock Road, 69~1((1))26, (54,473 square feet),
Springfield District, RE-1, Little Vienna Estates Subdivision, v-233-73.

Deferred from December 5, 1973 for viewing and for an agreement to be drawn
up between the applicant and the contiguous neighbors for decision only.

Mr., Adams appeared before the Board, but stated that he would like to defer
this case until January 9, 1974.

The Board agreed to this.

4

VINE STREET ASSOCIATES, ROBERT W. DUDLEY & ALFRED J. HONEYCUT, appllcation
under Section 30-6.6 of the Ordinance to permit variance of 75 foot setback
requirement from Route 495 to 50.55, 5621 Vine Street, 81-2((l4)), Lee Dis-
triet, I-L, V-209-73.

Deferred from November 28, 1973 for a report from the Staff on whether or not
there have been any other varlances granted In thls area and the status of
the development of the area, for declision only.

Mr. Kelley read a letter from Victor F. Rinaldil, Attorney for the applicant,
stating that he had to be in Court today and would not be able to make the
meeting and requesting that it be deferred untll January 3, 1974.

Mr. Barnes moved to grant the request.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motlon and the motion passed 3 to 0. Messrs. Smith
and Baker were absent.

/£
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:
CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM, $-199-73, Granted November 28, 1973

Mr. Runyon stated that he noticed that the motion read that there would be
12 parking spaces. There were only three parking spaces shown on the plat.
The other spaces were on an adjacent property. He suggested the Board amend
the Resolutlion te reflect this change.

The Board members agreed to revise the minutes to show that the number of
parking spaces was three instead of 12, to conform wlth the plats that were
submitted and approved by the Board at the meeting of November 28, 1573.

/7

CROWN CENTRAL PETROLEUM CORP., S-31-73, Granted April 18, 1973, 5500 PFranconig
Road, 81-#({1))T71C.

Mr. Kelley read a letter from Dwight L. McCurdy, Manager of Engineering and
Design with Crown Central Petroleum. He stated that under the requirements
of the Special Use Permit, they must start construction of this project
before April 11, 1974. Because of the delays being encountered in obtaining
approvals for the aterm dralnage system and the site plan, they may not have
construction underway within the specified time perlod. They asked for a
G-month extension in which to begin construction.

Mr. Barnes so moved that thils request be granted for & 6-month extenslon and
30 notify the applicants. Alsoc inform them that this 18 the only extenalon
that can be granted under the Board's by-laws.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to 0, with the
members present. Messrs. Smith and Baker were abgent .

4
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

The meeting adjourned at 1:35 P.M.
/7

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
and
Joyce Salamon

Daniel Smith, Chalrman

APPROVED: _January 16, 1974

DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held on Wednesday, December 19, 1973, in the Board Rcom
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chair-
man; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; and Charles Runycn.
Messps. George Barnes and Joseph Baker were absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr.Covington.

16:00 - REGINALD § ROSE-ANNE BARTHOLOMEW, applicaticon under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance to permit shed (8' x 12') closer to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 7416 Rebecca Dr., 93-3((4))2, (15,701 sq. ft.),
Mt. Vernon District, R-17, V-231-73.

Mr. Smith stated that the {lerk had advised that she had received a telephone
call from the applicant requesting a deferral as her son had to be in the
hospital today. There was no one in the room interested in the application.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred until January 16, 1974,
Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed % to 0.

Mr. Baker was absent. .

/

10:20 - SEMINARY ROAD LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance, to permit mechanical teller closer to front property
line than allowed by Ordinance, (42' from front property line), 5707
Seminary Rd., 62-3((2))C, (37,400 sq. ft.), Mason District, Rock
Terrace Subdivision, C-G, V-232-73.

Mr. Burle Erlick, 1563 Forest Villa Lane, spoke before the Board representing
his case.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Amerdican Motors, 14250 Plymouth Reoad, Detroit, Michigan 48227, who owns

the property in the rear and H. D. Hale, Inc., 2116 Wilson Bilvd., Arlington,
Virginia, who owns the preperty to the side.

Mr. Erlick stated that he purchased this building last May. Internal Reve-
nue occupied this building for the eight years prior.: He stated that he has
leased one-half the main floor to Fairfax County National Bank. The land is
zoned C-G. Directly to the west of this building is a transmission dealer-
ship. Contiguous on the other side of this building is Gorham Street which
is dedicated, but undeveloped. On the opposite side of Gorham Street is a
service station and in the back of that is Skyline Towers. Across the
street are some garden apartments. To the rear are warehouses that are
owned by American Motors. Next to that is the former Toys-Are-Us. Both of
them front on Route 7 and his building fronts on Seminary Road. The bank

is desirous, because of the people living in Skyline Towers, to put in a
bank teller window and neumatic tube. The building is 56' from the pro-
perty line and with this tube and canopy, it will then become 22' from the
property line. They originally tried to locate the bank amd:-the. window on
the other side of the main building, but the distance there is even shorter
than on this side and would render it impossible to have a drive-in window
at all. He stated that he d4id not believe there is any gpposition teo this
applicatien.

Mr. Covington stated that service stations can place their pump-islands
within 35" of the property. line.

Mr. Kelley asked if he was familiar with the Staff recommendation regarding
the travel-lane which stated that Preliminary Engineering would have no
objection to the granting of the requested variance providing a minimum 22°'
travel-lane i:reservad along the frontage of the property. If a canopy

is contemplated, this also should not infringe upon the above travel-lane.

Mr. Erlick stated that he agreed with this.

There was no objection to the application.

In application No. V-232-73, application by Seminary Road Limited Partnership,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, t¢ permit mechanical teller and

canopy closer to front property line than allowed by Ordinance, on property
located at 5707 Seminary Road, Mason District, also known as tax map 62-3((2))

T
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SEMINARY ROAD LIMITED PARTNERSHIP {continuegd)
December 19, 1973

County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt -
the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the capticned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th
day of December, 1973; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

2. That the present zoning 1s C-G.

3. That the area of the lot is 37,347 square feet.

4, That site plan approval is required.

5. That the request is for an 8' variance - to the requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following condition
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

{a) unusual condition of the location of existing buildings.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction

‘has® started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira-

tion.

3. A minimum 22 ft. travel lane must be reserved along the frontage of
the property.

4. Architectural details must conform to existing building.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, non-residential use permit : and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Runyon seconded the metion.

The motion passed 3 to 0.

Messrs. Barnes and Baker were absent.
1

10#40 - RICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE, application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit less lot width at the building setback line on
proposed lots 1,2,3, & 4, than allowed by Ordinance,(resubdivision
of lots 26-41, Block 7, Franklin Park Subdivision), (2.59 acres),
41~ 1((13))(7)26 -4, 1941 Rhode Island Ave., Dranesville Bistrict,
RE-0.5, V-234-73. -

Mr. Charles Huntley, office address, 400 North Washington St., Falls Church,
Virginia, represented the applicant before the Board. He stated that he is
the engineer for this project.

Notices to property ownerg were in order. The contiguous owners were Col.
Pentakoff, 1929 Rhode Island Avenue and Alexander L. Stevas, 1970 Rocking~
ham Street McLean, Virginia.

0ITY
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RICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE (continued)
December 19, 1973

Mr. Huntley stated that they are resubdividing 16 lots in Franklin Park
Subdivision; and, in order to do so for the best use of the property, they
have to ask for a variance for the frontage on four of the proposed lots.
The way the present house sets on the property makes it difficult to sub-
divide without asking for a variance. The Board will notice on the plats
that the house is skewed across the lots which gives them a limitation of
the use of the remaining lots. They have to have a minimum of 90 feet at
the building restriction line and in order to get four lots in there, they
have to ask for a variance.

Mr. Smith asked what the average frontage is on the developed lots in this
o0ld subdivision.

Mr. Huntley stated that he thought the lots run from 50' depending on how
many lots on which the existing dwellings are built. Some were built prior
to the present zoning ordinance and encompass several of the existing sub-
division lots.

Mr. Smith asked if he knew the percentage of 50' lots in the subdivision
that were developed ag 50' lots.

Mr. Huntley stated that he did not know exactly, but several were.

Mr. Smith asked if the contiguous lots on each side were developed on 50!
lots.

Mr. Huntley stated that there are some that actually face to the rear of

the property, that face on Rockingham that .are 50' and there was just recent-
ly a similar resubdivision of the lots te¢ the north facing on Rockingham
Street.

Mr. Smith asked if construection had begun on this. area of which they are
now speaking.

Mr. Huntley stated that constructicn has begun.

Mr. Charles Pistorino, 1960 Rockingham Street, Mclean, Virginia, spoke in
opposition to this application. He stated that he abuts this property and
this is to the rear of his house, lots 13 and 1l4. These lots are both 50'
wide and make 100' frontage and extend 100' back. He stated that this houze
was built several years ago while they were still on septic tank.  This is
a beautiful wooded area of prime forest. This has alwaye been residential.
It used to be summer homes. It is within 1/2 mile of the highest point in
Fairfax Courmty At Williamsburg. He stated that he does not have a tremen-
dous problem with drainage, but this property is on the watershed stream
and there is some problem with drainage as far as Col. Pentakoff, who lives
down the hill,is conaerned. He lives on the next lot, next to Lot 26.

They feel that there should be no variance granted on any lot size on Rhode
Island Avenue. This is a unique community, in that Franklin Park makes the
compmunity. It has always been there. They would like it to stay as it has
always been. The first plan that was ever submitted in Fairfax County was
70 years ago in 1904 and it was of this area. It was planned as a town.

He stated that he supposed that this was planned to be row houses. He
stated that his property and some of the other properties use two lots.
This original plan was never developed.

They recommend that Mr. Whyte build one less house and stick with the
requirements on frontage. They realize that the area will be developed and

as long as it is close to one-half acre they will be happy. They agree

that Mr. Whyte is upgrading the subdivision plan and that is fine, but look-
ing at it realistically he isn't upgrading it as much as he is downgrading it.
This is expected, however.

Col. Pentakoff, 1929 Rhode Island Avenue, an abutting property owner, spoke

in oppeosition to this application. He stated that there ig one stream in

that area that comes down to his property. All the garbage and junk from

the people who live above stream comes down to his property and if he can
build one more house because of this variance, it will only be one more

house to create garbage that will end up on his property. He recommended

that if the Board does grant this variance, that they grant it consistent
with the average of the other houses in the area. His lot is 25A. His square|

30
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RICHARD W. & TAYE 6. WHITE (continued)
Cecember 19, 1973

footage is a little over 16,000.square feet. He stated that these lots that
are requested would average out to about the same size of his lot. He stated
that he has invested a lot of money in this property because of the type of
area that it is now. He stated that this frontage requirement should be
intained in keeping with the character of the area as it now exists.

r. Alexander L. Stevas, 1970 Rockingham Street, Lot 42 through 53, spoke in
pposition to this application. He stated that he owns the abutting property
cn Kinsington Street. The frontage is 150' and 300' deep. His next door
eighbor has 100' frontage and the neighbor below him has a large frontage

d the one below that has a large frontage. All of the homes originally
uilt here have a large frontage. .

r. §mith stated that that is probably because the older homes were built on
septic tanks and had to have a large area in order to put in the septic tanks.

. Stevas stated that they are still on septic tanks. The builder was succesdg
ful in getting sewers, but his concern is if this variance is granted, the
evelopers will use this to substantiate additional variances in the property
ccated adjacent to his property. It will be used as a stepping stone as

re developers want to come in. They oppose this variance. They feel he
an develop his land in a reasonable way with one less lot.

thel DeBardeleben, 2012 Rockingham Street, spoke in opposition. She stated
hat she has one and one-half 50-foot lots which gives her- 75' frontage.

he stated that she is the Vice-President of the Franklin Park Women's Club

nd they are concerned about maintaining the character of Franklin Park.

They have a unique area and their property values have been maintained because
pf the big lots and big trees. They appreciate the fact that Mr. Whyte is
upgrading the original plan, but they do feel that they would like to maintain
lthe character of Franklin Park with the large frontage and the one-half acre
lots. By denying the variance .he is requesting, would require him to put

in three houses instead of four. In addition, they feel that if he gets

ithis variance, other developers may come in and ask for similar variances.

Bhe submitted several letters from neighbors recommending that this variance
be denied.

Mr. Smith accepted these letters for the record. These letters were from
Mr. and Mrs. George R. Pratt, 2008 Rockingham Street; Miss Martha Jane Clay-
ool, 2039 Rockingham Street; Floyd J. Sweet, 1910 Massachusetts Avenuei

ohn G. & Jean W. Shope, 2012 Rhode Island Avenue; .Turner Rose, 1868 Rhode
sland Avenue; John £ Deborah TFielka, 202% Rhode Island Avenue; Henrning
inden § Marguerite H. Linden, 1959 Rockingham Street; Franklin Park Woman's
lub, c/o Jean W. Shope, 2012 Rhode Island Avenue; Patricia E. Bembe;

vonne P. Warfield, 1948 Virginia Avenue; Raymond & Elizabeth W. Alexander,
909 Massachusetts Avenue; W.B:DeGroot & Katherine S. DeGrooti Emma R. Groff,
907 Virginia Awenue and 1892 Virginia Avenue, respectively; Ethel Smith
DeBardeleben, 2012 Rockingham Street.

Mrs. Gladys Stevae spoke in opposition. She stated that she spoke with the
ngineer with regard to the sewer hookups and she was told that they have no
lans to run a sewer line up their way. The man said that unless it had been
aid by now, they could not hook into the sewer until the moritorium was
ifted.

Mr. Smith stated that they would not be allowed to use the proposed size lots
bn septic tanks as the lots are not large enough.

Eivon Parson, 1870 Virginia Avenue in Franklin Park, spoke in opposition.
He stated that he is petired from the U.S. Forest Service and as a result
Ef being in that profession, he has lived all over the world and this is
he nicest place he has ever lived. They bought this property because
bf the lovely.area. He stated that he owns ‘Lots 1 and 2. He recommended
Henial in order to keep the character of this lovely neighborhood. He
tated that he knew that Mr. Whyte was leaving the area and that he wouldn't
Ettempt to subdivide as long as he was.planning to stay there. His children
re grown.

Mr. Huntley then spoke in rebuttal teo the oppesition. He stated that Mr.
iWhyte has no plans to leave this area. He moved there and bought this land
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RICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE (continued)
December 19, 1973

in the 50's and maintaining this land is becoming a problem. He stated that
he lives in Frapklin Park himself at 2030 Rockingham Street, up the street
from this property. His parents moved there in 1936 and he has been a
resident for 36 years. He stated that he certainly would not be in favor
of changing the character of the area. He stated that they subdivided the
Crimin's property up on the hill with a variance. Theypanhandled the lots
to retain more of the character of the other houses in the area. They

still retained most of the trees. They are not trying to change the area.
ThlS 8till will not be developing any time soon as there is a sewer moritor-
ium. Mr. Whyte wants to be able to replan these lots. They will have to
wait at least two years for the sewer. This is the Blue Plains Watershed.

It was upon his recommendation that Mr. Whyte appliied for this variance.

He could remove a portion of the existing house to create enough frontage,
but he does want to live in this house like it is. He is quite satisfied
with this area.

Mr. Smith asked if the new zoning ordinance would allow them more density.

Mr. Huntley answered no, this is zoned one-half acre and he would not like
to see a greater density himself. He stated that some of the houses in
Franklin Park are quite old and the value is quite high. He stated that he
was sure that some will have to be resubdivided in order to accommodate

the prebuilding.

Mr. Kelley stated that the pecple who live here have raised several guestions
and they alsc have stated that Mr. Whyte is upgrading the area. He stated
that he feels Mr. Whyte .is entitled to a reascnable use of the land, but
personally he would like to do some further checking and also view this
property. He moved that Application V-23u-73 be deferred for viewing and
additional information and for decision only until the 22nd of January,

1974,

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.
Motion passed unanimously.
14

11:00 - MOHAMED KHALID RADWAN, application Under Section 30-7.2.10.3.6 of
Ordinance to permit continued operation of recreation center limited
to billiards and ping pong table with chanpge of operator, 6184 B
Arlington Blvd., 51-3((18))4, Mason District, Willston Shopping
Center, (5.939 acres), C-D, $-235-73.

Mpr. Radwan represented himself before the Board. He gave his address as 6512
Ivy Hill Drive, Mclean, Virginia.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were the
Fairfax County School Board and Westminster Investment Company, 1511 K Street,
N.W., Washington, D.C.

Mr. Radwan stated that he operates under the trade name of "Jack and Jill."
He took over this operation in December, 1972. When the lease was assigned
to him from the previcus owner, it never occurred to them that this was a
requirement, that the new assigned leasee had to come back to this Board.

He happened to stop in the Zoning Office one day to check on something else
and they said that it should have been changed. He then went to the auditor
and they applied for this change in the Special Use Permit.

Mr. Radwan stated that they operate from 10:00 a.m. until about midnight, 7
days per week. They have 19 pool tables and 1 ping pong table.

Mr. Smith asked if he had any coin operated machines in there.

Mpr. Radwan stated that he did not have any. They used to have them, but after
checking with the Zoning 0ffice, they were told that this was not allowed.

There was no opposition to this application.
Mr. Radwan, in answer to Mr. Smith's gquestion, stated that he is operating

this business himself at the present time, but they are looking for a good
manager. He stated that he also works as an international consultant.

3/
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MOHAMED KHALID RADWAN (continued)
December 19, 1973

In appliecation No. S-235-73, application by Mchamed Khalid Radwan, under
Section 30G-7.2.10.3.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continued operation
of recreation center limited to billiards and ping pong table, on property
located at 6184 B Arlington Blvd., Mason District, also known as tax map
51-3((18))%, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a logal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 19th day of December, 1973.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of faat:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Horne Properties, Inc.

2. That the present zoning is C-D

3. That the area of the let is 5.939 acres.

4. That site plan -approval is required.

5. That the use has been operating under Special Use Permit S$-124-70
granted August 4, 1970.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law: .

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in € or I Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
iz hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this appllcatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes, in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses requin
a use permlt, shall be cause for this use permit teo be re-evaluated by this
Board. These changes inelude, but are not limited to, changes of ownership,
changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in sereenlng or fenclng

4, This granting does not constitute exemptlon from the various requlre—
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLETED.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion paesed 3 to 0.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

¥

11:20 - FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit reduction of 100 ft. setback requirement adjacent to
residential zoned ground to 25 ft. and waiver of standard screening,
Fullerton St., 98-2((5))3 & 4 § 99=-1((2))30, 31, and 32, Parcel A & B,

(total area: 1,513,001 square feet), Springfield District, I-L,
V-236-73.
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FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE (continued)
December 19, 1973

Mr., Frank Cowles, Jr., attorney for the applicant, office address of 4085
Chain Bridge Road, FairfaxX, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices t¢ property owners were in order. The'contiguous owners were Lynch
Construction Corporation, P. 0. Box 263, Springfield, Virginia and James P.
and Marie E. Pogozaloski, 5177 Linette Lane.

Mr. Cowles stated that the tract of land that is immediately below this cne
is under contract contiggent upon its being rezoned to I-L. If it should
be rezoned, then this variance would not be necessary. He stated that he
did not know the status of the rezoning case.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board needs to know that because this is a tremen-
dous vapiance that is being requested. He stated that he could not see the
justification of a variance of this size from residentially zoned land. He
asked if this was in the comprehensive plan for I-L.

Mr. Cowles stated that it is not, it is in the Master Plan for residential.
The tract that is up for a rezoning is an abandoned gravel pit with excava-
tions running 25 feet deep in places. The property is rugged and now is full
of pits and ravines. It is part of a l04-acre industrial park development
fronting on Relling Road, with its long axis running in an east-west orienta-
tion, and exiting over a newly constructed bridge onto Alban Road near the
Newington interchange on Interstate 95. As is indicated on the plats attache
with the application, the 100 foot setback virtually eliminates the productiv
and econcmic use of almost all the lots bordering the southern boundary of +the
property. In fact, he stated, the combination of sideline setbacks, street
frontage. setbacks and residential setback would completely preclude the
construction of any building on scme of the lots.

He stated that they recognize the inherent value of such a setback from the
residential property, they are of the opinion that the circumstances sup-
rounding this particular situation justify a variance. The adjacent tract,
even though it is master planned for residential use, is better suited in
locale and topography for industriil uses. While there is no guarantee

that the rezoning will be accomplished, they feel that the application is
indicative of an economic consensus of -the most logical use of the property.
During the pendency of the aforesaid rezoning application so that the
orderly development of the subject property may proceed, they think the
variance from 100 feet to 25 feet would be proper and in accord with good
land use principles. The topography of the common property line runs over
rolling hills, so that the grades of the adjacent preoperties will vary,

with the subject tract being in many cases as much as 20 feet above the adja-
cent property and on other occasions as much as 8 feet below it. Permission
has been obtained from the adjacent property owner to do certain grading

on that property in ¢rder to make more gradual and attractive grade changes
in the various locations. The applicant believes that the requested.'setback
variance will provide adequate separation between the subject property's
utilization and any development on the adjacent tract, particularly when
coupled with appropriate site-by-site landscape and screening treatment

as required by the various site plans which will be submitted from time -to
time.

The restrictive covenants imposed by Fullerton Joint Venture on the develop-
ment of the entire project serve as an additional guarantee .that :each
individual building project will conform to the dictates of good taste and
orderly development.

Mr. Smith stated that these conditions existed at the time the property was
purchased.

Mr. Covington came into the Board Room and stated that this rezoning case
C-526 will be heard before the Board of Supervisors en February 25, 1974.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not believe tla: the number of lots ready for
development has any bearing on this request under the hardship section of
the ordinance.

Mr. Cowles stated that the biggest factor is that the Lynch property has all
the characteristics of industrial property. It is surrounded on the north
and east by industrial property. TFrom an engineering standpoint, it is
impossible to develop that Lynch tract as a residential subdivision. He

39

037



4U

Page %0
FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE {continued)
December 19, 1973

stated that he did not see how it could be done as it is billy goat country.

Mr. Smith stated that there have been no changes since that property was
purchased.

Mr. Oliver Bestley, Jr., one of the partners, 7617 Little River Turnpike,
Annandale, Virginia, spoke to the Board regarding this application. He
stated that one of the things that is misleading is the Springfield Master
Plan that should be updated every five years and it is now ten years old.

It put everything RE-1, but everything down that road is zoned I-L and that
map doesn't refleet that. The Board of Supervisors has surrounded that piece
of land by industrial property. The Board has been shown pictures of the
boundary line and one can see that a 25' setback would be just as effective
from any development of the Lynch tract because of the topography.

Mr. Bojoski, owner of Lot 99 in the Saratoga Subdivision, spoke in opposition
to this application. He stated that Saratoga is a subdivision to the west.
The area to the south is presently zoned RE-1. This has come up before their
citizens' association and they have gone on record as being in oppesition.
They do not want to see the Lynch property go industrial. Asthey say, it has
been scheduled for a hearing and they do not want to see this Board reduce
the setback until this zoning has been made. For that reascn and as a home-
owner, he stated that he opposes this application for a setback variance.

Mr. Ed. Fhreurer, Assistant to the President of Wills and Van Metre, Inc., a
builder, spoke in opposition to this application. He stated that he did

not want to see the Board make a decision on this until the decision on the
rezoning case C-526 is made. He stated that he is concerned about the inte-
grity of the area. :

Mr. Cowles stated that they oppose the opposition and feel that the Board does
have justification to grant this request for this variance.

Mp. Smith stated that he agreed that the adjacent property should be industria

but it is not and he did not feel the Board has proper justification to grant
a 75' variance at this point.

Mr. Kelley agreed.

Mr. Cowles stated that this is a waste of valuable land. There is a limited
amount of land in this zening category. The hardship lies not in the diffi-
culty of constructing or physically laying out a building on this property,
but because of the artificial boundary that they have to cope with, this
residential boundary should be an industrial boundary.

Mr. Kellev moved that this case be deferred until after the scheduled hearing
before the Planning Commission.

Mr. Runyon stated that he wounld like to see this thing done once and for all,

but in fairness to the applicant, there are only three present and he did not

see much support for granting the application today.

Mr. Cowles asked how long it would be deferred.

Mr. Smith stated that it would be deferred until such time as they get a

decision on it. If the Planning Commission recommended it, it will give the

applicant some indication of how it is going.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to D.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

44

12:00 - REGLA ANGULO, application under 8ection 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit operation of a ballet school in basement of premises, 3300

Glen Carlyn Rd., 61-2((6))11, {10,006 sq. ft.)}, Mason Distriect,
R-12.5, §-239-73.
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REGLA ANGULO {(cteninued)
December 19, 1973

Mr. Frank Perry, with the Law Firm of Phillips, Kendrick, Gearheart and Aylor,
P. 0. Box 550, Fairfax, Virginia, represented the applicant.

Mr. Smith checked the notices to property owners and they were not in order,
There was no one in the room interested in the application.

The Board recessed the hearing at the request of the appliecant and reschedule$?
it until January 22, 1874. Mr. Smith advised the applicant to send out the
proper notices.

/f

12:20 = SHIRLEY L. BACON & ARLIN E. RANEY, application under Section 30-6.6
of Ordinance to permit less lot width than allowed by Ordinance, 1120
Chapel Rd., 78((5))11C, (1.845 acres), Springfield Distriet, RE-1,.
v-245=73.

Mr. Arlin E. Raney represented he and Mrs. Bacon before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contigucus owners Were Irvin
Bergman, 3920 Walnut.Street, Fairfax, and Joseph Vaugham, 2122 South Culpeper
Street, Arlington, Virginia.

¥r. Raney stated that the reason for this variance request is this easement
which they are required to set back from is less than a road or something
less than that intent, which requires 175 feet minimum width. If the lot is
on a State maintained road it would require 175 feet, 1f this were a corner
lot. But this lot only has an easement running along the side. Lot 10,
which is the adjacent owner, is not affected by this variance, therefore,
this easement is not a road, and they should not have to set back the 175
feet, but because of this technicality they are told that they dc have to
set back the 175 feet. Therefore, they are requesting a variance of 25 feet
to the 175-foot requirement. This easement ig not a corner, but a joint
driveway between and serving only Lots A € C.

He stated that he owns the property under contract. Mrs. Bacen is the owner
of record and she is present today to so indicate her interest if it is the
Board's desire. : o :

Mr. Raney stated that they would like to subdivide this into two, one-acre
lots. That leaves a residue of fives acres in the rear.

Mr. Kelley stated the Preliminary Engineering -asked for a 4§' frontage
dedication along Chapel Road. He asked if they were willing to dedicate.

Mr. Raney stated that he is willing to dedicate.

In application No. V-245-73, application by Shiprley L.Bacon € Arlin E.
Raney, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, t0 permit less lot

width than allowed by ordinance, on property located at 11208 Chapel Road,
Springfield District, also known as tax map 76((5))11C, County of Fairfax,
Mpr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolu-
tion:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper-notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 19th day of Decembery 1973; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals had made the fellowing findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.845 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following'conclu—
sions of law:
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SHIRLEY L. BACON & ARLIN E. RANEY {(continued)
December 19, 1973

1. That the appllcant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot.

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. The owner shall dedicate to 45' from the centerline of the existing
right-of-way along the fuil frontage of the property on Chapel Road.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

//

DEFERRED CASES:

2:00 - WILLIAM L. SMYTH, et ux H. A. Salih, M.D. t/a Foresight Institute,
application under Section. 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit Diag-
nostic Center and School, Western Terminal of Woodbine La., 59-3((1))
part of parcel 11, Providence District, RE-0.5, $-116-73. (Deferred
from 10-10-73 for new plats and statement on trip generation and
parking.

Br. Salih, party to the applicant, represented the applicant.

The Board told the applieant that fhey would not be able to hear the case

as Mr. Runyon had to abstain as he worked on plats, and there were only two

members where who could vote on this case. Therefore, there is ne majority

present. He stated that the Board would have to defer this case wntil they
had a mﬂjority and preferably when the entire Board is present.

Br. Salik agreed to this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had already held the public hearing. This
deferral would be for declslon only. The Board has viewed the property and
the proper plats are now in the flle. In addltlon, there iz a meémorandoem
from the appllcant in the file glVlng the maximum trip generatlon -and . the-
parking calculations. Therefore, this will be brought up again when they
have a full-mkmber Board.

f

Mr., Runyon moved the Board approve the minutes of October 31, 1973 and
November 14, 1973.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

/f

BY: Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk

and

Joyce Salamon
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held On Wednesday, January 9, 1974, in the Board Roocm
of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chair-
man; Loy P. Xelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes and
Charles Runyon. Joseph Baker was absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barmes.

The first order of business was to elect a Chairman, Vice-Chairman and Clerk
for the year 1974.

Mr. Smith stated that they would first elect a Vice«Chairman.
Mr. Barnes nominated Mr. Loy Kelley for Vice-Chairman for the year 1974,
Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Kelley nominated Mr. Daniel Smith for Chairman for the year 197%.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

/

Mr. Kelley nominated Mrs. Jane C. Kelsey for Clerk to the Beoard of Zoning
Appeals for 197u4.

Mr. Barnes secocnded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

/1

10:00 - DR. DAVIS REEDER HALL, III, application under Section 30-7.2.10.2.6
of Ordinance to permit small animal hospital, 7013 Columbia Pike,
71-2((2))21i-4, (11,677 sq. ft.),. Annandale District, C-N, last used
as a service station, Alpine Subdivision, Sec. B, 5-242-73.

Mr. Smith stated that in view of the action taken by the Board of Superviscrs

and the discussions they had had this morning with the County Attorney, Lee

Ruck, he was sure the Board had reached certain conclusions as to some of

the items on today's agenda.

He asked if there was anycne in the room interested in the application.

There was no one in the room interested in the application.

Mr. Knowlton stated that the Staff notified all the applicants for Special

Use Permits that the Board could not hear the cases today and this is per-

haps why there iz no one present interested in the application.

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors

on January 7, 1974 of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically

Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be

deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0.

Mr. Runyon abstained and Mr. Baker was absent.

Mr. Smith asked Mp. Knowlton if he would notify them of the deferpral action

and asked Mrs. Kelsey if she would prepare a letter for his signature noti-

fying the applicants of this action. Mr. Smith further stated that any

action the Board takes today will be in conformity with-the emergency

ordinance and all applicants will have to comply with this amendment.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicants should be notified as soon as possible.

/7
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10:20 - NORTON FOXMAN, application under Section 30-6.%6 of Ordinance to
permit an interior lot with less width than allowed by Ordinance
at building setback line, 7922 0ld Falls Rd., 29-2{((1))3, (34,382
sq. ft.), Dranesville District, RE-1, V-243-78.

Bernard Fagelson, attorney for the applicant, represented him before the
Board.

Mr. Fegelson stated that Mr. Foxman is the majority stockholder of the
Madison Construction Company.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the application should be amended to include
the Madison Construction Company.

Mr. Barnes s0 moved. Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed
unanimously with the members present.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were McLean
Hunt Asscciation, 5021 Seminary Road, Alexandria, Virginia d4nd Fugene Elliott,
7914 01d Falls Road, McLean, Virginia.

Mr, Fagelson stated that under Section 30-13.4.9 of the Fairfax County Zoning
Ordinance, a parcel of land was divided and the peortion adjacent to 014 Falls
Road was left, which this application is concerned with. There was not a
subdivision, but a division. They now have a lot which is the residue of
this division, but unfortunately, it is only 146.45' at the building restric-
tion line. To the east of that lot is a 50' lot which was originally eon-
veyed cut prior to the 1959 Ordinance and that has given them an odd shaped
lot which causes them not to have the 150' requirement at the building
restriction line.

Mr. Fagelson stated that this is the only variance they are requesting.
The shack that is now on the lot and is used for storage will be removed
and a new house will be constructed.

In application No. V-243-73, application by Norton Foxman & Madison Construc-
tion Corporation, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit an

interior lot with less width than allowed at building setback line (146.4'),

on property located at 7922 0l1d Falls Road, Dranesville District, also known

as tax map 29-2((1})3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that

the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the gequirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following -proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 9th day of January, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Madison Construction Copp.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1l.
3. That the area of the lot is 1.7378 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict intarpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

~
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NORTON FOXMAN (continued)
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1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifiec structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with thie application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall be in conformance with the recently adopted
"emergency" ordinance amendment to Article 19 of the Code of Fairfax County.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting ¢f this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obli-
gation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
/

10:40 - WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP., application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3
of Ordinance, to permit day care center for 90 children, hours between
6:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m, 1731 Great Falls St., 30-3((1))21A, (178,881
sq. ft.), Dranesville District, RE~1l, operation from Garfield Memorial
Church, S5-244-73.

There was no one in the room interested in the application. Mr. Knowlton agai
stated that these applicants had been notified that the Board. could not hold
the hearing today.

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Superv1sors
on January 7, 1974, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, spec1flcally
Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be
deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0. Mr. Runyon abstained and Mr. Baker was absent.
y

11:00 - MR. § MRS. ROY W. KORTH, SR., application under Section 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit enclosure of existing carport (within 19.17' of
side line) and to permit addition of new carport closer to side line
than allowed (6.5'.of side), 6620 Ridgeway Dr., 90-1))2))210,
(30,510 sqg. ft.), Springfield District, RE-0.5, Springvale Subdivi-
sion, V-246-73. )

Mr. Roy W. Korth, 6620 Ridgeway Drive, Springfield, Virginia, representéd he

and his wife before the Board.

Notiges to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Fern
Larrick, 7414 Calamo Street, and Mr. Zubzik, 6628 Ridgeway Drive, and John
Peo, 6616 Ridgeway Drive.

Mr. Korth stated that the reason they are requesting this variance is to
provide a family room. They feel that if they enclose thelr present car-

port and do not add another carport, it will not be architecturally compatible
with the house nor with the neighborhood. They have seen other houses

where this has been done without adding another carport and they do mot

like the looks of those houses. The other side of the house has a severe
slope and they would not be able to build there. The rear of the yard also
slopes to-'a great degree. The enclosure of the existing carport requires

them to need a variance for that also.

Mr. Smith asked him if he could make his carport smaller thap 12.67'.

Mr. Korth stated that the outside size will be 12.67', but the inside will not
Ibe that large because of the brick pillars that they will use for the car-
port. They have owned the property for 17 years and they plan to continue

to reside there. This addition is for the use of his own family.

Fhe Board then discussed the extent of the topography problem.

Mr. Korth stated that it is about a 7 or 8 foot drop toward the back of the
road. That side of the lot also has a lot of trees on it that they de not
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want to have to remove. The neighbor on the side that they will be construc-~
ting the carport is in favor:of the application.

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-246-73, appllcatlon by Mr. & Mrs. Roy W. Korth, Sp.,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit enclosure of exigt~
ing carport & permit new carport closer to side property line than allowed
by Ordinance, on property located at 6620 Ridgeway Drive, Springfield
District, alsc known as tax map 90-1((2)}210, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow;ng reso-
lution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application hag been properly filed in accordance
with the requlrements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 9th
day of January, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

22. That the present zoning is RE-0.5

3. That the area of the lot is 30,510 square feet.

4. The enclosed structure would be 19.5 feet from the side lot line, and
since the minimum reguired setback is 20 feet, a variance of 0.5 feet tc that
requirement is needed. The new open carport would be 6.5 feet from the sige
lot line, and since the minimum required setback is 15 feet, a variance of
8.5 feet to¢ that requirement is needed.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. -That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
ould result in practical difficulty or umnecessary hardship that would de-
Erive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptional topographic problems of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appllcatlcn be and the same

lis hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure

or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
lhas started or unless renewed by action of this Board prlor to date of expira-
tion.

3. ZErchitecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
lcompatible with existing dwelling.

[FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
[this Board does not constitute exemption from the varicus requirements of
this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of cccupancy and the
[Like through the established procedures.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4% to C.

Mr. Baker was absent.
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11:20 - METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11
of Ordinance, to permit erection of church, 5411 Franconia Road,
B1-4((1))66, (2.52 acreg), Lee Distriet, R-12.5, 5-247-73.

Mr. Lee Fifer, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board on the
applicant's behalf.

He stated that they had been called and told that the Board would not hold

a hearing. today and the pastor of the church and the architect are not
present because of this. He stated that he wished to appear and present the
notices and indicate that they are ready for the hearing. Mr. Smith accepted
the notices for the file.

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supeersors
on January 7, 1974, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, speclflcally
Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals. moves that this application be
deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.
//

12:00 - H. DIXON SMITH, application under Section 30-6.6.5.% of Qrdinance,
to permit shed to remain 0.7' from rear lot line, 1128 Chadwick Ave.,
102=2¢(14))(C}3; and part of 2, (11,250 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District,
RE-0.5, Collingwood Manor Subdivision, V-2u8-73.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith appeared¢ before the Board.

Mr. Dan Smith, Chairman, asked Mr. Smith, for the vecord, if he was related
to him or knew him.

Mp. H. Dixon Smith stated that he was not related to Mr. Dan Smith nor did
he know him.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous'owners were
William R. Barentine, 1122 Chadwick Avenue, Alexandria, R. A. Scholtz, 1121
Gladstone Place, and Dorothy J. Wilson, 1127 Gladstone Place.

Mr. B. Dixon Smith stated that the property to the other side is undeveloped.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that he had lived at this Zteation for 5 years and
intends to continue to make it his home. Shortly after he purchased the
property, he decided to put in a pool. He had the pool installed by Anthony
Pools and at the time the equipment was installed very close to the property
line. Since that time, he has been trying to make plans to cover that
equipment. He finally, after consultations with most of his neighbors,
dedided to build this shed and cover the roof with cedar shakes. He was not
aware of the restriction of the lot line until after they had put in the
footings and had the building almost completed.

There is a chain link fence with interwoven hoard separatlng his property
from the property next door.

The Chairman asked why he needed such a large building just to cover the
equipment.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that he did not need this large building just to
cover the equipment, but he thought since he was building the shed, he might
as well build it large enough to store the pool accesscries such as lawn
chairs, etc.

Chairman Smith asked if they had a building permit prior te building the

shed. X
now

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that they did not, as they did not4it was required.
He stated that he was told not to apply for a building permit until he
received a variance.
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Mr: S@ith stated that the Board could not possibly grant a variance on a
building that exists until it has been inspected by the building inspector
as to whether or not it conforms with ¥he building code.

Mr. grmstrong, who resides at 1124 Chadwick Avenue, stated that he had been
helping Mr. Smith work on this shed and they have heen visited on four ocea-
sions. by the inspector and that have been told just to stop construction
until they have a ruling from this Board.

Mr. H. Dixzon Smith stated that they did have a copy of the permit for the
pocol, but it was .at home.

Cha@rman Spith asked Mr. Ash, the Zoning Inspector, if he would go to the
Zoning Office and make a copy of the permit for the Board's file.

IMr. Ash stated that he would do so immediately.

Chairmap Smith asked Mr. H. Dixon Smith why he needed tc have a cover over
the equipment. If it had been installed without a cover, then it should have
reen the type of equipment that would not need a cover.

Iy}

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that it is pusting from the water that has eeeped
inte it. The heater particularly is beginning to rust.

Mr. Kelley inquired as to the height of the building.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that it was eight feet high and eight feet deep
and 10 feet wide. He stated that because of the size of the equipment
they had to put it in 10 feet wide.

rz. Dorothy Scholtz, 1121 Gladstone Place, spoke in favor of this applica-
tion. :

Chairman Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of a letter from Mr.
Scholtz stating that they are in favor of this shed.

rs. Scholtz stated that they have been owners in the Collingwood Manor
Subdivision for 19 years and they have followed the growth closely. She
stated that she has also appeared before this Board in opposition in some
of the cases that have comp up. BShe stated that the applicant has been a
elcome neighbor to the community and has been active in their citizen
association and she did not believe he woyld do anything to offend his
neighbors. She stated that there have been about three other variances
granted in this neighborhood. .She stated that their properyy abuts at

the rear lot line and they have no objection to this shed. They have saen

it and they support it.

r. Kelley stated that he would like to point out one thing. Mrs. Scholtz
eferred to the other variances that have been granted and he felt that each
case has to. stand on its own merits. This variance is only 7 inches from a
property line and he was sure the other variances were not that close.

e submitted a letter from Mrs. William Barentine,one of the centiguous
property owners,stating that she had no objection and that she had planned
o be present to speak in favor of this application, but was not able to

attend due to circumstances thAt arose this morning.

. Wilson, 1127 Gladstone Drive, spcke in opposition to this application.

e stated that his lot and Mr. H. Dixon Smith's lot are back-to-back. He
stated that the building that Mr., H. Dixon Smith is in the process of
constructing should be four feet from the property line. At this moment

is plats show that he is 7 inches from the property line, but this is on
lthe west side. He stated that he has made some measurements himself and
finds that the bullding itself is only 5% inches from the property line.

IThe footings are not parallel with the lot line. He is 85% closer to the
property line than the ordinance requires. On the footings he has an eight-
inch einderblock and then an 8-foot panel, the roof is 30 inches, which makes
tthe building 11% feet high instead of 8 feet.

Mr. Kelley stated that he couldn't see much difference between 5% and 7
inches, but he could understand what he is trying to say.

T. C. Armstrong, 1124 Chadwick Avenue, spoke in favor of this application.
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Chairman Smith stated that if he kas a heater, he can understand why he
needs a shed to cover it. He stated that he would like to refer this back
to the Zoning Administrator and find out why the equipment got this close to
the property line as the heater concerns him.

Mr. Barnes stated that after locking at the plat approved when the pool went
in, it shows the equipment close to the property line and that would have been
the first question he would have asked. Was this approval for the pool also
for the equipment? ‘ .

Mr. Mitchell stated that the pool meets the setback requirements.

Mr. Wilson submitted pictures to the Board of how he obtained his measure-
ments and pictures showing the shed as it related to his property.

Mr. Wilson stated that they alsc have a drainage problem now and when Me,
H. Dixon Smith gets the roof on his shed, the water will run off in his vyard
instead of Mr. Smith's, making the problem even worse.

Mr. Smith stated that under the ordinance he is not allowed te de that.

Mr. Wilson stated that it may look fine from Mr. Smith's yard, but from his
yard all he can see is the eight inch concrete footing, 8 inches of cinder-
block crudely laid and the plyweood roof and paneling, with the roof and part
of the paneling showing over the fence. He stated that from his yard it is
not an appealing sight and he did not feel that Mr. Smith nor any of the
neighbors would want that view from their property. He stated that he feels
this will depreciate his property values.

Chairman Smith asked how he would feel if Mr. H. Dixon Smith reduced the
size of the building to a point where it would not project over the fence.

Mr.Wilson stated that because of the footing add the drainage problem,
he would still object because he felt the water problems have been much worse
since Mr. S$mith erected this building, because of the way the water runs.

Mrs. Dorothy Wilson, 1127 Gladstone Place, stated that Mr. Smith had made a
statement that he had consulted his neighbors, but they have lived there
since 1958 and at no time has he consulted them about this building and

what he intends to do. The firet she knew of it was October 22nd when he and
Mr. Armstrong, his son-in-law, started building the building and continued

on Sunday, October 28th. . .

Mr. H. Dixon Smith spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the pool equipment is
now on a slab, that was there all along. They did put the footings for the
building four inches closer to the property line to get a place for the wall
to be built. They could not build the building on the same slab as the
equipment was on.

Chairman Smith asked if the 0il fire heater was installed at the same time
that the other pool equipment was installed.

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that it was not, but it was installed before the
final inspection, because the inspector told him it would be better if he
could cover it. .

Mr. H. Dixon Smith stated that he had consulted ¥ith Mr. Wilson because he
went over there to look at Mr. Wilscn's shed and discussed what type of
shed would be the best. As far as the water drainage off the shed roof onto
Mr. Wilson's property, he has told Mr. Wilsen that he would be happy to put
up guttering that would bring the water back tc his property.

Mr. Runyon stated that he believed they should check with ®he Fire Marshal
as to the requirement that a frame building must set back off the property
line. Four feet is the fire regulation. He stated that he is not toc
worried about the heater, as the pictures show it to be well ventilated.

Chairman .Smith stated that this shed was not built with a building permit.
Mr. Runyon stated that he did not see where that would be as much of a problem

as the fire regulation. He stated that he did not think the Board has the
power to waive this.
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Mr. Barnes asked Mr. Ash if he had made any measurements.

Mr. Ash stated that he had not.  The actual measurement of the building was
not brought out until the plan was submitted for the variance. The building
inspector was down there and issued a violation notice regarding the lack of
the building permit. He also found some deficiencies. These deficiencies
had to do with the foundation.

Mr. Runyon moved this case be deferred for a period of two weeks, until
Janvary 22, 197%, in order to obtain from the Fire Marshal information as to
whether or not they would be able to vary that four-foot requirement.

Chairman Smith stated that the Board should just ask for a report and not put
him on the spot like that. The Board should just ask the Electrical Inspec-
tor and Building Inspector to check this out and give a report on it.

Mr. Wilson asked if he could speak and Chairman Smith stated that that would
be out of order. He could Submit any additional information in writing.
Chairman Smith todd Mr. H. Dixon Smith that he could also submit anything

in writing that he feels might be helpful.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
1

2:00 - KENA TEMPLE, application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.% of Ordinance to
permit expansion of facilities, (new building for banquet and ballrcom,
and additional parkingl, {applicant now under Special Use Permit), 9001
Arlington Blvd., 48-#((1))u42A, (26.88%7 acres), Providence District,
RE-1, S-254-73, Out-of-Turn Hearing.

Mr. Peale from Kena Temple had presented the notices to the Board. The
contiguoue property owners were Phil H. & Helen Bucklew, 3142 Barkley Drive
and Joseph H. Dellinger, 3122 Barkley Drive, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Smith stated that they would accept notices as proper notification and
file them with the case. It will not be necessary for the applicant to
provide any additional notification at a future date.

There was no one in the room interested in the application except Mr. Peale,
who presented the notices.

January 9, 1974, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically
Chapter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be
deferred for a period not to exceed 60 days.

rr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoptien by the Board of Supervisors on

[Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

IThe motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.

s/

IEEFERRED CASES:

2:20 - HOPE MONTESSORI SCHOOL, LTD., application under Section 30-7.2.5.1.3
of Ordinance to permit increased énrollment to 82 pupils, 4614 Ravens-

worth Rd., 71-1({1))57A & B2, Annandale District, R-10, (2.975 acres),
5-200-73%. {Deferred from 11-21-73 for proper notices).

r. Harry E. Middleton, Jr., attorney for the applicant fepresented them
efore the Board.

otices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Gateway
evelopment Company, 14818 Loddon Towne Road, Centreville and Mr. John
oach, 7152 Woodland Drive, Springfield, Virginia.

IThere was no one else in the room interested in the application.
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HOPE MONTESSCRI SCHOOL, LID., (econtinued)
January 9, 1974°

Mr. Kelley stated that in view of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors on
January 7, 1974, of the emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically Chap-
ter 30-19, the Board of Zoning Appeals moved that this application be deferred
for a perlod not to exceed 60 days.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed 3 to 0, with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.
¥

2:30 - ANNE SYKES CAVINESS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordin-
ance to permit day care center, 7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., for 30 child-
ren, 6415 8. Kings Highway, (64,000 sq. ft.}, 83-3((5))(3)5, part of
1, 2, 3, &€ 4, Lee District, R-17, S-227-73. (Deferred from 12-12-73
for viewing and new plats).

The plats had been preceived and were reviewed by the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that one ©of the biggest concerns of the Board was the entranc
and exit from Kings Highway.

Mpr. Kelley stated that he had gone down there and viewed the property on two
occasions and he felt the road was too narrow and the traffic conditions
were bad. He stated that he realized that we need this type operation, but
he did not feel this was the right lecation for it, due to the traffic con-
ditions.

In application No. $-227-73, appllcatlon by Anne Sykes CaV1ness, under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit day care center for 30 child-
ren, on property located at 6415 S. Kings Highway, also known as tax map
83-3((5))(3)5, part of 1,2,3, € 4, Lee District, County of Fairfax, Mr.

Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution;

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perky owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 12th day of Decemher, 1973 and deferred until January 9, 1874 for view-
ing and new plats.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. ‘That the owner of the subject property is Samuel L. Trecobnick.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.
3. That the area of the lot is &4,000 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-~
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has not presented testimony indicating compllance
with Standards for $pecial Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in
Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicafion be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0. Mr. Runyon abstained as he had not had the oppor-
tunity to view the property.

Hr. Baker was absent.
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2:45 - JOSEPH § MAUDE SHOLTIS, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.7 of
Ordinance to permit continuation of antique shop with use of accessory
building behind house, 9625 Braddock Road, 69-1((1))26, (54,473 sq.
ft.), Springfield District, RE-1, $-224-73. (Deferred from December 3,
lB?a)for-decision only and deferred again from 12-12-73 for decision
only).

Mr. C. Douglas Adams, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that this was deferred for decision only and for the appli-
cant to submit an Agreement, in writing, that the applicant would agree to
satisfy the nearby property owners. That agreement was received and was in
the file.

Mr. Barnes moved to grant in part, and his original motion stated that it was
granted except for the metal building. That metal building could not be
used as a part of the antique business.

Mr. Rumyon seconded the motion and inquired if that meant that they could not
even store their gntiques in this building, if perhaps, they sold an item
one day and the customer would pick it up the next day.

Mr. Barnes stated that he would not want any sales out of this building.
Mr. Smith asked if this cleared up the question.

Mr. Adams asked if he could ask a question to clarify the motion. He stated
that he had asked that this be granted without requiring thém.te dedicate
and that the building be allowed Bo be used for.the storage for the antiques.

Mr. Smith stated that this Resolution is not debatable from the floor at this
point.

lMr. Adams stated that if the motion is that they cannot use the metal build-
ing for storage and they also will have to dedicate, ‘theardvey-will withdraw
their application. The original motion was nhot as restrictive as this one and
it stated they would not have to dedicate.

Mr. Smith stated that he would gquestion whether or not they could withdraw
the application when there is a motion on the floor.

Mr. Barnes stated that he did not mind them using a part of this building for
minor storage, but there should not be any sales out of it.

r. Runyon stated that he did not know how restrictive the ordinance was,

but they might not be able to repair furniture out of this building or any
building for that matter, but they would have to comply with all other County
regulations and this would cover it.

Mr. Kelley stated that they seemed to be discussing this thing again, He
would like to ask Mr. Adams why there has been such a change. At the original
hearing some years ago, Mr. Sholtis made the statement that they would look
for a commercial place to operate this antique shop. Now they say that they
could never run a commercial place of business.

Mr. Adams stated that that was correct, as when they originally applied they
did have the idea of moving, but with Mprs. Sholtis's deteriorating condition,
they could not peosgibly do this.

Mr. Barnes stated that he would amend his Resolution to prohibit the sale
of antiques from this building, but permit them to store several pieces of
furniture out there.

Mr. Adams then again questioned the dedication. .
r. Runygn stated that it is only 60' from. the centerline of the road, which
ould mean only 35' &f their property; 1,500 aquare feet.

Mr. Smith stated that this Resolution also limits this use t0o a two-year
period.

r. Adams stated that they would prefer to have it on an annual inspection
asis. These people are non-commercial, he stated, but they would agree to
this dedication, if the Board would grant the permit for a longer period than
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two years. He stated that this dedicatien is only 1,500 square feet which
is very minor.

Mr. Smith suggested that the Board grant it for 2 years with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to grant for 3 additional one-year periods.

In application No. §-224-73, application by Joseph & Maude Sholtis, under
Section 30-7-2.6.1.7 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit continuance of
antique shop with use of accessory building behind house, on property loca-
ted at 9625 Braddock Road, Springfield District, also known as tax map 69-1
((1))26, County of Fairfax, Mr. Barnes moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aceordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a loecal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and.a public¢ hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 5th day ¢f December,: 1973, and deferred to the 9th day of January,
1974 for decision and agreement by applicant.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Joseph R. § Maude A. Sholtis.

2. That the present zoning is RE-1.

3. That, the area of:-the lot is 54,473 square feet.

4. That site plan approval is required.

. That compliance with all County Codes is required.

6. Applicants have been operating an antique shop as a home occupation
pursuant to Special Use Permit S$-57-69, granted on March 25, 1969, in their
residence which is located on the southwest side of Braddock Rovad approximatel
200 feet southeast of its junction with Powell Road in Springfield District.

7. A one-story metal storage building has been erected on the property
and consequent to a notice of violation, the current application was filed
to permit continuing use of the house as an antique shop, with the right to
use the accessory building behind the house.

AND, WHEREAS,the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
gions of law: C

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted in paprt with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
witheut further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. ‘This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this application, except the metal) building Bhall only be used
for storage. Any additional structures of any kind, changes in use or
additional uses, whether or not these additional uses require a use permit,
shall be cause For this uSe permit to be re-evaluated by this Board. These
changes include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership, changes of
the operator, changes in Signs, and changes in screening or fencing. .

%. -This granting does not constitute exemption from.the various reguire-
ments. of . this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TC .OBTAIN NON~RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIXE ‘THROUGH
‘'HE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicucus place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of 'the. County of Pairfax during the hours. of operation of the permitted use.
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6. Owner to dedicate to 60' from the centerline of the pight-of-way for
the full frontage of the property for future road widening along Braddock
Road.

7. Landscaping and screening to be provided to the satisfaction of the
Director of County Development.

8. Hours of operation shall be 3:00 a.m. to 8:00 p. m., 6 days per weelk,
Monday through Saturday., by appointment only.

9. This permit is granted for 2 years only with the Zoning Administrator
being empowered to grant three, one-year extensions.

10. 1,000 square feet of the metal building behind the house may be used
for storage only.

Mr. Runyoh seconded the motion.
The motion passed % to 0.
Mr. Baker was absent.

/

tion under Section 30-6.5 of Ordinarice, to permit variance of 75 feet
setback requirement from Route 495 to 50.55 feet, 5621 Vine Street,
81-2({4))34, Lee Distriect, I-L, V-209-73 (Defer for report from Staff
on development pattern and on parking and on decision as to whether
parking is allowed in 75' gsetback drea, from 12-5-73 and 12-12-73.

Mr. Ri{naldi, attorney for the applicant, appeared before-the Board.

He stated that he would like to comment that the applicant is willing

to make a consession that when the Route 495 is widened that he would remove -
the building and return the property to- its original condltlon, but they
would liké to have the bulldlng until that time.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had been made aware that it is only a matter
of a very short time before the highway will be widened. Aside from this,

or not the Board would be justified in granting this variance.

Mr. Rinaldi stated that at the previous hearing, they were dble to show that
this property is well screened with trees and there is a fast slope at the
rear of the property.

Mr. Smith stated that the variance runs with the land and once the Board has
granted a variance, he did not believe they could condition it. Therefore,
there is some guestion in his mind as to whether or not this is a reasonable
condition. He stated that he questioned whether or not the applicant had a
case under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance. :The slope that he spcke
of is at the extreme rear of the lot and would have no effect on this build-
ing. This applicant has a condition that is similar to all the other lots
along this street.

Mr. Kelley stated that he believes it was stated at the publie hearing that

He stated that he agreed with the Chairman that if the Board grants this
variance, they would be setting a precedent and the Board has te be consis-
tent. He stated that the Board could not grant a variance to this applicant
and turn down the next one who has the same prcblem. He stated that he did
not believe that their hardship is such -that they are entitled to a variance.

Mr. Smith stated that he had viewed the site and it is now being used for
storage and parking and the applicant is benefitting from using it for con-
struction purposes. Therefore, the hardship is not quite as bad as indica-
ted. It appeared to him that they-were using it for ocutside storage so they
are not restricted to the degree that they have indicated.

Mr. Rinaldi stated that the equipment that is stored in-this area should not
be left in the weather. It is small mechanical equipment.

Mr. Smith stated that he agreed. that it would be more desirable tc have

them under cover, but this is a factor that the Board cannot take inte con-
sideration when granting a variance. It certainly would be mope sightly, but
again, there is no justification in the Zoning Ordinance for a variance
based on aesthetics.

3:00 - VINE STREET ASSOCIATES, ROBERT W. DUDLEY & ALFRED J. HONEYCUT, applica-

however, the justification that they have given leaves some doubt as to whethej

the applicant was aware of this problem at the time he purchased the property.
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VINE STREET ASSOCIATES, ROBERT W. DUDLEY & ALFRED J. HONEYCUT (centinued}
Japnuary 9, 1974

Mr. Runyon stated that he had been trying to find something that this would
fit under in the Ordinance and the only thing that would apply would be an
exceptionally shallow lot.

Mr. Smith stated that this is true of all the lots along that street. He
stated that it seemed to him that the proper course of action would be to
try to alleviate the 75' setback requirement from Route 495 and in so doing
would be able to alleviate any hardship for this property and any other
property abutting an interstate highway. This needs to be a zoning change.
A 50' setback is the normal setback from a highway in most of the County.

The Ordinance prohibits the Board from granting a variance based onh a general
condition and this is general throughout this industrially zoned area. If
there is a hardship, it is a hardship on several lots.

Mr. Runyon stated that in view of this discussion and the testimony at the
public hearing and because he is unable to find a proper justification that
this Board can work under in this case, he would make the following motion.

In application No. V-209-73, application by Vine Street Associates, Robert

W. Dudley & Alfred J. Honeycut, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit variance of 75 ft. setback requirement from Rt. 495 to 50.55 feet,
on property located at 5621 .Vine Street, Lee Distriet, also known as tax map
81-2((4))3%, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board

of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applicaticn has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-~
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 28th day of November, 1973 and deferred to the 5th day of December, 1973,
the 12th day of December, 1973 and again to the 9th day of January, 1974,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zdning Appeals has made the following findings of faot:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Dudley & Honeyeut t/a

Vine Street Associates. .
2. That the present zoning is I-L.
3. That the area of the lot is 18,260 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follewing coneclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical condi-
tions exist which under an interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would per-
mit a variance. : .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT. RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereéby denied. :

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
/ '

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

HARRISON W. GALE, $-202-72, 9718 Beach Mill Road, Dranesville District,
8((1))5 - Request for an extensien.

Mr. Smith stated that bafore the Board extends this permit, they should find
out if the applicants now have their site plan approval or a site plan
waiver.

He stated that he would also like to know if they have begun construetion.

Mr. Runyon stated that they have not begun operation and they did not have
to construct anything but the bathrooms and the widening of the entrance.
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
Januyary 9, 1974

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mitchell if he would have an inspector check this and give
a report and also:check to¢ See whether or not there is a site plan waiver.

He stated that the Board would act on this next week.

/7

PINEWOOD STATIONS - Spécial Use Permit $-217-73

Mr. Smith read a letter from Preliminary Engineering which stated:

"In connection with the subject swimming pool, I would like to call your
attention to the fact that the pool is to be available for use by the present
residents of the Newington area according to the letter submitted by the
developer at the rezoning hearing.

A search of the Board of Zoning"Appeals resolution for the special use permit
reveals there is no mention of the commitment, nor has there been provisions
for on-site parking as there was in the plan submitted to the B.Z.A

We request your decision on whether or not this plan should be resubmitted to
the B.Z.A. to incorporate commitments made to the Board of Supervisors,"

Mr. Smith stated that this should be sent back to Preliminary Engineering
with a request that they inform the Board of Zoning Appeals exactly what the
commitments to the Board of Supervisors were, in order that the Board of
Zoning Appeals might incorporate them in the Resolution granting this Special
Use Permit. :

’H

Several gentlemen appeared before the Board from the Sikh Dharma Brotherhood.
They had presented a letter to Mr. Knowlton who had given the letter to Mp.
Smith which stated that they intended to use a 35-acre tract of land at 10505
Pohick Road, Fairfax Station, Virginia, to construct a building to. be used

as a place of worship where regular services will be held. They plan to
partially surround the temple with water and formal gardens. The Temple

will be open to all who wish to attend. The seminary would be for the pur-
pose of training and educating ministers. It would include c¢lassrooms,
offices and residential facilities., There would be a farm to raise food for
the seminary and to afford an environment of hard, simple, honest work. Also,
included would be a pottery and wood working workshlp. The students and
teachers would live at the seminary and maintain the grounds in addition to
caprrying out their studies and community duties.

Mr., Smith asked them if Mr. Knowlton had given them a decision on whether or
not they would be able to use the premises for wood working, plctures, ete.

They tcld him that Mr. Knowlton had not given them an answer.

Mr. Smith stated that the use for religious purposes would-be fine under the
Ordinance, but he could not see how the other would be allowed. Education
also would be allowed under the Ordinance and raising farm products, but
when it comes to woodworking and pottery making, ete., he did not feel this
would be allowed, if they were going to sell it.

The spokesman stated that the woodworking and pottery making is something they
do while they are in training. They keep some of the items and use them in
the temple. The rest they wanted to sell.

Mr. Smith stated again that this wouldn't be.allowed. He further stated that
this is something that he would have to discuss with Mr. Knowlton. At the
moment, the Staff cannot even accept an appllcatlon for a Special Use Permit
for the next 18 month periog.

Mr. Smith asked if they now own the land.

The spokesman answered that they do not. They have signed it on a contingency
basis and have not made a down payment. There is a limit on the contract of
February 15, 1974.

My. Smith stated that there is no way the Board can hear the case prior to
February 15th. The public hearing on the emergency amendment to the ordinance
that prevents the Staff from taking applications for Special Use Permits doas
not come before the Board of Supervisors until February 11, 197u.
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
January %, 197k

Mr, Smith suggested they keep in touch with the Staff on the status of this
ordinance, and in the meantime, he would have a discussion with Mr. Knowlton
regarding this. He asked the Clerk to make copies of this letter for the
Board members.

’

Mr. Runyon moved that the minutes of Octeber 10, 17, and 24, be approved with
minor correcticns. :

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
1

Mr. Smith stated that the Clerk had advised him that Mr. Barnes's term expireJ
Feburary 19, 1974. He stated that the Board should notify Judge Sinclair of
this expiration.

Mr. Kelley stated that he certainly would like t0 see him reappointed and if
there are any comments in the letter the Chairman writes to the Judge, he wou
like to say that Mr. Barnes has made the Beard a very good member and he woul
like t¢ continue to serve with him as long as he is on the Beoard. He moved
that the Chairman direct a letter to Judge Sineclair with the comments tha

he had just made.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated that the Chair will direct this Resolution to the attenticn
of the Judge pointing out the outstanding performance that Mr. Barmes

has rendered to the Board of Zoning Appeals over the year. The motion passed
unanimously with the members present.

’

The meeting adjourned at 3:22 P.M.

/
BY: Jane C. Kelsey
Clerk Daniel Smith, Chalrman
and APPROVED: 0 /27

ate
Joyce Salamon




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, January 16, 1974, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman, Jdoseph
Baker and Charles Runyon. Mr. George Barnes was
absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Covington:

Mr. Smith stated that any action that this Board takes today will be in com-
pliance with the emergency ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors. The
Board has again been in discussion with the County Attorney and the Zoning
Administrator, Mr. Knowlton, regarding this emergency amendment to the ordi-
nance, and the Board is trying to operate within the framework of this amend-
ment. For that reason, we have been deferring use permits and expansions of
use permits for a period of time in order that the Board of Supervisors might
hold a public hearing on this emergency amendment, and probably come up with

tion and patience in waiting for the Board this morming.

10:00 ~ DOMINICAN RETREAT HOUSE OF ST. CATHERINE DERICCI, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Ordinance, to permit convent and
retreat house, expansion of facilities, {(12.4 acres), 7103 Cld Dominic
Drive, 30-1((1))38, Dranesville District, R-12.85, S5-249-73.

Mpr. Philip Brothy, attorney for the applicant represented them before the
Board. His address is 106 Little Falls Street, Falls Church, Virglnla 22048,

Notices to prioperty owners were in order. He stated that all the property
owners notified were contiguous. Two of them were Charles B. Harrison, 7207
Van Ness Court, Mclean; and George Davis, 3815 Mayflower Drive, Mclean.

Mr. Kelley made the following motion: "Because of the emergency amendment
passed by the Board of Supervisors on Japuary 7, 1974, to-Chapter 3¢, speci-
fically 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance, I move that the Board of Zoning Appeals
defer this case for a period not to exceed sixty (80) days in order Ffor the
Board of Supervisors to hold a public hearlng on the ordinance and hopefully
come up with some feasible solution regarding existing use permits where ex-
pansions are necessary."

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.

Mr. Brothy asked if thepe was any information the Board could give on a possi-
ble rescheduling.

Mr. Smith stated that they would be notified and would be given ample time to
renctify the same people that they notified previously.

There was no one in the audience in opposition to this application.

/

10:20 - NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY, application under Section 30-
7.2.6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit expansion of Christian Education
Pacility which was granted under SiU.P. S5-63-73, (23.88 acres), 4601
W. Ox Road, 56-1((1))10 & 11, Centreville District, REflj 3-250-73,

Rev, John Bonds, 4601 West Ox Road, represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous éﬂnefs were Loulse
Cross, 4623 West Ox Road, and Bobby Greer, 4438 Legato Rold Fairfax..

Mr. Smith told Rewverand Bonds that he had heard the action of the previous
case and he was sure that the Board of Supervisors and the County Attorney
are giving thought to this particular type of -uge permit, but at this time,
this Board has been deferring these applifations in ueemplianea with this
emergency ordinance to give the Board of - Supervisors the opportunity to hold
a public hearing and to finalize that ordinance.

some changes to it. He thanked the people in the audience for their considera
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continued)
January 16, 1974

Reverand Bonds asked if he could address the Board on this matter and submit
a written statement.

My. Smith told him that he c¢ould, and they would accept the written statement
for the record. (Statement can be found in file for this application).

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is well aware of the existing use permit now
in foree at this location, but in lieu of the action of the Board of previous
similar cases, it would only be fair that they treat this case the same way.
The Board has searched for a way to alleviate the possible hardship on the
e¢xisting permits in areas such as this, and the Board hopes that by February
11th, when the Board of Supervisors hold their public hearing on the amend-
ment, some of the problemé will be taken care of. The Board has been assured
that this is a possibility, and the Beard has spent quite a bit of time dis-
cussing these possibilities with theCounty Attorney and Zoning Administrator.

He stated that he was sure that quite a few of the Board of Supervisors mem-
bers are anxious to alleviate any hardship on a public facility such as this,
but this Board is not in a position to do other than what the Board has done
on the previous cases. Hopefully, the Board can get back to these cases
before the 60 days are up.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board of Zoning Appeals has talked about this

quite a bit and last week he abstained and this week he had intended to do

the same thing, but the only way that this Board can get around this mess

that has been created by the Board of Supervisors is to defer these cases at
least until the public hearing is held and then try to -expedite the cases in

a timely. fashion. He stated that he could speak about the thing for a cou-
ple of hours,but there is nc sense in wasting a lot of time, therefore, becaus
of the action by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, in passing the
emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19, he moved that the- Board
of Zoning Appeals defer this case fom a perlod not to exceed sixty (60} days.

Mr. Baker seconded the moticn.

Mr. Kelley stated that he appreciated the confidence that Reverand Bonds has
in th:.s Board, and as Mr. Runyon has pointed out, this Board has done every-
thing in their power to work these thlngs out. He stated that the only rea-
son he is not abetaining from this case is because this is the only way this
Board can go. He stated that it is not his feeling that this should have
been handled this way, however, the Board feels that there are certain things
that will be ironed out and he would hope that it will be ironed out as soon
after the February 11th, 1974 meeting as posalble. The Board says a maximum
of 60 days which means it could be heard prior to that, which is his feeling
in geing along with the Board of Supervisors and, the County Attorney. He
stated that he would hope that there would be a solution to these problems
where there is already an existing Special Use Permit.

Mr. Baker stated that the only reason he seconded the motion is because he
could not see any alternate solution and he is completely in accord with the
statements made by the other Board members.

The motion passed unanimeously with the members present.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

/7 _

10:40 - EDWARD JOSEPH MAHONEY, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit addition of family room and bathroom addition closer to
rear lot line than. allowed by Ordinance, 7103 Oakridge Rd., 50=3((u4)}
66, Woodley Subdivision, Providence bhistrict, (31,13% Bg. -ft), R-10,
V-237-73.

Mr. Mahoney, 7103 Oakridge Road, spoke before the Board. Notices to property

owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Hale W. Jacobson, 7101

Gak Road, and Jean E. Longaker, 711% Alexandria Road.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Mahoney if he had obtained these.sighatures.

Mpr. Mahoney stated that his wife did.
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EDWARD JOSEPH MAHONEY (continued)
January 16, 1974

Mrs. Mahoney came forward and stated that she certified that she did obtain
these signatures personally .and they were signed in her presence.

Mr. Mahoney stated that their rear yard is very shallow in relation to the
space on either side; however, on the right hand side are their bedrooms.
The way the house is laid out and the way it is set on the lot precludes
building at any other place. This house was constructed about 20 years ago.
He purchased the house in 1961.

Mr. Smith agreed that thevway the house is set on the lot does affect the land
use in some way.

Mr. Jacobson, the contiguous property owner on the south side, spoke in faver
of the application. He stated that Mr. Mahoney has fine grandchildren who
visit frequently and he does need the space for his family.

There was no opposition to this application.

Mr. Mahoney stated that he plans to use the same type materials and the same
architecture as is in the existing house.

In aPPllC&thn No., Vv-237-73, application by Edward Joseph Mahoney, under
Sectlion 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition of family room
and bathroom closer to rear lot line than allowed by Ordinance, on preperty
located at 7103 Oakrldge Road, Woodley SublelSlon, also known as tax map
50-3({4})66, Providence District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in acecordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals: and

WHEREAS , follow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 16th
day of January, 1%74; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Edward J. & Helen A. Mahoney.
2 That the present zoning is R-10.

3. That the area of the lot is 11,194 square feet.

4., That the request is for a mlnimum variance, 10 feet to the requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law: . \

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

(a)} exceptionally shallew lot,
(b) unusual location of existing buildings.

NOW, THEREFQORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJECt application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the pame land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless comstruction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira-
tion.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the appllcant should be awape that grantlng of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like
through the established procedures.
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EDWARD JOSEPH MAHONEY (continued)
Jangary 16, 1974

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4 to 0.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

/i

11:00 - CHARLES § ANETA NEIL, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit division of lots with less Ffrontage at the building setback
lines, 8600 Dixie Place, 20-3((5))26, (proposed parcels 264 & 2BB),
(2.05 acres), Woodside Estates, Section 5, Dranesville District,
RE-1, V-256-73.

Mr. Neil, 8600 Dixie Place, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were John 0.
Lehman, 860) Dixie Place, and Arthur C. Weid, 1109 17th St., N.W., Washington-
ton, D.C.

Mr. Neil certified that he obtained the signatures himself, except for Mr.
Weid, which was a certified letter.

Mr. Neil stated that this is 7.25 acres of land, but they lack the required
frontage to divide the lots in order that they might build a new house on
the back portlon of the present lot. They would pipestem a road back to the
new lot. This is on a cul-de-sac and the lot isa wedge shaped- plece of land.
They have owned the land since 1355 and the part they wigh to subdivide has
never been used in the past years. The frontage is the only problem that
they have that causes them a hardship that would deprive them the reasonable
use of the land. Mpr. Coleman, the County's Soil Scientist, has inspected
the site and feels that it is adequate soii. to put in a septlc field. City
water i1s available for the lot. Mr., Coleman advised them where the fiouse
should be placed. :

There was no objection to the application.

Mr. Neil stated that he now lives in the existing house that is on the lot.
That house will remain.

In application No. V-256-73, application by Charles £ Aneta Neil under Sec-
tion 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit division of lots with less
frontage at the- bulldlng setback lines, on property located at 8600 Dixie Plac
Dranesville District, also known as tax map 20-2((5))26, County of Fairfax,
Vipginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resclution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contlguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 16th day of January, 19743 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Charles G. § Aneta 8. Neil.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1.
3. That the area of the lot is 2.05 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conelu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that conditions exist which
under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in prac-
tical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:
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CHARLES & ANETA NEIL (continued)
January 16, 1974

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats inclu-
ded with this application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board priocr to date of expira-
tion, not withstanding the effect of the "emergency ordinance" recently

adopted. J This Anitelon we cvarasd W-2074 by Ressivima by B27.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obliga-
tion to obtain building permits, certificates of occcupancy and the like throug]
the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed 4 to 0.

Mr. Barnes was absent.

/f

11:20 - FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
toc permit accegsory structure to remain in side yard area, 9524
Braddock Road, 63-3((11})21, (§ acres), Springfield Distriet, RE-1,
V-257-73.

Reverand Roy R. Calvert, 7803 Bristow Drive, Annandale, Virginia, represented
the applicant. He stated that:-he is the Pastor of the church.

Notices to property owners were in opder. The contigucus property owners are
Robert Bennett, 9606 Nan Mill Road and Charles B. Chase, 3530 Braddock Road.

Mr. Kelley stated that he noticed that the Agenda says that this is in Annan-
dale District and the Staff Report states that it should be in Springfield.

Mrs. Kelsey stated that the Agenda should be Springfield. Théy noticed the
error after the Agenda had gone to print.

Reverand Calvert sfated that the Assistant Pastor, Mr. Hisland, obtained. the
signatures.

Reverand Hisland came forward and stated that he certified that he obtained
these signatures personally.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have placed these air conditioning and
heating units along the side property line. He stated that these were shown
at the time they received their building permit. The building permit was
approved.

Mp. Mitchell stated that he believed it was a mechanical permit for the ine
stallation of the equipment. At the time this was done, they did not get a
checkoff from zoning and apparently it was not required.

Reverand Calvert stated that this church was just completed in Detober. The
air conditioning unit went in at the same time the building went up.

Mr. Smith stated that he eould not understand why this was approved in con-
flict with the Ordinance. He asked who actually owns the property, as the
Staff Report says it is owned by the Central Baptist Church of Springfield,
Trustee.

Reverand Calvert explained that they went before Judge Keith iﬂ 1872 and had
their name changed fo the Fairfax Baptist Temple.

Mr. Smith stated that apparently they had neglected to change the tax records,
as the County's records do not reflect that. He stated that they should

amend the application to include the Central Baptist Church of Springfield,
since they are the owner of record.

My. Baker so moved.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with the
members present.
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FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE {(continued)
January 16, 1974

Reverand Calvert stated that the reason they need this variance is because they
air conditioning unit and heating unit were installed according to plans
properly submitted and approved by the County. The building plans showed

the locaticn of the air conditioning units. The problem came up when the
plang went through their architect. At the time, it was a question of deter-
mining whether you call the air conditioning unit a part of the physical
building due tc the fact that some did not understand that it was part of

the physical building. The architect, Mr. James Smith, has been dealing in
Fairfax County in building churches for several years and this is the first
time something of this nature came up. It was their understanding that once
that they had a building permit, they had the right to construct. They star-
ted the installation and the cement pads were poured. They had County in-
spectors around the area quite frequently, but no one noticed that they

had those slabs, as far as saying that it was not within the building limits.
They have the building 25' from the property line because they plan to add
onto their building in the future. They need the room to expand. The build-
ing was constructed, the units were installed and after the instaliation, the
inspector came out and issued them a violation stating that this was not with-
in the building limits and protruded 7.8' into the building restriction line.

The reason they need the air conditioning units to remain as they are is the
extreme cost that they would incur to relecate the units. If they tried to
relocate the units to meet the setback requirement, it would be closer to
their next door neighbor, Mr. and Mrs. Chase and closer to other neighboring
homes. Presently, it ig not in sight of their home because they have a
carport on that side with a seclid brick wall. If they move it to the rear,
the Chases could see it from their kitchen window.

Mr. Smith asked if there was any screening between these units and the
neighbors' house.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have not put in any sereening, because

if they came to this ‘meeting and this Beoard asked them to change the units'
iocation, they would have wasted the money they had used to screen it. They
do plan to screen these units with evergreens. The screening would also
eliminate noise. . .

Mr. Smith asked if on the site plan they required screening and fencing.
Reverand Calvert stated that they did not.

Mr. Kelley stated that this church did not come before this Board for a
Special Use Permit. The church went in prior to the Ordinance that required
a Special Use Permit. This Board would certainly have required screening
from the other properties.

Charles B. Chase, Jr., 9530 Braddock Road, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he had been a resident of Fairfax County for 25 years, since July, 1965,
He lives at this address with his wife and seven children. He stateqd that
he would like to present some photographs and read a letter from Mr. Orville
¢. Nelms and also submit a copy of his house plans. The photographs were
taken on Monday, January 7, 1974, and there are three: that were taken in

the early spring of 1973.

Mr. Smith asked if the cluttered condition still exists on the property.

Mr. Chase stated that it does exist, only worse. The debyis from the con-
struction has not been corrected.

Mp. Chase read the letter from Mr. Nelms which stated:

"I have been engaged as a Excavéting Constretor in Fairfax County for the
past 15 years. I own and operate my own eguipment.

In June 13866, I was hired by Mr. Charles Chase, of 9530 .Braddock Road,
Fairfax, Virginia to grade a small section of a five acre tract owned by
Dorothy Dimmock.

Located on this parcel, directly adjacent to Mr. Chase's house was a large
depression, which had been dozed out to construct a Fish Pond. This area
about 75 feet by 50 feet would not retain water and therefore had been trans-
formed into a swamp.
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I filled in the depression and graded the area from a point at the end of
Chases lot, where a cement marker had been placed, south almost to Braddock
Road, and east about 60 feet, from the Chase-Dimmock property line. The
grade from the property line east, towards Dimmock's house, was at the very
most 10-inches above grade. A swale about 5-feet from the property line was
cut to Braddock Road, to insure proper drainage.

Mr. Chase & Miss Dimmock Were more than satisfied with my work. Mrs. Chase
paid me for the job."

Mr. Chase)
He /stated that it is his opinion that the church building constructed on this
S-acre tract has been constructed entirely to0 close to the property line and
to his home. The value of his property has already been reduced according to
informed sources in the real estate and banking buginess. Almost from the
day construction began, 16 months age, every time it rains,water flows down
to his property. On one occasien during a rain storm, a stream of water 14
feet in width flowed across the back of his lot and inteo his kitchen and din-
ing roem and down into the bagement. It is almost a daily routine to have
to clean -mud from the floors. The church has been advised on more than one
occasion how to correet this situation.

Mr. Smith asked if they had brought the drainage problem to the attention of
Public Works.

Mpr. Chase stated that they have. There are records of this back to February,
1973. The church has been told how to correct the problem by several differ~
ent building inspectors in Fairfax County, but the situation has not been
corrected.

Mr. Smith stated that drainage problems come under Public Works and the church
should be required to alleviate any drainage preblem.

Mr, Chase stated that as to the huge commercial type propane gas air condi-
tioning and heating units, they have been placed on a 20~feot strip between
the church building and his property line. It ie impossible to properly grade
the area while the equipment is there. He stated that he recommends to the
Board that the variance be denied and the units required to be moved for the
following reasons:

1. Because of the drainage problem which has already damaged his property
and will worsen as long as this condition exists.

Mr. Spencer, Fairfax County Building Inspector, was there yesterday and
he 'is permitted to tell the Board that the drainage problems exist and
have not been corrected.

2. Mr. Larry Stoll, Mechanical Inspector with Fairfax County, .inspected
this equipment and stated that it was installed without any prior
knowledge of his office. He stated that he and his wife spent two
heurs in his office one day. (Mr, Chase)
7(Mr. stoll) _
Mr. Smith asked if the Board could get Mr. Stoll down to answer sole questions

Reverand Calvert stated that this equipment was installed by a registered heat
ing and air conditioning contractor, F. W. Harris.

Mr. Smith stated that F. W. Harris should have been aware that it was installe
illegally. This is a residential neighborhood. This property is zoned RE-1
and is surrounded by R-17, so the Fairfax County Zoning Maps indicated.

He stated that located within 10' of the property line are several beautiful
trees and a swing set enjoyed by his children and there was grass there.

Now, there is mud, just mud. They reseeded three times during the spring and
summer of 1973 and watched it being washed out to Braddock Road and into the
sewer which was stopped up on more occasjons than he can remember. This area
was enjoyed by his family since 1965 wntil it was destreyed by erosion and
noise. He asked the Board to imagine how the noise of 470,000 BTU's of
equipment would sound.
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Mr. Smith stated that the building was not in violation. It is permitted to
be 20 feet from a property line. It is the air conditioning and heating
equipment that is causing the problem.

Mpr. Chase stated that he also feels propane gas that close to his home is
dangerous. He stated that it is difficult to understand why the above-
mentioned equipment was not installed on the east side of the building. There
is nothing there except the parking lot and over 100' to the rear property
line of the houses facing Twinbrook Road. He asked if it could have been
because it is unsightly and grotesque to the parishioners who park their cars
in their parking lot and walk into the church. He urged the Board to deny
this application inorder that he and his family could again enjoy their

home with the peace and quiet that was there prior to this installation and
construction of this building.

Mr, Larry 5toll, Mechanical Engineer with Fairfax County, spoke before the
Board. He stated that when they got the mechanical plan, it was shown on
that plan, the location of the air conditioning units, but they have nothing
in the mechanical ordinance that prohibits it in that location. The equip-
ment was inspected, but never has been approved. The plan was approved, but
they do not require the applicant to do the drawings to scale and they do not
check the zoning requirements. Many times the equipment is not even put in
at the location where it is drawn on the plans the mechanical inspection
office receives.

The final has not been signed, because of the problems that exist with
zoning, and other problems that have come up. They had a problem with the
LP tanks. There were no permits obtained for the LP tanks. They put them
on the side of the building. They were set there temporarily, but they
moved them when they were issued a violation. As far as having signed off
on the equipment, they have never signed off on it because of the zoning
requirement.

Reverand Calvert spoke in rebuttal. He stated that they have an approved
set of building plans with a statement that says that the plans were checked
by the mechanical inspector and initialed by DJH. He stated that they now
have a permit for thelr tank. It has been inspected and approved.

The Board then discussed the L¥P tank.

Reverand Calvert stated that the drainage was caused originally by the fact
that Mr. Chase put in a 50 gallon septic tank next door for Mrs. Dimmock.
This problem was not caused by the church. They have a complete set of
plans from Jim Smith that says that there was not a swale when this survey
was made up. They did comply with the exact requirements of the County!
They have not completed the stablizing of their back yard, but this has
nothing to do with the location of the air conditioning and heating units.
The neighbors who lived across the street had water in their basement. It
may be that that is an inherent engineering problem with their house when
it was first constructed. As far as the sewers being stopped up, he stated
that he cleaned those sewers out personally and every single time it was
due to the fact that they took this thing against them. There was a drain-
age problem there that had been there, but that has nothing to do with the
location of their units and they do plan to correct the drainage problenm
that is in the back.

Reverand Calvert stated that as to the noise, it was turned on on Saturday
night, October 27 at 8:30.to get ready for their next morning's service.

Mr. Chase called at 11:15 and it was turned off immediately. 11:16 isn}t the
normal time for it to be on.

Mr. Covington suggested that the Board take a look at this property.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not understand, with § acres of land, why
they had to put it right up to the 20' line in the beginning. He stated
that it seemed to him that they have enough space there to put this equip-
ment in a location where it would not bother the neighbors. This is a
residentially zoned area surrcunded by residences. He stated that he cer-
tainly could see why Mr. Chase was s¢ unhappy with this. Mr. Kelley then
read the staff report which stated:
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"Zoning Administration Comments:

Applicant constructed a church building on property located on the north
side of Braddock Road at its intersection with Twinbreok Read in Annandale
District, and the accessory air conditioning equipment was installed beside
the church building such that the equipment is 12.2 feet from the side lot
line. The minimum required side yard is 20 feet, and since the equipment
encroaches 7.8 feet into that required yard, a Notice of Violation was :
issued;, and the applicant is seeking a variance to the requirement in order
to clear the violation and. allow the structure to remain where it is.

In justification, applicant states that the units were installed accord-
ing to plans approved by the County, that they cannot be moved without major
reconstruction of the buildings at enormous cost, and that the enly alternate
gite for the units, while meeting setback requirements, would be closer to
neighboring homes than the present locatiom.

Preliminary Engineering Branch Comments:

A site plan has been approved for the subject site. However, a revi-
sion to the approved site plan must be submitted and approved for the sub-
jeet structure if the requested variance is approved.”

Reverand Calvert stated that they had an estimate made by Mr. Sadler as to
what it would cost and it would be quite high. Also it is not good sense
to put the air conditioning and heating unit all the way to the end of the
building.

Mr. Xelley stated that it seemed to him that the planning was very poor.

Reverand Calvert stated that this was an oversight on the part of the archi-
tect. He also stated that they have checked with Mr. Sadler and he told
them that there were cones they could install to buffer the noise. He stated
the estimated cost of moving the units would be about $1%,000 and that is

not covering the engineering revisions that would have to be made. They
probably would have to increase the gize of their units.

Mr, Kelley stated that it is incredible to him that in a project of this size
this would not be checked out.

Reverand Calvert, in answer to Mr. Smith's queatlon, stated that this is .an
LP gas operated heating unit and an electric air conditioner. They have a
1,000 gallon tank above ground 15C' to the rear of their building.

Reverand Calvert stated that they have laid etraw over the rear yard until
spring and they will seed at that time.

Mr. Smith stated that apparently there was no intention to v1olate the Ordi-
nance . .

Mr. Covington stated that he felt these units were put there for aesthetic
purposes.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would have to take “into consideration the
fact that. the Coumty .did not catch this in the planning stages.

Mr. Kelley stated that the contracters:certainly should know the Zoning
Ordinance and if they were installed in violation to the County Ordinance,
it should be the contractors' responsibility.

Mr. Smith stated that this is a civil matter and he did not want to get into
it.

Mr. Covington stated that these air conditicning and heating units were
not on the site plan and they certainly shcould have been., It was only on
the mechanical permit. The architect reacts to what the people want con-
structed. Mr. Chase also has other premedies other than to this Board.
This County also has a noise ordinance.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they could alleviate the noise problem with
screening and buffers.
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Mr. Baker stated that it should be the people who installed this equipment
who are required to make the adjustment.

Mr. Runyon stated that according to the ordinance that this Board operates
under, the justification would have to assure the Board that it would not be
detrimental to the use and enjoyment of the people in the vicinity. This
really doesn't come up too.much in this County, but in the City of Falls
Church this is the first thing that they review. It is a problem with a
commercial building being next to residential. A church is certainly more
1ntense than a residential building as far as size, shape and noise. Whether
this is inside or outside of the building restriction line, there should be
a brick wall arcund it and a considerable amcunt of shrubbery. He stated
that he would like to look at it and have them turn the units on for them

to see how loud they are. Anything they plant would have to be pretty tall.
He would like the church to come in with additional information as to baffl~.
ing these units and putting in extensive screening and.perhaps a brick wall
surrounding it. He moved that the Board defer this until January 22nd to-
give the Board an opportunity to view the property and have the applicant
submit some buffer proposals.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with the
members present.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt they should sereen, buffer and also put in a
wall. He stated that the Board would not take any additional testimony
unless the Board hag questions of the applicant in connection with the plans
submitted. It would be good if the applicant could present to the Board any
information pertaining to this equipment as to the size, the horsepower and
BTU rating and the normal hours of operation of the equipment.

Mr. Covington stated that Mr. Maize, who is a specialist in the field of
noise calabrations, should review the plans.

Mr. Smith stated that he would rather let the people who are installing
the equipment make the comments, but if Mr. Maize wants to review them,
fine. '

/1

12:00 - NORTH WASHINGTON PROPERTIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.
+ 10.5.9 of Ordinance, to permit restaurant addition to motel, 6650
Arlington Blvd., 50-4((1))2% & 28, CDM & C-G, Providence District,
5-258-73.

Mr. Runyon stated that he would abstain fpom this application as he did the
engineering work. He stated that he did advise the applicant that it would
not be necessary for him to be here today as the Board would have to deferd

his case for a period not to exceed 60 days because of the Board of Super-

vigsoras' action.

Mr. Kelley stated that because of the emergency amendment to the Zoning
Ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 197u,amendment

to Chapter 30, specifically Chapter 30-19, he would move that this applica-
tion, $-258-73, by North Washington Propertles, Inc. be deferred for a pericd
not to exceed BD days to allow the Board of Supervisors to hold a public
hearing on this ordinance.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0. *

Mpr. Barnes was absent and Mr. Runyon abstained.

Mz. Runyon stated that this is one of those additions and improvements to an
existing Special Use Permit that the Board should bring to the attention to
the Board of Supervisors, formally, that these items should be removed from
the jurisdiction of this ordinance. It is an improvement to an existing
kitchen to help bring it to the standards of the Health 'Department. He
suggested a letter from the Chairman to the Board of Supervisors would be a
good mediatory for some of these ideas.

bf
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Mr. Smith stated that he had requested Mrs. Packard to be present at the meet-
ing this moring, but it was a late request and she wasn't available, but he
did intent to convey the Board of Zoning Appeals' thinking to the Chairman

of the Board of Supervisors on this matter.

/i

Mr, Kelley suggested that they go back to the Fairfax Baptist Temple applica-
tion and amend the application to be heard under the Mistake Clause, Section
30~-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance. He made that his motion. ’

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
174

2:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. , application under Section
30-7.2.8,1.1 of Ordinance to bring existing non-conforming country
club use into conformance under Special Use Permit, Country Club of
Fairfax, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1({1))20 and 18, (151.3463 acres), Spring-
field District, RE-1, §-255-73. :

- COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. application under Section
30-6.6 of Ordinance to permit variance in height of fence to exceed
4' in front setback, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1((1))1B and 20, (151.3463
acres), Springfield District, RE-1, V-260-73.

Quin Elscon, attorney-at-law, 4150 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, represented the
applicant before the Board. K He stated that he did not know quite how to
proceed today with regard to the varicus items that he had been reading. He
stated that he did not know whether or not the Board would be in a position
to consider or want to consider this application today.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accept the notices at this time. The
case probably would be.deferred as the rest of them have, but he did want to
accept the notices and the only requirement when this case is heard at a later)
date would be to notify the same people of the hearing. There would not

have to be any posting or advertising.

Mr. Elson stated that he wanted to make it clear that the Country Club of
Fairfax is coming before the Board on the basis of the erection of a 6

fence and the issuye of whether or hot the Board would grant a variance on the
setback requirement. There will be no change in the Country Club, or any
change in the ugse other than the fence.

Mr. Smith stated that the policy of the Board has been to bring a non-conform-
ing use into conformity with any addition to the use. He stated that the
Board has taken 2 or 3 actions in gonnectjon with the Country Club and Mr.
Barnes was surpriged because they know they have had some matters before

the Board in connection with this Club with Mre. Henderson was on thé Board.
It any event, the policy has been if one comes before this Board for an
extension or addition to a non-conforming use, it has to be brought into
conformity under a Special Use Permit. This is one of tlie areas the County
Attorney is trying to work on to alleviate any hardship so the Board can

hear them. This use has been existing for a number of years.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were William
A, Linne, 11035 Brockline Drive and Miltom V. Petersen, 11036 Brookline.
Drive.

Mr. Kelley stated that he wanted to point out that the only reascn he was par-
ticipating in this hearing is the fact that they only have twe Board members
other than himeelf. .He stated that he.would abstain from any decision on this
case.

Mr. Runyon moved that,in applications §-255-73 and $5-260-73, because of the
action of the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974 in passing an emergericy
amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning Ordinance, this
Board defer these cases for a period not to exceed sixty (60) days in

order for the Board of Supervisors to hold a public hearing on the ordinance
and hopefully sanity will prevail.
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Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0.

Mr. Barnes was absent and Mr. Baker had to leave early.
/e

DEFERRED CASES:

2:20 - REGINALD AND ROSE-ANNE BARTHOLOMEW, application under Section 30-6.6

: of Ordinance to permit shed (8' x 12') closer to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 74lé Rebecca Drive, 93-3((4))2, (15,701 square
feet), Mt. Vernon Distriet, R-17, V-231-73. (Deferred for complete
hearing at applicant's request from 12-19-73).

Mrs. Bartholomew appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owhers were in order. The contiguous owners were Raymond
and Mary Kitchell, 7414 Rebecca Drive, Alexandria, and Paul Hoover, 7u4l8
Rebecca Drive, Alexandria.

She certified that she personally secured the signatures on the notices.

She stated that their house is sited to face away from the street. They wish
to construct this shed which will have black and white trim to match the
existing house. She stated that there are a number of trees they would have
to cut down if they constructed the shed elsewhere. There is a slope from
the level of the street to that shed. Beyond the driveway there is another
slope so that the level of the street is about to the top of the shed. It
would be visible in the wintertime from a certain angle from the street,
but it would not be visible in the summertime. The Hoover residence is to
the south of their house and the Hoovers have stated that they have no ob-
jection to this shed. They have owned the property since last September and
plan tc continue to live there. The house was constructed about 13 years
ago. :

There was no opposition to this application.

In application No. V-231-73, application by Reginald £ Rose-Anne Bartholomew,
under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit shed (8' x 12'} c¢lo-
ser to front and side property line than allowed by ordinance, on property
located at 7416 Rebecca Drive, Mt. Vermon District, also known as tax map
93-3((4))2, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with' the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper hotice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contlguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 16th day of January, 13974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

.  That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
That the present zoning is R-17.
That the area of the lot is 15,701 square feet.
. That the vequest is for a 7.8 foot variance from the side lot line
and 10.3 foot variance from the front line. :

5. That the property ie in a subdivision which was recorded prior to
the adoption of the present Zoning Ordinance.

Fwh -

AND; ‘WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/cr buildings involved:

by~
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(a) topographic problems of the land
(b} wunusual location of existing buildings.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or gtructures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same
land. .

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of explraj
tion. .

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall be
compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of cccupancy and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.
The motion passed 3 to 0, with Messrs, Barneé and Baker absent.
f//

2:40 - REGLA ANGULO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit operation of a ballet school in basement or premises, 3300
Glen Carlyn Road, 61-2({6))11, (10,006 square feet), Mason Distprict,
Pinehurst Subdivision, R-12.5, 5-239-73. (Deferred for proper notices
and lease).

Mr. Frank Perry, attorney for the gpplicant, 1017 Chain Bridge Road, represen-
ted the applicant before the Board. Notices to property owners were in order.
The cohtiguous property owners Were Diocese of Richmond, Most Rev. Walter
Sullivan, P. 0. Box 26, Richmond, Virginia and Hudson Nagle, 3304 Glen Carlyn
Road, Falls Church, Virginia - 22041.

Mr. Smith explained to Mr. Perry the problem with the emergency amendment.
Mpr. Runyon then moved that in application §-239-73, because of the action
of the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974 in passing an emergency amend<
ment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-18 of the Zoning Ordinance, this Board
defer this appleciation for a period not to exceed sixty (60) days in order
for the Board of Superv1sors to hold a public hearing on the ordinance- and
hopefully sanity will prevail.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to 0.

Messrs. Baker and Barnes were absent.

/7

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

HARRISON W. GALE, $-202-72, for riding stable, granted January 2%, 1873.

Mr. Smith read a letter requesting a 6-month extension. He alsc read the
report from the Inspector which stated: .

"The Gales have made application for a Non-Residential Use Permit, a plumbing
permlt has been issued for the requlred restrooms and they have a surveyor
preparing the plats required to obtain a permit from VDH to do the work on
the entrance. A site plan waiver has been applied for and is being processed
by the Preliminary Engineering Branch.

The Gales only board horses at this time apd there are no lessons being given!
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gr. Runyon moved that the Board grant the extension for 180 days from January
4, 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with the
members present.

//
PINEWOCD DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

Mr. Smith read a letter from Preliminary Engineering stating that the
developer at the time of the rezoning had made certain promises to the
Board of Supervisors that they would allow membership in the pool from the
Newington area.

Mr. Covington submitted a letter from Ken Sanders, attorney for the applicant,
1o the President of the Newington Civic Asaocciation, stating that they would
be allowed to become members of the pool.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board needs to get the applicant in to ask them
what their intent is. At the time of the publie hearing, the Board was not
informed of their promises to the citizens and the Board of Supervisors. The
BZA granted a Special Use Permit for the 150 families that would live in the
Pinewcod Development and they only provided parking spaces to serve that
development. .

He asked the Clerk to contact the applicant and request that they be present
next week about 10:30 a.m. to discuss this matter.

1/

November 28, 1973,

Earlier in the meeting Mr. Baker moved that the minutes of November 21, 1973,/
December 5, 1973, December 12, 1973 and December 1%, 1973, be approved with
minor typographical corrections.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with the
members present.

/

Mr. Covington read a letter from William Hansbarger, attorney for the Wein-
berg case, requesting clarification of whether or not the Board would grant
an extension because of the fact that this construction is. being held up. due
to the sewer moritorium. .

Mr. Smith stated that all the Board could do would be to grant a 18C-day
extension. Mr. Covington asked iF there is any way the Board could stipulate
that if it is the County's Ffault that construction has not begun, he would be
allowed to retain his variance.

Mr. Smith stated that that is one of the questions that is before Mr. Ruck,
the County Attorney, at the present time. At that time, if the sewer mori-
torium still exists, the Board has the authority to grant the extensien
further.

Mpr. Covington stated that then the Board feels that they would not be limited
to one extension only in this case or in any case where a problem such as a
sewer moritorium exists.

Mr. Smith stated that at the time when this wariance is about to expiye if
the sewer moritorium still exists, the Board has authority to extend it
further.

Mp. Covington. statad that he had to ‘come back the last time.

Mr. Smith stated that he had to come back because the applicant let the
variance expire.

Mr. Covington asked if Mr. Smith would be in agreement if he wrote a letter
to Mr. Hansbarger that if the sewer moritorium still exists, he could still
get an extension te his variance.

/1
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is about to expire and Mr. Hanebarger comes in, there will be 5 responsible
members on-:this Board, maybe not particularly the same members as are there
now, but there will be 5 responsible members on this Board to make a just
decision.

Mr. Smith stated that "No", he would not agree to that. . When the variance I

Mp. Smith stated that they kept a service station going two or three years
because it was in Court. If there is a sewermoritorium, the Board has the
same jurisdiction there if it is not the fault of the applicant and if the
applicant has diligently pursued the development of his land. : l

Mr. Covington stated that this sewer moritorium is not his fault.

Mr. Runyon stated that what Mr. Smith is saying is that the appllcant should
wait until he gets near the expiration of the variance and they will extend
it for 180 days and at the end of that time, the Board then will make a

decision with reference t¢ the sewer moritorium, if that is still a problem.

Mr. Covington asked if he could advise Mpr. Hansbarger of that.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not think he should. It is pessible that some-
thing might happen in the interim. In the emergency amendment, the applicant
is granted an automatic 180-day extension. That would take care of the sewer
moritorium too, &0 the Board could act in accordanee with_ that, if he needed
additional time on it.

Mr. Covington stated that it expires August 1, 1974.

Mpr. Smith stated that this question is premature at this time and the Board
should not even be talking about 1t.

Mr. Cov1ngton stated that Mr. Hansbarger doesn't want to wait until the last
minute. He is now asking Mr. Knowlton to grant the variance extension
administratively.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not see how Mr. Knowlton could do that. He l
stated that he did not think he should take action on it. He suggested.

that Mr. Covington leave it in the file and the Beard can take action before
the explratlon date. That is 8 months away. Be stated that in fact, the
Board just recently got a letter from one of the Supervisors congratulatlng
them on the action the BZA took on thie case.

Mr. Covington stated that he would tell Mpr. Hansbarger that the Board feels
that this is premature and to resubmit it 60 days before the expiration.date
and the Board will take proper action at that time.

[/

Earlier in the day, Mr. Baker thanked the Board members and Mrs. Kelsey for
the plant and eards that they had sent while he was in the hospital.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board members were certainly glad to have Mr.
Baker back.

//

The meeting adjourned at %:00 p.m.

BY: Jane C.. Kelsey, Clerk .
aniel Smith, alrman
and Joyce Salamon
APPROVED: O

: - Dated - .

"*REQUEST FOR EXTENSION-LUTHER RICE COLLEGE--Mr. Smith read a letter from the

Eppllcant requesting an extension to theilr Permit as they had had problems with
heir Site Plan and have not received their building permit to begin constructibpn.

The, Staff indicated that their Site Plan had been approved, but the policy is '

hold it 10 days before releasing it. They should be able to receive their

building permit on January 28, 1974, two days after their Use Permit expires.

ﬁt was the Board's decision, under these e¢ircumstances, to extend their Permit
hree months as they felt the applicant had diligently pursued their Use Permidf

L]
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Tuesday, January 22, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel sSmith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Smith stated that this meeting is being held in accordance with the
recently adopted emergency amendment to Chapter 30 of the Zoning Ordinance
of the 1961 Code of Fairfax County, as amended, specifically Chapter 30-19.

10:00 - CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, INC. & ROBERT W. § NANCY L. PEVER, applicatioJ
under Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of the Ordinance, to permit new franchise
dealership for recreational vehicles and boat sales, 8142 Richmond
Hwy., 101-2((5))(2)3 & 4%, (40,000 square faet), Rolling Hills Subdi-
vision, Lee District, C-G, S-259-73,

Gary Weinstein, 1513 King Street, Attorney for the applicant, represented theA}
before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that he would like t¢ make an announcement as far as notices
are concerned. The posting of these properties was only actually nine (9)
days. If anyone wants to Question the 9-day posting,they can do so. This
came about because the meeting day was changed from Wednesday to Tuesday.

If the notifications are proper as far as the applicants are concerned, and
if there is no objection, the Board will consider the posting and notifica-
tions proper. If there are any questions on the posting, the Board will take
it under consideration.

There were ho questions raised regarding the posting of this property.

Notices to property owners Were in order. The contiguous owners were Charles
E. Reaves, 1211 Tatum Drive, Alexandria, Stone Truck Company with principal
offices at 2600 Huntington Avenue, and Mr. and Mrs. Albert Enfield, 3601
Rolling Hill Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia.

Mp. Baker asked if there is a vacant lot between his property and that of Mr.
Reaves.

A gentleman from the audience stated that Mr. Reaves owns the vacant lot also.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Weinstein if he was familiar with the emergency amendment
to the Zoning Ordinance adopted by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974,

Mr. Weinstein asked if this was with regard to construction in Fairfax County

Mr. Smith stated that it is more than construction. It pertains to Use Per-
mits and other faats of the ordinance as well. This particular Use Permit
comes under that Section, and in view of that, the Board has been for the pasm
two meetings, deferring the applications for a period not to exceed 60 days
until the Board of Supervisors can hold a public hearing on the Ordinance and
make any changes, if there be. changes, adopt it as it is, or drop it for lack
of further action.

Mr. Weinstein stated that he must admit that he was not familiar with this
ordinance. He stated that he would like to make a couple of brief statements
even if it was going to be deferred. He began to discuss the plans that had
been submitted.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is not going to discuss the case, or hear the
meprits of the case at all. He stated that if Mr. Weinstein has questions
regarding the posting, advertising or the deferral, they would allow him to
ask those questions.

Mr. Weinstein stated that he had no questions or statements with regard to _&
those items. Proper notice has been given and they are ready to present thei
case.

Mr. Smith stated that this case would not have to be readvertised, opr repos-
ted, but they would have to renotify the same property owners of the time
of the hearing as they had done this time.

{3
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CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, INC. & ROBERT W. & NANCY L. PEVER (continued)
January 22, 1974

Mr. Weinstein stated that Mr. Beaver was with him in case the Board had
questions of him.

Mr, Kelley stated that,because of the adoption by the Board of Superviszors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance, he would move that the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby defer this
application, $-259-73, for a period not to exceed 60 days in order to give
the Board of Supervisors an opportunity to hold a publie hearing on this”
emergency amendment.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
/7

The Board then recessed for a conference with the Chairman of the Board of
Supervisors, Mrs. Jean Packard, to discuss several aspects of this emergency
amendment to the Zoning Ordinance.

/i

The Board reconvened at 10:45 a.m. and tcook up on the 1li:20¢ appllcatlon of
Tuckahoe Recreation Club, Inec.

10:20 - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., application under Section 30-7-2.6.1.%
of Ordinance to permit construction of 12 x 16 ft. cement block stopr-
age and semi-office building adjacent to existing tennis ecourts, 1814
Great Falls St., #0~1 & 40-2({(1)}}1 & 2, (7.19102 acres), Dranesville
District, R-12.5, 5-261-73.

Mr, Echols, general manager of Tuckahoe, represented the applicant before the
Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mr.
Harris who lives immediately to the south of the Tuckahoe property and Robert
Satre, 1812 Great Falls Street.

Mr., Echols certified that he obtained these signatures himself, and these
were the signatures of the persons noted.

Mr. Smith asked him if he was familiar with the emergency amendment to the
Zoning Ordinance that the Board of Supervisors passed on January 7, 1%74.

Mr. Echols stated that he was.

unless there was someone in the audience who wanted to question the posting.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would accept the notices as proper nctificatior.

No one questioned the posting.

Mr. Kelley stated that, because of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the Zoning
Ordinance, he would move that the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby defer this
application, S§-261-73, for a period not to exceed 60 days in oprder to give
the Board of Supervisors an opportunity te hold a public hearing on th%s
emergency amendment.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

¥4

10:40 - KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., épplication under~Section 30-7.2.10.3.8
of Ordinance to permit construction of additional buildings for sales,
parts display and service for new car dealership, 2000 Chain Bridge
Rd., 29-3((1))31, (5.374l1 acres), Centreville District, C-D, S-262-73.

Mr. Ralph Louk; 4101 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax,. Vlrglnla, attorney for the
applicant, represented them before the Board.
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KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO. (econtinued)
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Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners wern
Trulie Investment Corp., et al, Real Estate Department, 6000 Manchester
Turnpike, P. 0. Box 418, Kansas City, Mo. 64130, and Samuel C. Redd, et al,
c/o Douglas S. Mackall, III, 4031 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Smith asked the date of notification.
Mr. Louk stated that the notices were mailed on the 10th, a Friday.

Mr. Smith stated that that would give him the required 10 days. The Board
would accept these as proper notices.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Louk if he was familiar with the emergency amendment to
the ordinance adopted January 7, 197h.

Mr. Louk stated that he was, that he had a couple of qQuestions.

Mr. Smith stated that, as Mr. Louk had heard on the earlier cases, the Board
is operating based on that emergency amendment.

Mpr. Louk stated that the Board's rules and regulations require that certain

plats be filed and certain evidence be given the Zoning Administrator and he
would like for the Board to reCOgnlze that this is a proper file. He stated
that he thought that determination had been made.

Mr. Smith stated that that determination was made prior to the scheduling
of this application for a public hearing.

Mr. Louk stated that he also wanted the Board to recognize that notices had
been filed and the advertising and posting were proper.

Mr Smith stated that the posting of the property was only for a period of
nine (9) days which does not meet the requirement, but unless someone contest
this fact, the Board will accept this as proper notlflcatlon.

Mr. Louk asked the Chairman to call and ask if anyone #n the audience was in-
terested in this application.

The Chairman did so and there was no one in the audience interested in this
application.

Mr. Louk asked the Chairman to verify that this appllcatlon wag advertised
for two successive weeks in a newpaper of general circulation.

Mr. Smith stated that this was done in accordance with the procedural require-
ments of the Board and in accordance with the County and State Codes.

Mr. Louk asked if anyone answered any telephoene calls or told anyone not to
be present for this hearing today.

Mr. Smith stated that he had no calls in relatien to this.

Mr. Louk asked him if he informed anyone not to be present.

Mr. Smith stated that he did ﬁot. .

Mr. Louk asked the Clerk if she had. informed anyone:not to be present.
Mrs. Kelsey stated that she had not.

Mr. Louk stated that on behalf of his client, they are ready , willing and
able to present theirp appllcatlon for this Special Exception or Use Permit
as contalned in the notices and application. He stated that he might peint
out that in Chapter 30-19.2 of the emergency amendment to the Zoning Ordinanced,
the Board did not say that you cannot hear thls cage. It says you cannot act
favorably om it during the period while it is in full force and effect for
all real property in Fairfax County, and that no application shall be accep-
ted or approval granted and that "... I submit to you, Mr. Chairman, that you
can hear the case under this ordlnance and defer decision as you have dene in
the past, and I would like the Board to hear the case, and I would like the
Board to make a decision today. I want to point this out."
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KQONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO. (continued)
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He stated that he assumed that this &s what the Board of Zening Appeals
referpred to when Fhey stated that because of this emergency amendment to the
ordinance, specifically 30-19 which includes 30«19.2.

Mr. Smith stated that in all fairness to all applicants, the Board has seen
fit to defer publie hearings since they are precluded by law to grant approva
of them. They are awaiting final determination by the legislative body and
there is a public hearing on February 1lth before the legislative body to tak
public testimony regarding the emergency amendment to the ordinance and he
was sure that shortly thereafter and certainly before the 6th of March, 1974,
the Board would make a determination as to whether to adopt this as a per=-
manent amendment or make revisions and adopt a pevised amendment or other
dlternatives to it. The Board has seen fit to defer all applications until
that time to make a final determination as to whether it has jurisdiction as
far as granting these additional uses or extensions of existing uses. There
will probably be some provisiens made. Certainly, the matter will be con-
sidered giving thought to extensions of existing uses where these expansions
wéll not effect the intent of the Board, which is set forth in the emepgency
adoption. : .

Mr. Louk asked Mr. Smith if he was ruling that,because of 30-19.2A, specifi-
cally, they were not hearing the case. :

Mr. Smith stated that they were not permitted by law to grant approval of
this application, and it would be unfair to the applicant to hear it based
on this provision, awaiting the final determination by. the legislative body
as to what this Board will be permited by law to do. B .

Mr. Louk stated that he had. one other question and that is, had Mr. Ruck
advised the Beard and is the Board acting on his adviee.

Mr. Smith stated. that. the Board is acting on a determination made by this
Board after considerable consultations with sevepal County officials based
on the information the Beard received and certainly based on the emergency
amendment. If is very specifiec as to what the Board can and cannoct do.
The Board has not acted on his advice.

Mr. Louk asked if the Board did not meet with Mr. Ruck.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had met with Mr. Ruck and other County offi-
cials, the Zoning Administrator, people in Publiec Works and County Development
and other Departments so that the Board would have i put and to make the offid
cials aware of the position of the Board members and the problems in: connec=
tion with the emergency amendment, but the Board has not acted on the advice
of anyone, only information on the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. Louk asked if the Board did receive the advice of Mr. Ruck.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board had not received specific advice from Hr.
Ruck.= The Board has asked questions of him.

Mr. Louk stated that he understood that the Chairman was speaking for the
Board on the contents of this ordinance and the Chair had indicated that it
would be continued for a period not to exceed 60 days. He stated that he
would ask the Board to defer it to a time certain.

Mr. Smith stated that in this case, the Board would set a certain date.

He stated that the reason the Board has been deferring for a maximum of 60
days is to give the Board an opportunity to reschedule these cases at an
appropriate date shorter than 60 days. It is very poesible that the Board
of Supervisprs will make a final decision shortly after the 11th of February.
They may make a decision before the 6th of March. If the Board of Zoning
Appeals is setting a date certain they should set it after March 6th. :

Mr. Louk stated that he would like a date certain after February 1llth. e

Mr. Smith asfated that this emergency amendment covers a 60-day peried and if
he is peading it correetly, it would take up the 6th day of March. ‘He
stated that he thought it would not be appropriate to schedule prior to that
date.

Mr. Louk stated that the emergency ordinance was adepted so that the permanent|
ordinance could be advertised. There are two revisions to that ordinance that
will be heard on February 1lth.
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KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO. {(continued}
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Mr. Smith stated that he would assume the Board will want to consider all of
the information heard at the public hearing. Whether they take specific
action that day or not, none of us are wise enough to predict. The emergency
amendment can go for 60 days under the State Code unless changes by the

Board of Supervisors.

Mr. Louk stated that he urged the Board to vote to hear his case today, not-
withstanding the emergency amendment, which he feels is not proper, and even
if proper, the Board can still hear this case today.

Mr. Smith stated that he wanted to restate the Board's position of being fair
and to say that the procedure they have followed in the past tweo meetings has
been a 60-day maximum deferral, other than that, he stated that if Mr. Louk
wanted a date certain, it will be set after March 6th.

Mr. Louk stated that he dld not request that. He requested a date prior to
that time.

Mr. Barnes stated that the Board wobld have to have several additioﬁal meet-
ings to get all these deferred cases in.

Mr. Runyon suggested the Board set an earlier date and defer it again.
The Board continued to discuss this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Beoard had set a precedent in deferring all the cases|
for a maximum of 60 days and it would be unfair to the other applicants to set
this one sooner than March 6. He stated that the Board had no other alternats
ive other than deny it based on the existing ordinance.

Mpr. Runyon stated that he .did not support this emergency amendment to the ord-
inance and the Chairman was giving the people the impression that it ig fair-
and square. This Board i8 just deferring this for a specific amount of time.
If the applicant wants the hearing after the 1lth, let's give {t to him.

Mr. Kelley stated that the Beard deferred cases on January 9 and 16. He
stated that everyone knows how he feels about the situation without going
into details, but that he would hope that some of these things would ba
worked out. This is what the discussion was about this morning at the con-
ference and he would hope that some of these cases .could be scheduled to the
least inconvenience of the applicant.

Mr. Smith stated that the original application was for 15.92 acres of land and
this appllcatlon is basically for the same land drea. The appllcant in the
original application was John W. Koons, Jr.; in thla application it is Koons
Development Corp.

Mr. Louk stated that this is a family partnership. This application is part q}
the same 15 acres that was in the original application.

¥Mr. Smith asked Mr. Louk to give the Board a letter to that effect for the
file settlng forth the relationship between the original application which.
was fided in the name of John W. Koons, Jr. and the present appllcatlon filed
in the nhame of XKoons Development Corp. He asked that this be filed prior. to
the deferral hearing date. . .

Mr. Runyon stated that because of the adoption of the emergency anendment to
the Ordinance by the Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1374, to Chapter 30,
specifically Chapter 30-19, he would move that the Board of Zoping Appeals
defer this hearing to February 27, 1974% in this application No. 5-262-73 by
Koons Plaza Development Company. That would give the Board of Supervisors
two weeks to make a decision on this amendment.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion

it is
Mr. Runyon stated that the reason for that date is that7the next meeting they
would have - after the llth,:but he.did not think that the Board of ‘Supervisors
would make a decision on that date and neither did Mr. Louk think that, and
the Board of Zoning Appeals will meet on the 20th, Tuesday, of the folleowing
week, and the Beoard of Superviaora would be meetlng on Wednesday, the 21st,
therefore, the next logical meeting date would be the 27th of February.
That would give the Board of Supervisors the 11lth, 20th and 25th to hopefully
make a decision of sanity.

(7
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The motion passed ¢ to 1 with Mr. Smith voting "No." He stated that he felt
all cases should be scheduled in rotation.

Mr. Kelley stated that this is the first applicant that has asked for a spe-
cific date.

Mr. Runyon stated that this is his point also.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyon if it was his intent to defer the case again on
the 27th should the Board of Superviscrs not have made a decision on the
amendment.

Mr. Runyon stated that that is his intent if they have to. The Board of .Zonin
Appeals may want to hear the case and they may do something different that day

The Board set the time for the hearing for 10:00 a.m. and stated that it would
not be necessary to renctify property owners as this case is being deferred 1
//to a specific date and time.

11:00 - W. HOWARD ROOKS, app. under Sec. 30-7.2.10.5.% of Ord. to permit
motel, 2908 Belvoir Drive, 93-3((2))(2)1,2,3,9,10,14 (168,804%.66
square feet) Hybla Valley Farme Subd., Mt. Vermon District, (C-G),
S-263-73

No one was present to represent the applicant in this case.

Mr. Barmes stated that, because of the adoption by the Board of Supervisors
of an emergency amendment to Chapter 30, specifically 30-19 of the

Zoning Ordinance, he would move. - that.the Board of Zoning Appeals hereby
defer this application, 5-263-73, for a period not to exceed 60 days in order
to give the Board of Supervisors an opportunity to hold a public hearing on
thiz emergency amendment to the ordinance.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
r

11:20 - STEFHEN W. POURNARAS, app. under Sec, 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit
eonstruction of office building on side lot line, 6870 :Elm Street, -
30-2((10))(6)1, (15,000 square feet)}, Ingleside Subdivision,
Dranesville Distriect, (C-OL), V-264-73

Mr. Pournaras represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The cont@guous owners were Wernerp
Krebser, P.0. Box 26, McLean, Virginia and Mrs. Louise L. Smith, 6854 Elm
Street, McLean, Virginia.

Mr. Pournaras stated that on March 24, 1971, he filed a request to the BZA
for a waiver of the setback requirements for the front lot line and the side
lot line. At that time,he had propesed to construct a building on the west
lot line. At the time of the hearing before the BZA, there were some
objections to the construction on the west lot line and it was proposed that
the building be constructed on the east lot line in order to facilitate the
extension of Fleetwood Drive. Based on this hearing , the Board recommended
a deferral of thirty days.

During the ensuing thirty days, negotiations with the Supervisor of the
Dranesville District and the adjoining property owners resulted in an
agreement concerning the extension of Fleetwood Drive whigh included a swap
of land thirty feet in width between Mrs. Smith, the adjoining property
owner on the east side of his property. Based on this agreement and informatidn
received from the Director of County Development indicating that the Director
had authority to grant both these variances, he requested that his application
for a variance before the Board of Zoning Appeals be withdrawn.
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On July 22, 1971, the Board of Supervisors discussed the proposed extension
of Fleetwood Drive and the exchange of the 0.10 acres between he and Mrs.
Smith. Based on this exchange, the Board of Supervisors approved the pro-
posed extension of Fleetwood Drive. On November 24, 197}, the Board of
Supervisors, on their own motion, rezened the 0.10 acres on an emergency
basis from R-12.5 to C-8L, and on January 20, 1972, the Planning Commission
recommended to the Board of Supervisors the same zoning for this piece of
land which was approved by the Board of Supervisors on May 20, 1972. On
May 17, 1872, the Mclean Planning Committee forwarded a letter to Design
Review recommending approval of the twenty-foot setback from the front
property line and a variance to permit construction along the side property
line. ©On February 29, 1972, he submitted a pre-site plan to the County

and after their review he revised it and submitted it to Design Review on
April 18, 1972. After their comments, another final site plan was submitted
on September 25, 1973, and in all the site plans the building is shown on
the east property line. -

Since the question now arises as to whether the Dipector of County Development
had the authority to grant this variance he is submitting again to this Board
a request for this variance so that he may proceed with the construction of
this building which meets with the approval of the MclLean Planning Committee,
as well as the adjoining property owners, in order to facilitate the eventual
extension of Fleetwood Drive to Elm Street.

Mr. Kelley noted that the Board did have a copy of the Staff Report from
Preliminary Engineering explaining Mr. Pournaras's problem and the history
behind this request, and also pointimg out that because of the exteemely
narrow width and the small size of this site (100' wide by 149' long), it

is necessary that the building be located along either one or the other of
the two side property lines in order to allow barking and a driveway along
tha side of the building for access to the rear parking area. Since Fleet-
wood Road is proposed to run right along the West property line of this site,
locating the building on the west property line that close to the intersec-
tion of Fleetwood and Elm would pose serious sight distance problems, there-
fore, it has been ghifted to the east property line so as not to create this
problem when Fleetwood Road is extended.

There was no opposition to this application.

Mr. Kelley asked for an.explanation as to why the application stated that
there was 15,000 * square feet of land area and thk plats show 13,000%,
approximately.

Mr. Pournaras stated that it was because of the dedication of Elm Street that
the land area was reduced.

Mr. Barnes stated that this certainly has been a hard struggle for Mr.
Pournaras. .

In application No. V-26u4-73, application by Stephen W. Pournaras, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction of office
building on side lot line, on property located at 6870 Elm Street, Dranes-
ville District, alsc known as tax map 30-2({10))}(8)1, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and-in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 22nd day of January, 19743 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the féllowing fiindings of Ffact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is C-0L.

3. That the area of the lot is 13,4399 square feet.

4. That site plan approval is required.

5 That the solution is proposed by Design Review.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law.

1. That the appllcant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions
exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land and bulldlng involved.

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllcatlon be and the same
is hereby granted with the follew1ng limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifie structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. Thia variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira-
tion.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requlrements of
this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
cbligation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy, and the
like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
Mr. Baker was absent.

/7

12300 - CHARLES D. KISE, JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit 7'8" high fence and to permit a goat on lot less than two
acres in area, 8408 Highland La., 101-3({4))30, Gillingham Subdivision
(36,745 sq. ft.), Lee Distriet, R-17, V-265-73.

Mr. Kise represented himself before the Beoard.

Noticee to property owners were in order. The contiguous ouwners were Deborah
Carter and Mr. John Total, 8409 Leal Road, Alexandria.

Mr. Kise certified that he had secured the signatures personally on the day
indicated.

Mr. Kise stated that he had several letters from neighbors who had nc cbjec-
tions to this variance of the fence height and the other variance to permit
a goat on a lot less than 2 acres in area. He stated that Mr. Total was
present if the Board wished him to make a statement.

Mr. Smith asked if the fence was 2 feet off the property line.

Mr. Kise stated that hethought it was as the peeple who 1nsta11ed the fence
had to stay on his property in order to erect it. The fence is white cedar
stockade.

Mr. Smith stated that it would have to be 4 feet from the property line

if it was not fire proof. He stated that if this were a chain link fence he
would hat have needed the variance as long as he stayed 2 feet off the pre-
perty line. Mr. Smith then asked Mr. Kise to justgfy his request according
to the Ordinance, Section 30-6.6.

Mr. Kise stated that actuaily they were not aware that. they had to keep the
fence 7 foot high and they hired a fence company to install the fence. He
stated that he ®as not aware whether or not the company obtained a building

permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the fence becomes a structure if it is over 7 feet in
height and would require a building permit.

Mr. Kise stated that because of .the difference in height of the neighbor's
lot as compared to theirs, this height was necessary. They have received
a lot of harassment from these nelghbors.
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Mr. Smith stated that the Board was not going to get into any personal matters
concerning he and the neighbors.

Mr, Kise stated that that was the reason they nheed a fence though, to ease the
problem there to satisfy both parties concerned. They wanted to put up
something of quality. It cost $1,200. The fence has done a lot to cut down
the harassment. He stated that they did not know the fence would be higher
than the Ordinance prescribes.

Mr. Smith stated that actually this should be heard under Section 30-6.6.5.4
of the Ordinance. This is the mistake section of the ordinance.

Mr. Kelley stated that he Bad not heard anything that had to do with justifi-
cation under the Ordinance. The fence contractor should know the Ordinance
of Fairfax County if he was doing the work here. This is their responsibility
to protect the people. .

Mr, Kise stated that the neighbor's house sits 6 inches or so higher than
theirs.

Mr, Smith stated that it would be good if the Beard had infermation as to
whether or not this company has a home improvement contractor's license
to do business in the County.

Mp. Runyon suggested that it would be a better procedure to have this case
heard under the mistake section of the Ordinance and see if it could be
justified on that aspect since the fence is in place and the Board is to deter
mine whether or not it stays in place. He moved that the Board amend the
application to ineclude this under the mistake section, because there is no
hardship other than the mistake.

Mr. Smith stated that it is all one application. He stated that heé felt the
Board could consider the fact that it should have been filed undér that sec-
tion. The Board could hear it under the mistake section if there were two
appllcations, but since there aren't, he felt the best procedure would be to
continue with the hearing under this Section, 30-6.6.

Mr. @ilbert Knowlton, Zoning Administrator, stated that he might be able to
help the applicant. The specific ordinance under which the Board of Zoning
Appeals may authorize a varlance under any specific requirement are cases of
exceptlonally irregular, shallow or steep lot or other unusual features of
building development. on adjacent land as a-pesult of which such application
would result in practieal- dlfflculty or hardship that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of his land. He stated that there was one peint the
applicant mentioned which might bear on one of these. The topography of

the area is flat, but the applicant did mention that the house next door is
higher than his and he might want to give the Board some specifics on how
much higher; etc.

Mpr. Kise stated that the topography between the two homes is that the house
next door is higher than theirs. Tk is a stair-step situation for most of the
houses on that block. The height is greater to the degree that their windows
on that side come up higher and they can loock straight into their house. It
is the bedroom windows that are most affected.

Mr. Kige stated that they have a:large lot, 36,000 gquare feet, but the lots
are very narrow. It would be difficult to cut the fence down because of the
cross-piece.

Mr. Barnes stated that he felt they should find out who the fence company is.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would now hear the part of the variance in
connection with keeping the animals on a lot with less than two acres in
gize.

Mr. Kise stated that the first priority is their children who have an allergy
and must drink goat's milk. This is diffiecult to find.

Mr. Smith asked what made his children different from other people’'s children
who have allergies and need to drink goat's milk. He stated that again this
variance must be heard under the hardshlp section of the Ordinance.

0%/
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Mr. Kise stated that they would have to go out quite a ways to buy goats milk.
They live a life where they like as much natural foods as possible and they
feel a goat is the answer to the problem. The children use their goats as
pets for 4-H projects. The vet who is around the corner came and looked over
the situation and said that they had an ideal sitmation for the goats.

Mr. Smith stated that all the Board is interested in is the lot size and what
makes their situation different from other people who mlght like to keep a
goat or a cow on their property with less than the required amount of acreage.

Mr. Kise stated that these goats make no noise and do not smell. The vet
suggested that they keep two. Goats are quieter than dogs and are cleaner.
One of them is a little Efrican goat and they have two Swiss goats. He-
stated that at the time they made application for a variance, they only had
one goat. Then that geoat had twins. They then decided to get rig of these
goats and.keep ‘the goats they now have.

Mr. Kise then bead several letters from several adjacent landowners who stated
that they had no objection to their goats nor their fence. 0One of the letters
was from Deborah Carter, one of the contiguous property owners. Mr. Gertoll,
another adjacent property owaer, was present, but he stated that he had nethin
to add other than what Mp. Kise stated.

M¥r. Ed Padberg, 8417 Highland Lane, Alexandria, spoke before the Board in oppo-
sition to this application. He stated that he was present last year when Mr.
and Mrs. Kise applied for a day care center.

Mr. Smith asked him to direct his remarks to this application.

Mr. Smith asked him if he felt this fence causes a detrimental effect on his
property.

Mr. Padberg stated that this ia a most unusual fence one ever saw. On his
aide is the wire fence and on the other gside you have an 8' stockade fence.
He stated that he Felt the fence was put up to keep the two families apart.
One family, his family, has lived there 35 years ‘and one has lived there only
two years. The two people who have written to the Board that they have no
objection to this application have only lived there a short time.

Mr. Padberg submitted a Petition to the Board with signatures of people who

stated that they were in opposition to this application. Theee were 1% sig-
natures on the Petition, some of the signatures were by both the husband
and the wife.

Mr. Kise spoke in rebuttal. He stated that the reason the back of the fence
is like it is is because Mr. and Mrs. Padberg would not let the fence people
come into their yard. He stated that he felt the fence looks good. He stated
that he alsc has a letter from Mrs. Dean, an adjacent property owner, who has
lived at this location for guite awhile, stating that she has no objectien.

He stated that most of his neighbors feel the fence looks very nica.

Mr. Kelley stated that he had listened to all of the testlmony and he still
thinks that the Board has an Ordinance to live by. It is the responsibility
of the:fence company who erected the fence to abide by the Ordinance. He
stated that so far he had not heard a juatification under the hardship section
of the Ordinance relating to topography. He stated that he did not feel the
goat #1ould be allowed. '

Mr. Kelley made a motion to deny the application.
Ji:e motion died for a lack of a second.

. Runyon stated that in this application, a mistake has been made with
regard to the fence and he felt the Board should amend the application to

fit under that portion of the Ordinance. He moved to amend the application
to fit under Section 30-6.B.5.4.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith stated. that the fence might be a mistake, but the goats were placed
there by the applicant.
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Mpr. Barnes stated that he felt the Board should grant in part.

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not know anything about this fence being a mis-~
talke under the hearing today. The SYaff Report did not mention it. The ad-
vertisement did not mention it.

Mr. Runyon stated that that is why he is suggesting that it be changed. This
as been done in the past.

Mr. Smith suggested that the motion to amend be withdrawn as he wasn't going
to vote. for this change in the application when the goats are included in the
same application.

1Mr. Eelley stated that ignorance is no excuse under the law.

Mr. Barnes withdrew his second. .

The motion fajled for a lack of a second.

LMr- Smith stated that the applicant did state that in order to properly screen

his property, the height of the fence was necessary because of the terrain and
the topographic situation down there.

30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit 7'8" fence to remain on property
located at 8408 Highland Lane, also known as tax map 101-3((4)3}30, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been property Filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

EREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the. property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 22nd day of January, 13743 and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following £indings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-17.

3. That the area of the lot is 36,745 square feet.

4. That pro rate share is due.

%ND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusiong
of law: :

1. That the applicant has not satisfied hke Board that physical conditicns
exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of
the reascnable use of the land and/or building involve' by keeping goats, but

2.. That the Board has found that non-compliance of the fence was the resul
bf an error in the location of the fence subsequent to the building thereof,
land

lof the Zoming Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to the use and enjoyment
.other ‘property in the immediate viecinity.

of -
LNOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted in part and denied in part with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifie fence strue-
ure indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not
ransferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

URTHERMORE, the applicant should bhe aware that granting of this action by thi;

oard does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this county
e applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his cbligation to
btain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like through the
stablished procedures. This granting is conditioned upon the applicant's
ubmitting to the Board:

In application No. V-265-73, application by Charles D. Kise, Jr., under SectioT

3. That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and purpose

b o
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1. Copy of the contract for the fence is to be submitted within 30 days.
2. Proper certified plat showing location of and height of the fence is
to be submitted within 30 days.

3. Goats are to be removed within 30 days.

Er. Barnes seconded the motion.

r. Smith stated that in granting this fence, the Board is denying the appli-
cant the right to have the goats. He asked if this is the understanding of th
Board of the Resolution.

The Board agreed.

e vote was Messrs. Smith, Barnes and Runyon, Aye.
r. Kelley, No.

The motion carried. Mr, Smith stated that in order for the applicant to keep
this fence at this height, he would have to bring in an amended plat showing
ithe exact location of the fence, and a copy of the contract with the Ffence
company who installed the fence. This must be done and the goats must be re-
oved from the property within 30 days from today.

1/

EFERRED CASES:

ICHARD W. & FAYE G. WHYTE, application under Section 30-6.8 of Ordinance to
ermit less lot width at the building setback line on proposed lots 1, 2, 3

d 4, than allowed by {rdinance, (resubdivision of lots 26-u4l, Block 7, Frank-
in Park Subdivision), (2.59 acres), 41-1({13)){(7)26-41, 1941 Rhode Island
venue, Dranesville District, RE-0:i5, (Deferred from 12-19-73 for decision
nly for viewing by Board members and further study}.

r. Kelley stated that he had viewed the property and had gone over the plats
d he feels that the applicant is upgrading the area.

n application No. V-234-73, application by Richard W. & Faye G. Whyte, under
ection 30-6.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit less lot width at the build-
ing setback line on proposed lots 1, 2, 3 and 4 than allowed by Ordinance and
esubdivision of lots 26 through 41, Block 7, Franklin Park Subdivision, on
roperty located at 1941 Rhode Island Avenue, dlso known as tax map 41-1((13))
(7)26-41, Dranesville District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved
hat the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed iﬂ_aecordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codee and in accordance
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper hotice to the publie by advertisement in a local
hewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
bwners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 19th
Hay of December, 1973 and deferred for decision and viewing of the property
bntil January 22, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the cwner of the subject property is the applicant.

2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5

3. That the area of the lot is 2.5595 acres.

4. That applicants want to resubdivide their land located at the north-
asterly corner of Rhode Island Avenue and North Keneington Street in the
ubstandard subdivision, Franklin Park, in Dranesville District, such that
ouy of the proposed seven lots would have less than the minimum required
rontage of 100 feet, and they are requesting a variance to that requirement
or the four lots. The amount of variance requested is 13 feet for let #1,

feet for lot #2, 22.55 feet for lot #3, and 23 feet for lot #..

In justification of the request, applicants state that this would allow
he most feasible development of the property, that the lot areas generated

Ey the proposal are much greater than the minimum permitted, and that other

ots within the neighborhood average only B0 feet in frontage.

OBy
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land involved:

(a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
(b} wunusual amrangement of streets in area.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the SubJECt application be and the same
is hereby granted with the follow1ng limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats ineclu-
ded with this appllcatlon only, and is not transferable t¢ other land.

2. Th;s variance shall expire one year from this date unless the sub-
division ig recorded within one year from this date or renewed by action of
this Board prior to date of expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County.

Mr, Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith stated that for the record, the Board has received additiopal 1nforla-
tlon and letters from property owners in the area of this appllcatlon cbject~
ing to the application and also there is a signed Petition objecting to this
request. These have been made a part of the official record of the hearing.

//

H. DIXON SMITH, application under Section 30-6.6.5.4 of Ordinance, to permit
shed to remain 0.7' from rear lot line, 1124 Chadwick Ave., 102-2{({1W)}{C}3,
and part of 2, (11,250 sq. ft.), Mt. Vernon District, RE-0.5, Collingwood
Manor Subdivision, V-248-73.

Reports had been received from the Electrical and Building Inspections and a
report from the Fire Marshal. The Board members reviewed these reports. Mr.
Smith stated that the Electrical work had been approved. The Fire Marshal

had stated that they found the equipment in use to be approved by Underwriterj

Laboratories ‘fior the use to which it is being put.

They stated that they could find nothing that would cause any fire hazard
about this building or its contents.

The report from Joseph Bertoni, Chief Building Inspector, atated that they
had found a couple of deficiencies and had issued a violation of Section
R-109 of the One and Two Family Dwelling Code, 1971 Edition. The ceptified
plat shows this building to be within 7" of the property line. The BOCA
Basic Bulldlng Code, Apticle 3, Section 305.0 "Restrictions Qutside Fire
Limite" and Section 305.1 "Lot Line Separation" prohibits this frame con-
struction. The Inspector, Mr. Schneider, reports that by correcting some
minor structural deflcxencles,alterlng the exterior grade and meeting the
requirements of Section 305.1 this building would be acceptable by the Code.

Mr. Barnes stated that there are some new certlfled plats from the next
door neighbor, Mr. Wilson, showing that the shed is only 0.04' from the
property line.

In application No. V-248-73, application by H. Dixon Smith, under Section.
30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit shed to remain 0.7' from rear
lot line, on property located at 1124 Chadwick Avenue, Mt. Vernon District, ~ -
also known as tax map 102-2({14))(C)3 & part of 2, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Hm. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resolution:
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WHEREAS, the captioned application has been i i i

. ; properly filed in accord

tpe requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accgggzn:;th
With the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the'public b i i '

i y advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of thg property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
ggngrs and alggﬁllcdhgailng held by the Board of Zoning Appeals on the 9+h day

anuary, and deferred for reports from the Inspectors isi
to the 22nd day of January, 1%74; and P 7e and decision

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is H. Dix i
. on & N . .
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5 Y eile D. Smith

3., That the area of the lot is:11,250 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals ha i
A, E 1aw: £ App s reached the following conclu-

1. That the Board has found that non-compliance was not the pesult of
an error in the lecation of the building subsequent to the issuance of a
building permit. .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby denied.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously with the members present.
/e

FATRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permit accessory structure to remain in side yard area, 9524 Braddock Road,
69-3((1))21, (5 acres), Springfield District, RE-1, V-257-73.

Reverand Roy Calvert, Bristow Drive, Annandale, represented the church before
the Board. He subm@tted the .:requested plats to the Board showing the proposedh
screening for the air conditioning and heating units.

Mr. Smith asked him if they had given any thought to brick instead of wood
fencing.

Reverand Calvert stated that they had considered it, but their architect
and mechanical engineer felt that their proposal would be sufficient, since
the Chase's have a solid brick wall on that side of their house facing the
church. . :

Mr. Xelley stated that he had four or five pages of typewritten reports here
which he had not had an opportunity:to read. He: stated that he felt the
Board should have time to study these reparts. Heé stated that he wanted to
point out that he viewed this property and it is inconceivable to him that
they would locate the air conditioning and heating units where they are. Even
if they had stayed within the 20' requirement, he would still think that they
would have moved it ovér. He -could not imagine the architeet doing this, if
that is who made this decision to locate these units in this locaticn.

The Board read Mr. Chase's letter. Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Board
should defer this in order for the church to give some more thought to this
and perhaps come up with a better plan. He stated that the insert in Mr.
Chase's letter regarding the explosion in Bowie was rather unfair to this:
application because the propane in Bowie was not properly installed or
inspected and there were other factors involved there, too. It was & very
unfortunate accident, but they were repairing automcbiles apparently and
using the propane gas for welding. :

Mr. Smith stated that the Beoard should consider that if the church places
this at another place, they might very well place it in an area that would
have a worse impact on the adjacent property owners and they might not screen
it as well as the Board could require at this location. He also stated that
he felt the Board should make an effort to try to alleviate as many of the
problems attached to the existing location as possible byway of screening
and paffling. If the applicant moved it to the back, it would be closer to

08¢
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the residential property than it now is. He stated that he did not feel Mr.
Chase 'should have to donate any money te this project.

Mr. Kelley agreed and stated that any costs should be borne by the applicant.
Mr. Chase was not at fault in any way.

Mr. Smith stated that Mr. Chase would prefer an 8-foot fence. The applicant
would either have to set this fence 2 feet from the property line or the
Board would have to grant a variance for it t¢ be on the property line.

Mr, Kelley stated that the Board should meet with Mr. Chase and the churkh
and go over these suggestions as a body and figure out the best way to handle
the problem.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could require an 8' fence of brick placed 2
or 4 feet inside the property line with any baffling devices that might be

acquired to bring the noise level within the limits of the propesed Fairfax
County Ordinance.

The Board continued to discuss possible alternatives to the problem.

Mr, Smith suggested that the church also enclose the above-ground tanks that
are in the rear of the church with a chain link fence for safety reasons.

Mr. Smith read the report on the sound level pressure readings by Jack Maize,
Inspector Specialist, with the County. His report dated January 22, 1874
stated:

"On this date readings were taken at the lot line of the Fairfax Baptist
Church located at 9524 Braddock Road. Attached is a test date sheet contain-
ing data obtained during that study.

The following observations may be useful to you in your evaluation.

1. The "proposed standards™ have not been adopted but are included in the
new -Zoning Ordinance of the County of Fairfmx.

2. The "background" noise is high at this location due primarily to the
vehicular traffic on Braddock Road. It exceeded the standards in § of
the 9 octave bands indicated.

2. The air conditioning equlpment, when operatlng, exceeded the standards
in 6 of the 9 octave bands indicated. ThlS equipment appears to be pro-
ducing substantial sound pressure levels in the 500 1,000 and 8,000
octave bands. '

4. Shrubbery does little to absorb or deflect sound energy A dense mater-
ial such as brick or concrete is most desirable for such purposes.

5. When the background traffic noises become more subdued (at night or early
morning) the noise eminating from this air conditioning equipment will
become more pronounced. Turning the equipment off at night would
eliminate that portion of the problem.™

Mr. Smith asked Reverand Calvert the hours. this church operates.

Heverand Calvert stated that they are out of the building by 9:00 p.m. as a
group. There are occasional small groups meeting in the church buiiding at
night.

In application No. V-257-73, application by Fairfax Baptist Temple, under.
Section 30-6.6.5.4 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit accessory structure
to remain in side yard area, on property located at 9524 Braddock Road,
Springfield District, also known as tax map 69-3({1))21, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zening Appeals adppt the .
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aeccordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 1l6th
day of January, 1974 and continued for additional information and decision to
the 22nd day of January, 1974; and

O&7
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following #iindings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Central Baptist Church of
Springfield, Trs. .

2, That the present zoning is RE-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 5 acres.

4. That a valid building permit was obtained.

AyD, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zoning Aﬁpeals has reached the following conelu-
sions of law:

1. That the  Board has found that non-compliance was the result of an
error in the location of the equipment subsequent to the issuance of a build-
ing permit.

2.. ‘That the granting of this variance will not impair the intent and
purpose of the. Zoning Ordinance, nor will it be detrimental to.the use and
enjoyment of other property in the immediate vicinity.

gOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby. granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from:this date unless construction
has started. ’ . .

3. Equipment ghall be screened by B' compatible brick wall around all
sides with gate on rear wall. Enclosure of approximately 14' x 35°',

4. Evergreen screening of one staggered row of 6' Canadian Hemloeck 5' on
center fronted by another staggered row of 3' hybrid holly stock 5' on center
shall also be provided. .

5. Further baffle equipment may be required at a later date to further
reduce the noise rating to meet the proposed noise control ordinance.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by
this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of
this County. .The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation &¢ bbtain building permits, certificates of occcupancy and the
like through the established procedures. .

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The moticon passed uhanimously with the members present.

Mr. Smith stated that he wanted it understood that if the church cannot
accomplish this noise reduction by the fencing and sereening,. they will
have to go to some other device to bring the noise level into comformity
to the proposed new Fairfax County Noise Ordinance.

Reverand Calwvert stated that he understood.

Reverand Hisland, the Assistant Pastor, was also present.

’f

Mr. H. Dixon Smith appeared before the Board and inquired as to what he might
do to cover his equipment and still be in cenformity with the Ordinance.

Mr. Smith suggested that he see Mr. Knowlton or Mr. Covington, the Zoning
Administrator and Assistant.

"
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Discussion on the Pinewood Development Corporation Case. The Board asked
last week that there be a representative of this corporation present at 10:30
this morning to answer questions that the Board had regarding a memorandum
from Preliminary Engineering stating that the developer, at the time of

the rezoning, had made certain promises to the Board of Supervisors that they
would allow membership in the pool from the Newington area.

Mr. Ken Sanders, attorney for the applicant, appeared before the Board.

Mr. Smith asked him if they did intend to allow the use of this pool by
any other user than that indicated in the application for the Use Permit.

Mr. Sanders stated that he would like to know why, specifically, they were
called back to the Board.

Mr, Smith then read the memorandum from Preliminary Engineering which stated:

"In conneetion with the subject swimming pool, I would like to call your
attention to the faect that the pool is to be available for use by the pre-
gent residents of the Newington area according to the letter submitted by
the developer at the rezoning hearing.

A search of the Board of Zoning Appeals resolution for the Special Use Permit
reveals there is no mention of the commitment, nor has there been provisions
for on-site parking as there was in the plan submitted to the B.Z.A.

We pequest your decision on whether or not this plan should be resubmitted to
the B.Z.A. to incorporate commitments made to the Board of Supervisors."

Mr. Smith stated that this Special Use Permit was granted as the applicant
had applied, for the residents of Pinewocd Development only and would be
limited to the use of those residents indicated on the development plan that
was submitted at the time of the hearing and not to the entire area or

the other users as indicated at the time of the rezoning. He stated that
apparently there is some conflict between the rezoning and the Board of
Zoning Appeals' action.

Mr. Gerald Fitzgerald, Vice=-President of Pinewood Development Corporation,
appearad before the Board, and stated that it was still their intent to
determine the feasibility of making some pool memberships in that pool
available tc some members of the Newington area which is undefinable, but
within a close proxmmity to the pool and if it is practical and possible,
with the normal development of that tract.

Mr. Smith asked if he understood that if they make any change or if they
enlarge upon their Use Permit beyond the scope that it was granted by the
B.2.A.y they would be required to -file a new application. He stated that
this Use Permit was granted based on the parking for that Pinewood area
only and that particular use which would not encompass an additional area.

Mr., Fitzgerald stated that they put 15 parking spaces in there when they
designed the plan in case they needed additional parking.

Mr. Smith stated that 15 parking spaces was the minimum requirement based

on the townhouse development for the number of people that they had indica-
ted at the time of the original hearing. They did not take into account
that they were going to solicit membership to residents of the Newington
area. The applicant did not make the Board aware of that at the time of

the hearing, nor did the B.Z.A. know what their commitments were to the
Board of Supervisors. Under this granting, they would not be permitted

to allow membership to the Newington area and the number of parking spaces
shown on that plan are to serve that development's membership of 150. He
stated that they have answered the Board's question that they are limiting
the usage of the pool at this time to the residents of the Pinewood Develop-
ment and not to present residents of the Newington area. He stated that the
discussion or commitment at the time of the rezoning is gomething they will
have to work out with the proper authorities and if they propose to make a
change in the Use Permit, they are now aware of the procedure they will have
to follow, with a new application to cover the present residents of the
Newington area. He asked if that was agreeable.

Mr. Fitzgerald stated that it was.

//
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FORESIGHT INSTITUTE -

The Board discussed this case. Mr. Smith stated that the Board had heaprd thi
case §ng had deferred action until there was a full Board, as Mr., Runyon is
abstaining since he has been retained to do the engineering work,

Mr. Kelley stated that he did not realize this morning that this was the pea-
son for deferral and he had wanted to pe-review the trip generation report
and the new plats. He asked Mp. Runyon if he felt the applicant would be
agreeable to another deferral with the hope that on February 13, they would
have a full Board. i

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not know.

Mr. Kelley moved that the case be deferred until the Eebruary 13, 1974 if
there is a full Board.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Runyon abstaining and Mr. Baker absent.
/7

FRANK LEWIS & RON THOMPSON, S-1-73, granted February 14, 1973 - REQUEST FOR
EXTENSION

Mr. Smith ®ead the letter requesting an extension to their permit as they
have now pursued this project through all proper County channels since the
granting and are now awaiting approval of their building permit. Pinal
approval of the site plan has just been completed. The delay was, in part,
due to the changing poliey ofi sewer allocation which has now been settled
in their favor. The delay now jecopardizes their possibility of beginning
construction by February 14, 1374. They have requested a foundation permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the Staff indicated that the Bonding 0Office has
received the applicant's bond and everything is going smoothly. After
the bond is issued, they have to hold up the site plan for 10 days before
they can redease it and allow the applicant to obtain a building permit.

It was the Board's decision that under the circumstances that exist in this
particular case, they would grant a 6-month extension.

/!

UNITY OF FAIRFAX, S$-7-73, granted February 21, 1973 - REQUEST FOR EXTENSION
Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant sta?ing that they have encountered
delays in obtaining from the State and County 1nf0?ma?1on regarding the improf
ment of Hunter Mill Road. This delayed their suh@lsglon of site development
plans to the County. They are now encountgring'dlfflculty in obtaining
financing as a result of the tight money situation.

Mr. Barnes moved that this Permit be extended for & months.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

/

i i i he applicants
Mr. Smith noted that the Staff has noted that Bonding mailed t op
the bond forms on Septmmber 11, 1373 and as yet they have not received any

answer.
/
The hearing adjourned at u4:00.P.M.
14

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
and

Jeyee Salamon . APPROVED: géﬁ"{;?“ 28, [ P74
A




The Regular Meeting of the Beard of Zoning
Appeals Was Held on Wednesday, February 13,
1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon

The meeting was opened with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

Mr. Smith announced that this meeting will not be recorded and asked everyone
to speak clearly in order that the Clerk would be able to get accurate notes.
The recording equipment was at George Masen University.

10:00 - BERMARD & SHELLEY LARSEN, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ord.
to permit congtruction of garage 11.1' from side property line (8.9
variance}, 4628 Guinea Road, 69-2({6))4l, Rutherford Subdivision,
Section 2, Annandale District, 22053 square feet, RE-0.5, V-1-74.

Mr. Larsen, 4628 Guinea Road, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. ¥The contiguous owners were Arthur
Bmall, 4632 Guinea Road and James Stockard, Leghorn Place. Mr. Stockard owns
the property next door at 4624 Guinea Road. That is the property that would
be most affected by this request.

He stated that their lot is too narrow to build this garage without a variance
There will still be in excess of 43' from the garage to Mr. Stockard's house,
which is more than the 40' minimum between houses that the zoning regulations
vigsualize for RE-0.5 zening. All of the adjoining properties have signified
in writing that they are pleased with this propocsed addition and the three
property owners across the street have also indicated this. The only other
place to build this garage would be behind the house and there they have a
telephone easement along the property line and a storm sewer easement also.
The fact that the rear of the property has a drainage problem is evidenced

by the storm sewer easement. It is low and swampy and is an impossible place
to build. In addition, the house is oriented toward the rear. When they
purchased the house in June they assumed there would be no problem with build-
ing the garage, but when they came inte the County they found they could not
build without this Beard's approval.

Mr. Runyon stated that under a cluster subdivision this side yard would ba
only 10' anyway. This is not a cluster subdivision and Mr. Larsen does have
a good sized lot.

Mpr. Smith stated that not many pfoperties would have that many easements on
them.

There was no one.in the room to speak in favor of the application, nor in
opposition &6 the application.

Mr. Larsen stated that the material that would be used for the garage would
be the same as the house and is an extension of the rcof of the house.

In application No. V-1-74, application by Bernard & Shelley Larsen, under
Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit cohstruction of a two-car
garage 11.1 feet from side property line, on property located at 4628 -Guinea
Road, Rutherford Subdivision, Section 2, alsec known as tax map 69-2((6))ul,
Annandale Distriet, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes ard in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, follow1ng proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the prgperty, letters to comntiguous and nearby property
owners, and a publig heurlng hy the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th
day of Februawy, 1874; and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning'Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the.owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5 .

3. That the area of the lot is 22,053 square feet.

4. That the request is for a variance of 8.9' to the requxrement

91 |
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BERNARD & BHELLEY LARSEN (continued)
February 13, 1974

A?Di WHEREAS, the Beoard of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would de-
prive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved:

(a) storm sewer easement across rear of property and electric and tele-
phone easement across front of property
{b) exceptionally narrow lot.

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifie structure

or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,

and is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless constructien

ggs started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira-
ion.

3. Architecture and materiale to be used in proposed addition shall be

compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements of this
county. The_applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his obliga-
tion to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like throug]
the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
/i

10:20 - FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES, application under Seection
30-7.2.6.1.2 of Ordinance, to permit governmental center to include
fire station, policy station and general offices, Rolling Read, 300
feet south of Tuttle Read, 79-3((4)}32, 33, and 34, 7.11% acres,
Springfield District, RE=1, 8-2-74.

Mr. George Alexander, Director- of Fire and Rescue Services for the County of
Fairfax represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Some of the contiguous property
owners were Warren McConnell; Margaret Johnson, 8450 Boyer Drive; Bruck
Brock, P. 0. Box 37, Springfield; and Nathaniel Moyer.

Mr. Alexander stated that the engineer has indicated on the plan the limits
of the Special Use Permit as it will apply to the Fire Department. This is

a plan of the entire governmental complex which will house various satellite
offices of the County government. This is a typical Fire Department operation
There will be no sirens to summons the fire department people. The bgllding
setback will comply with the Zoning Ordinance. The Fire Department will have
21 employees assigned, 7 or 8 will be on duty at any one time. He stated
that there is a free standing tower that will go in between the Fire Depart-
ment building and the Policy Department building which will be 80' £n height.
It will set back well over the 80' height. This tower will take care of the
Police and Fire Department as well as the various County inspectors from -
County Development that will be working out of the satell}te'offlces: There
will be one emergency cut on Rolling Road and they are aligning the ingress
and egress with Roxbury Avenue.

Mr. Smith asked if there would be a variance required for the tower.

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, stated that the setback of
the tower is well within the requirement.

Mr. Smith asked if the Fire Department would be the first phasae of constructioJ.

Mr. Alexander stated that the entire government complex will be congstructed
at the same time.

0 9A
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FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE & RESCUE SERVICES (continued)
February 13, 1974

There Was no one in the audience to speak for or against the application.
Mr. Alexander asked if the Beoard would like to see the landscape plan. .

Mr. Smith stated that if it has been approved by the Director of County Deve-
lopment, then it would not be necessary for the Board to review it. The Board
usually puts in the motion that landscaping shall be approved by the Director
of County Development, in order that he can work with the neighbors of the
area. .

In application No. 5-2-74%, application by Fairfax County Fire & Rescue Service
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit governmental
center to include. fire station, policy station and general offices, on proper-
ty loecated at Rolling Road, 300 feet south of Tut#le Road, also known as tax
map 79-3((4))32, 33, 34, Springfield Distriect, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the capticned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaPer, posting of perty, letters to contiguous and hearby property
owners, and a publlcﬂg Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 13th day of
February, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of ZQning.Appeals has made the following findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Board of Superv130rs of
Fairfax County.

2. That the present zoning is RE-1.

3. That the area of the lot is 7.1412 acres.

4. That site plan approval is required.

5. That the Planning Commission on July 30, 1970 recommended approval.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu—
sions of law:

1. That the.applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject aﬁplication be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction or
Operatlon has started or unless renewedd by action of this Board prior to date
of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses reguir
a use permit, shall be cauge for this use permlt to be re-evaluated by this
Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changea of ownership,
changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screenlng or fenclng

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TO.OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT.SHALL NOT BE VALID.
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE-

5. The reaolutlon pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during:the hours. of operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be provided to the satis-
faction of the Director of County Development.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motdon passed unanimously.

¥
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FORESIGHT INSTITUTE - Deferred for full Board.

This case was deferred for a full Board and this morning there is a full
Board, therefore, the Board took this case under consideration.

Dr. Salih was present to answer:any. questions. that the Board might have.

MF‘ Smith stated that the Board had just received a letter from Mr. Garza
with the Technical Branch of Zoning Administration regarding the adequacy
of the street on which this schoel will have ingress and egress. The
letter stated:

"Acecess to the site could be from Woodburn Road via Frost Way and Shelley
Lane to Woodbine Lane or from Little River Turnpike via the service drive
and Shelley Lane to Woodbine Lane. There are traffic lights on Little River
Turnpike at Wakefield Chapel Road, where the service drive has access, and
at Prosperity Avenue. Therefore, access to and from Little River Turnpike
should not be a problem.

Shelley Lane has a cross.section of 20 fest from curb to curb. According

to the present Fairfax County Subdivision Design Standards, a 30-foot wide
street has a capacity of 210 vehicles per day. The 1971 Virginia Department
of Highways traffic count data shows 225 vehicles per day using Shelley Lane.
Since that time, additional traffic from Winterset Subdivision has been

added, probably around 600 vehicles per day. The Subdivision Design Standards
show that a 4u-foot wide street is neecded to carry this amount of traffic.
Therefore, the staff feels that no additional traffic should be allowed

to impact Shelley Lane. The other subdivision-streets-and the service drive,
which is only 28 feet wide, have similar deficiencies.

If the Board of Zoning Appeals feels the merits of the case justify approval,
the staff suggests that no parking be aldowed on Woodbine Lane or on that

part of Shelley Lane between Woodbine Lane and the service drive, as is
already the case on the service drive. The staff also suggests that the hours
of operation be limited in such a way as to prevent school traffic from
impacting the road system during the rush hours."

Mr. Smith stated that the traffic. is one of the major concerns of this Board.
This particular application does not meet the guidelines set out in the
Ordinance for a school with this many students. However, the applicant has
stated that he does intend to bus these children. Therefore, the impact
would not be as great as if these children were being: transported by car-
pools. He stated that he could not support a motion to grant a school for
350 children.

Mr. Kelley stated that he would like for Mp. Mitchell to report on this. He
visited the site just this morning with Mr. John Herrington who wrote the
letter. Mr. Kelley stated that he had made quite a study of this and has been
down to the site several times to look at. it and to.view. the.traffic situa-
tion.

Mp. Mitchell stated that the letter related traffic capacity to the design
standards for - subdivision streets, which in this case is 210 vehicles per
day, but that standard deoes not, in and of itself, determine traffic impact
on whether there is a traffic problem. If you could spread the 210 vehicles
per day uniformly through 2% hours per day, there Would be "no traffic" at
all on that road. He and Mr. Herrington arrived at the site at 8:30 .a.m.

and they discovered that there wlready-were "ne parking” signs on that
section of the service road, and no vehicles were parked there. At 8:30 a.m.
the community college was alrsady in séssion, the rush hour was over and their
car was the only traffic on the road, and if the propesed school were to begin
at that hour, its traffic would have little or no impact on the access roads.
At the opposite end of the service drive, near Pleasant Valley Cemetery,
there were no "ne parking" signs, and apparently students from the community
college acrosg Little RiverrTurnpike were parking down there. If that were
tolerated on the part of the. service drive that serves as an entrance to this
property, there just could net be any additional. traffic as it would be only
one lane. But, with the situation as it is, the Staff has concluded that if
the Board looks €avorably upon this Use Permit, it might consider adjusting
the hours of operation in such a fashion that the school traffic would not
be at the time of the rush hour traffiec, thereby assuring that the impaet of
the school traffic on the area would be minimal. .

Dr. Salih stated that he is a phychiatrist and he lives one-half block from
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where this school will be. He is a practiecing child psychiatrist here in
Fairfax County.

Mr. Smith inquired as to the exact number of students they plan to have, as
there have been several different numbers mentioned in the different papers
in the file.

Dr. Salih stated that this is a unique type of school and is not known in the
County and there are very few in the nation. They work with children who have
a specific-type problem that the.child is very 1ntelllgent but for some
reason he is not learning. Thomas Jefferson had this problem, but his mother
taught him. General Patton also had this. Dr. Salih stated that he tooc was
a diplexia child. He has a son whe is § years old who is diplexia. Therefore
he has some feeling for this field. Three percent of the children in a
classroom have diplexia, or one child in each classroom. The teacher des-
cribes him as bright, but lazy and doesn't put effort into his work: This
child's I.Q. approaches 120, but he cannot learn. The usual child who has

an I.Q. of 80 or 90 would learn. This child needs special tutoming.

This child is not regarded, but just doesn't learn. 350 students are too
many. He stated that he would assume that at full capacity, there would be
no more than 200. It is a loosing operation. This type of school will not
make money, It will be non-profit. He stated that he would be giving his
time free and he will spend as much time there as needed. The best age

group to work with is between the years of 5 to B. This is the ideal age

for the child, so he will not have the stigma of being called emotionally
distrubed or dumb, when he is neither. It is usually the second grade

where the teachers call the parent to say that there is something wrong with
Johnnie. This problem is coming to the attention of the teacher more and
more. This is a highly specialized school. He stated that he is a teacher,
not an administrator. Mr. Smyth will be the Administrator.

Mr. Kelley stated that he has the Information that was given at the public
hearing and that is that this operation would be for 350 students. This

is the number that was approved by the Health Department. Of this 350, 1s0
would be under the age of five. The hours of operatlon were to be from 8:00
a.m. to 5:00 p.m., 5 days per week, Monday through Friday. Mr. Keiley
stated that if the hours were‘changed from 8:00 a.m. to %:30 a.m. and.§:80
in the afterncon,up to 4:00 p.m., this would eliminate traffic problems.

Dr. Salih stated.that he could do that, but they would like to have evening
hours for parents. He stated that this type problem requires help from the
parents.

Mr. Kelley stated that the road to Pineridge Elementary School is the same
width as the street the Board is talking about here. There are only about
400 to 500 feet involved in this and there is no parking there at all.

Mr. Smith stated.that he would agree if he would say 3:30 p.m. because there
is construction traffic around 4800 p.m. that is almost as bad as rush hour.
He stated that he would not agree to 350, but he would to 150, perhaps.

%

Mr. Kelley stated that with the maximum of 360 students, there would be a
maximum of 264 trlps ‘during the daytime according.to the schedule that was
submitted for the file. He stated that he would go for 200 students, because
you have to have enough.to &ccommodate the. operation.

Dr. Salih stated that 200 students would probably be adequate.

He stated that they have one (1) teacher for every 8 students . and sometimes
it is on a 1 to 1 basis.

The Board then discussed' the architecture of the school There was a ren-
derlng in the file that had been submitted by the appllcant orlglnally.
This rendering was of a modern design.

Mr. $mith stated that he thought that he remembered it would be brick. He
stated that he would like to see it brick colonial.

In appl;catlon No. 8-116-73, application by William L. Smyth, et ux, and
H. A. Balih, M.D, T/A Foresight Institute, under Sgction 30-7.2.6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ordlnance, to permit diagnostic center and school on property
located at Western Teminal of Woodbine Rane, alsc known as tax map 59-3
(1)) part of parcel 1, Providence Distriet, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley

o
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moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appllcat:l.on has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all-applicable State and County Codes and in accordanee
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, follow1ng proper hotice to the public by advertisement in a loecal
newspaper, posting.of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of- Zoning Appeals held-on.
the 3rd day-of August, 1973 and deferred numerous times, final decision
being made on the 13th day of February, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the follOWlng flindings of faet:
the

1. That the ownerSof the subject property argﬂelvs of Amy Johnson.,

2. That the present zoning is RE-D.5.

3. That the area of the lot is 3,1632 acres.

%. That compliance with all County and State Codes is required.

5. That site plan approval is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning. Appeall has reached the following conclu-
sicns of law:

1. That the applicant has presentes testimony indicating compllanee with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and,

NOW,, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the- same
i5 hereby granted with the: following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location jindicated in
the application and is not: transferable to other land.
2. This permit shall expire one year from this.date unless construction
or operatien has started:or unless remewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.
3.. This approval is granted for the bulldlngs and vses indicated on plats
aubmltted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses requirg
a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this
Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership,
changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing
4, This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
iments of this county. The applicant-shall be himself responsible for ful-
filling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE
THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL HOT BE
VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.
5. The resolutlon pertalnlng to the grantlng of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non+Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.
6. The maximum emrcliment shall be 200 students, ages % to 12 years.
7.- The hours of operation shall be 9:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. and 7330 p.m.
lto 9:30 p.m., 5 days per week, Monday through Friday.
8. The operation shall be subject to compliance with the inspection report
the State Department of Welfare and Institutions, the requirements of the
Fairfax County Health Department and obtaining a non-residential use permit.

9. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 41.

1¢. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing:shall be as approved by the
irector of County Development

11. All buses and/or vehicles used for transporting students shall comply
ith State and Fairfax County School Beard requirements in light and color
standards,

12. No parklng for this use shall be allowed on Woodbine Lane, Shelley
Lane or the service drive.

M. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed % to 0. w1th Mr. Runyon abstaining as he is doing the survey
[work for the job. .

!
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M. S. GHAUSI &€ C. S. ROBERTO, Correction of minutes of October 17, 1973.

In the Findings of Fact, it was stated that the owner of the property was
M. 8¢ Ghausi and C. $. Roberto. That is incorrect. The owner of the property
sheould be M. 5. Ghausi only.

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes be corrected to reflect this.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimcusly.
/

JOSEPH SHOLTIS, $-224-73, Clarification of Motion - No. 8 of the Conditions
states: "Hours of operation shall be $:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., 6 days per week,
Monday through Saturday, by appointment only."

Mr. Adams requested for Special Use Permit to be amended to remove the part
about their being able to operate by appointment only, five days per week.

Mr. Smith stated that that was in the original permit. He stated that he
wanted to see that condition in the permit. That was their own request at
the time of the original hearing.

Mr. Kelley stated that he voted for that permit because of that condition.
That bulldlng behind that house is a commercial buiiding and the Board let
them use it, the landscaping was waived because they have natural screening
and the only thing they have to do is dedicate a small amount of frontage.
The reason he voted for this, he again stated, was because it was by appoint-
ment only, He stated that it is his opinion that this is like a commercial
use in a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Smith stated that he supported the motion because it was by appointment
only.

Mr. Barnes reread the motion. He stated that he did not realize that he had
included this in the motion, but after reading it, he did remember putting
that condition in.

Mr. Runyon suggested that the motion be left like it is. He moved that the
Board sustain their aetion taken on January 9, 1974.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion The moticn passed unanimously.

Messrs. Smith and Kelley stated that 1f this condition was changed they
would change their vote.

4
e

POTOMAC SCHOOL, $-142-73, Granted July 2S5, 1973, for swimming pool and locker
room in conjunction with summer program. Request to permit the hours of opera
tion to remain at 9:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m, but allow them to operate 7 days

per week.

Mr. Smith pead the letter requesting this change.

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt changes such as this should not be made without
a publie hearlng The people at a public hearing who might oppose these uses
hear the permit changed one way, then at a later date, the Board changes it
unbeknown to the neighbors who might be affected and he stated that this is
not a good practice and should not be done.

Mr. Runyon stated that the pool is there and should be used.

Mr. Smith stated that they should come in right away if they want to make a
change, not wait this long.

Mr. Baker suggested that the Board leave the motion as it was originally and
give the appllcants an apportunity to come in and present their case. He
stated that he did not feel this change should be made without a publie hear-
ing.
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 13, 1974

Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals hold a re-evaluation hearing
on this request. This type of thing could cause a lot of problems.

Mr. Smith stated that they would have to pay the fee involved.
Mr. Covington stated that the fee would only be $10.00.

Mr. Smith inquired as to who let this fee go through that low. That is not
even anough to pay the cost of advertising the case.

The motion for the re-evaluation hearing passed unanimously.
H

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS CORP. € MRS.AND MRS. RICHARD B. WINFIELD, 5-173-73,
Deferred in order for the Planning Commission to hold a public hearing on
the case -- The Planning Commission denied the applicant to place this on
the public facilities map. It was appealed to the Board of Supervisors and
L;he Board of Supervisors denied the request for an appeal.

r. S@ith'suggested that this be deferred for another week so that the Board
can give it some more thought as to what they should do in this situation.

Mr. Baker so moved. Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed
unanimously.

/

JANE A. ROGERS - Request for a rehaaring on their application that was denied
on December 12, 1973. ’ :

he 10 minutes to present their case, thus, their case was inadequately pre-
sented. He stated that his examination of the recorded transeript indicates
that they were allowed little more than one (1) minute. He stated that there
appeared to be explicit prejudice by at least one Board member against expan-
sion of their school, and the staff memo stated in part that the application
does not meet the specific requirements which can be modified by the B.Z.A.,
the property is located on a local thoroughfare dnstead of a Collector Street
hich is suggested by the Ordinance: = The Board failed to recognize the need
for the school's expansion. He further stated that there was an obvious
isunderstanding by local residents appearing againat the school's expaneion
in that they felt the permit could be transferred by sale to someone wlse.

e stated that the Board should have' ctififfted those errors. He asked the
Board to review the records of December 12, 1973.

Fr. Smith read a letter from Mr. Rogers which stated that they were not given

r. Smith asked Mrs. Kelsey, Clerk, to make a copy of this letter for all the
Board members and also to check the time that was allotted te Mr. Rogers dur-
ing the hearing.

//
RIVERSIDE GARDENS

r. Smith read a letter from Vernon Long, Supervising Field Inspector, Zoning
Inspections Branch, Division of Zoning Administration, to Mr. Avthar T. Strick-
and, 8627 Buckboard Drive, Alexandria, regarding Riverside Gardens Recreation
ssociation. The letter stated that the Riverside Gardens Recreation Associa-
ltion had been issued a viclation notice for (a) failure to replace fence along
Elkins Street, (b) failure to provide capvas on the north and south sides of
ltennis court fencing, {c) failure to provide plantings at a minimum of six
feet in hédéght as required. They are required to rectify the above items by
February 28, 1974. The BZA by recent action allowed the "barbed" wire to
remain on top of the perimeter fence and insofar as the barbed wire overhang-
ing their property, he was told by Mr. Long that that is a civil matter between
Mr. Strickland and the Association.

r. Smith asked Mr. Covington to keep the Board informed as to the progress
f this notice, as tc whether or not they clear the violation by the deadline
kate. This should come back to the Board with a report op March 13, 137u.

//
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 13, 1874

COLONEL CUMINGS -- Variance for bubble over pool denied by BZA -- later
allowed by Zoming Administrator, Mr. Knowlton.

The Beard discussed this case at length and decided to request Mr. Knowlton
to come before them on February 20, 1974 and explain why he allowed the
bubble to be erected after they had denied it. If it ¢could have been alldwed
by the Zoning Administrator, the BZA should never have had the application.

Mr. Co¥ington stated that Mr. Knowlton ruled that if the bubble wasn't over
7' high, Colonel Cumings could put it in.

//
The meeting adjourned at 12:01 p.m.
1/ '
Daniel Smith, Chairman
BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk APPROVED:

and Date
Joyce Salamen
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, February 20, 1874, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairmanj Joseph
Baker, George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 a.m. = ROBERT E. PRINCE, application under Section 30-6.6 of the
Ordinance, to permit additien to existing house, 4.5' from
property line, 6907 Duke Drive, Bucknell Manor Subdivision,
93-1((23))(9)34, Mt. Vernon District, (R-10), V-3-7u.

Mr. Prince, 6907 Duke Drive, represented himself before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
James M. Babbg, 6909 Duke Drive, Alexandria, Virginia, and Mr, Haskell
Lane, 6905 Duke Drive, Alexandria.

Mr. Prince stated that he had lived at this location for five ($) years

and he would like to build a dining room. The reason he needs the variance
is because his lot is too narrow to build on the side and that is the

only logieal place for this dining room because of the way the house is
laid out. The proposed dining room is to be 15' x 25'. This is for the
use of his own family and not for resale purposes.’

Mr. Smith asked why he could not build this dining room to the rear.

Mr. Prince stated that in order to build in the rear they would have to cut
through the kitchen and remeve all the cabinets, etc.

Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator, explained that this is a
substandard lot and a substandard subdivision.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board could only grant a minimum variance.

Mr. Covington stated that there is much of the same type of construction

in this area. He stated that he felt the Board is empowered to grant the
variance based on the fact that this is a substandard lot, 9 feet narrower
than normal. They could build an open carport within 5' of the property
line and have an l8-inch wall. The impact of this room would be no greater
than a carport.

Mr. Smith asked how many variances the Board had granted in the Bucknell
Subdivision.

Mr. Covington stated that he did not know the statistics, but from travel-~
ing through the area, he knew that there were quite a few houses with similar
additions to them.

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that all the other property owners
would have the same problem.

Mr. Covington stated that he would be allowed to build within 10" of the
property line by right. The Zoning Administrator has the right to grant
a 15 percent reduction for a substandard lot which would only be 1.50 feet.

Mpr. Smith inquired of the applicant whether or not he could cut the additionm
down to 12' wide rather than 15'. He stated that he would support the
application if the applicant cut the request to only have a 12' additien.

There was no cne in the room to speak in favor or in opposition to the
application.

In application No. V-3-74, application by Robert E. Prince, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoming Ordinance, to permit addition to house within 4.5' from
south-side line, on property located at 6907 Duke Drive, also known as

tax map 93-1({23))(9)34, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved

that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the ciﬁtioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of a}dt applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals:
and .

]0 0
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ROBERT E. PRINCE (continued)
February 20, 1974

WHEREAS, following preper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 20th day of February, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-10.

3. That the area of the lot is 7,320 square feet.

4 That the lot is a substandard lot.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Boning Appeals has reached the following con-
clusions of law:

1. That the appllcant has satisfied the Board that the following phy-
sical conditions exist whlch under a striet interpretation of the Zoning
Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship
that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or
buildings involved:

{a} exceptionally narrow lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED; that the subject application be and the
game is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
or structures indicated in the plats included with this application only,
and is not transferable to other land or to other structures.on the same
land.

2. This variance is for a 5' gide yard on the gouth side.

3. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
bas started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

FURTHERMORE, the applieant should be aware that granting of this action

by this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requlrements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself regponsible for fulfilling
his obligation to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and
the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

Mp. Smith stated that he disagreed with Mr. Covington that living quarters
provide no. greater impact than' a carport being grounds for this Board .

to grant a variance. If this is the case, then the ordinance should be
changed to allow this alsoc. He staked that basically he agreed that as far
ag impact, aneenclosed additionadoes not provide any greater impact than

a carport.

Mr. Runyon stated that the main thing in this case was the substandard lot.
/7
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

JANE A. ROGERS Request for Rehearlng, 8«230-73, (deferred from February
13, 1974 to allow Clerk to listen to records and find out how much time

the applicant had to present his case. Ofiginal request denied for ex-

pansion of Tara School.

Mr. Smith read the Clerk's memorandum relatlng to the amount of time this
hearing on this case tock and the amount of time given the appl;cant to
present his case.

Mr. Smith then read the new letter from Mrs. Rogers that had been sent
last week again asking the Board for the rehearing of the case.

The ietter contained the wordlng that Christian Sehools should be given
more positive encouragement in Fairfax County by Falrfax County officials
than has been evident to them. .
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JANE A ROGERS (continued)
February 20, 1374

Mr. Smith stated that he disagreed that Fairfax County officials have not
been positive in their thinking toward Christlan Schoecls. This Board

has been lenient with all schools and the applicant herself in her letter
mentioned several schools in Fairfax County that were granted by this Board.
This Board is interested in Christianity. However, what the applicant is
basing her reasons for a rehearing on is the type of school she is opening
pather than the merits of enlarging the school. He stated that there was
no new information submitted that he could see.

Mr. Baker moved that the appeal for the rehearing be denied.
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith then read the third (3rd) paragraph on the second page of the
original hearing that the Board had read last week requesting the rehaar-
ing which stated:

"There was an obvious misunderstanding by ecal.residents appearing against
the School's expansion in that they felt the permit could be transferred

by sale or otherwise to someone else. This was very explieit in the letter
given the Board from Mr. Bywater, a contiguous property owner. There were
several references to ™Commercial Property;" one presentation stated"...
the property would never revert to a residence." The Board should have
counted these obvious errors, stating that such permits cannhot be sold,

and must be rejustified. This is especially important for Tara Scheool
where the permit is made out to only one of the joint property owners;

the permit cannot even be transferred to the other property owner."

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board did c¢lear up this misunderstanding
at the time ¢f the hearing on the case, This applicant wanted to build a
new building on his land.

Mr. Kelley stated he had seconded the motion to deny the application. He
stated that at the time of the hearing he pointed cut that there was a lot
of oppoaition &t the original hearing when the Board granted them a permit
to have 25 children. This is a residential area. The Board granted the
permit in the beginning because it was for very few students and in the
beginning they indicated, as he recalled, that thay did not want to expand.
He stated that he felt that it would not be appropriate to put this large
school in this neighborhood and on this street.

He further stated that he did not make his decision based on the testimony
of the local residents that were here, but he made his decision based en
the facts of the case.

Mr. Baker stated that that is what he made his motion on just now.

The motion passed unanimously.

1/

BRENTWOOD ACADEMY - JOHN EDWARD CROUCH, Inspection report and memorandum
from Wallace S. Covington, Assistant Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Smith read the letter from Mr. Covington and the Zoning Inspector
regarding the problem with this Special Use Permit. They reported to the
Beard that the applicant had not complied with the conditdon of the
Special Use Permit that was granted in 1985 relating to the construction
and maintenance of Nalls Road, which is in front of the applicant's
property.

Mr. Baker moved that the Board revoke the applicant's Special Use Permit.
He has ten days in which to request a Show-Cause hearing on this revocation.

Mr. Kelley secconded the motion.

Mr, Kelley suggested that the Chairman, in his letter to the applicant,
point out that he does have 10 ‘days in which to appeal this.

Mr. Smith stated that he would do so if the Board directs him in that way.
This was agreed and the motion passed unanimously.

//

/0~
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 197u

PAUL D. AUSTIN, S-54-73, Granted April 25, 1373, Request for extension
of time.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the applicant requesting an extension to this
Special Use Permit.

Mr. Barnes moved that this request be granted and that this permit be exten-
ded 180 days from April 25, 1974. This is the first extension add so notify
the applicant. In addition, notify the applicant that this is the only
extension that c¢an be granted.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
e

MCI TELECOMMUNICATIONS,CORPORATION, & MR. AND MRS. RICHARD B. WINFIELD,
8-173-73 (Discussed last week and deferred until this week.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this Board should not make a decision since

it ie now mute. In denying the appeal, the Board of Supervigors really
denied the application that was before the BZA. He stated that he did not
think that the Beoard of Zoning Appeals should place any of these cased on
the Agenda until such time as the Plagnlng Commission has had the 30 days

tc hear the applzcatlon. If the Board of Zoning Appeals accepts an appli-
cation, the appllcant should be notified that the BZA will not place the
appllcatlon on their Agenda for a period of 60 days.to allow the Plannlng
Commiission an opportunity to hear the case. We have a 30 day requirement

in the State Code and the Planning Commission hasn't taken it seriously.

He stated that he was going to put the monkey on the Zoning Administrator's
back. Probably this application shey}d not have been scheduled before this
Board because it had not been placed on the public facilities plan. In all
cagses where it is a requirement that the Planning Commission place a case on
the public facilities map, and the Zoning Administrator rules .that it is a
publlc faclllty, it should not be scheduled before this Board until the
action iz taken by the Planning Commission., The State Code states the
Planning Commission has 30 days in which to hear and make a decision and refeA
the case back to the Board of Zoning Appeals. He stated that this is some-~
thing that should be given a lot of thought. In this particular case, the
Planning Commission did not pull this case to be heard. After the Board of
Zoning Appeals had scheduled the case for public hearing and on the. hearing
date, the Board deferred the case in order for the applicant to get together
with the citizens in the area, and after the Planning Commission decided to
hear the case, the Zoning Administrator ruled that this was a publid facility
Thiz decision should have been made at the time the application was filed.

Mr. Covington stated that probably he didn't realize it at the time.

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board was in agreement, it would just pass over
this. - )

There was no objection. The Board members agreed that this was the thing to
do.

Mr. Knowlton came into the meeting and the Board continued to discuss the
case.

Mr. Knowlton suggested that it would be hest that the appllcatlon be accepted,
but not scheduled for the Beoard of Zoning Appeals hearing until the Plannlng
Commission has acted on it. He stated that in the new ordinahce, there is the|
posslblllty of some reconsideration on the procedures of advertising and
notice in connection with the Planning Commission's 456 items and p0851b1y
even a fee for that application.

Mr. Smith agreed that there should be a fee.

Mr., Knowlton stated that it is possible that the application should be
accepted and not ask for the fee until the case has been processed to that
peint. [y : .

Mr. Smith stated that he did not think this particular case was bad.. It
would have been a good thing as far as the County is concerned. It is a

1Ud
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 1974

good public use. It doesn't make a noise and it doesn't pollute. He stated
that he felt it was a good use and if it had come to a vote, he would have
supported it.

Mr. Runyon agreed.
1
KISE, CHARLES D., V-265-73.

The Clerk stated that this applicant has until February 22, 197% to submit
thelir certified plat of the property showing the fence. She stated that

she had received a telephone call and the letter, and a copy of the contract
is on the way requesting an extension of time to get the certified plat in.

The applicants have called the Engineer whe did the original plat and he wantg
$80.00 to come out and check that fence and put it on the plats. They said
they could take the fence down 7 inches, but the 8th inch is the brace. The
fence company wants $500 more to cut down that fence or to take the entire
thing down. She said that they talked with Mr., Pammel and that he had told
them that they could submit those plats with the fence indicated in red. She
said that Mr. Pammel alsc had told them that there was a good chance that

the BZA would allow them to keep the goats, therefore, they went ahead and put
up the goat pen, which cost #375. Now, they are paylng on that goat pen and
are not allowed to keep a goat and they are also paying on the other fence.

She stated that she called the Zoning office before they put up the fence

and a zoning girl told her that the fence would not come under the Zoning.
Office's jurisdiction because this was a Day Care Center. It would come

under the Health Department's jurisdiction. The Health Department ok'd the
fence, 'and therefore, they felt it was alright to build it.*

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not they had gotten rid of the goats.

Mr, Knowlton stated that there had been no inspection as yet as their time
was not up until the 22nd of February.

Mrs. Kise told the Clerk in her telephone conversation that they had gotten
rid of the goats.

Mr. Barnes moved that Mr. and Mrs., Kise be given 15 additional days to get thef
certified plats in.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0 with Mr. Kelley
abstaining.

Mir. Smith stated that this was an error and was not the correct interpreta-
tion of the Zoning Ordinance.

/

Colonel Comung's bubble over swimming pool. Explanation from the Zoning
Administrator as to why he allowed it after the Board of Zoning Appeals
denied it.

Mr. Knowlton had submitted a letter to the Board explalnlng his reasonsa for
allowing the bubble over Colonel Cuming's swimming pool.

/

CLARIFICATION ON FAIRFAX BAPTIST TEMPLE VARIANCE THAT WAS GRANTED BY BOARD.
Zoning Inspector needs to know how long they have to place the brick fence
and screening around heating and air conditioning units. The Resolution
reads that "This variance shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction has started", therefore they feel they have one year to put up the
brick wall and screen.

The Board discussed this and stated that the time limitation was left off in-
advertently. They certainly would want to have the wall up by summer.

It was the Board's decision that construction on the brick wall and the
screening shall begin no later than the 1ist of April and be completed by
June 1, 1974. This would be condition Number & of the Condition granting
the variance.

109
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AFTER AGENDA ITEMS
February 20, 1974

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed ﬁnénimously.
/

LETTER FROM DON STEVENS RE: SCHOOL BUS LIGHTING AND COLORING, SPECIFICALLY
THE CASE OF MILDRED FRAZIER.

The Board then discussed school bus lighting. Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney
for the applicant, Mildred Frazier, who runs Grasshopper Green School and

to whom the Board recently granted an addition to the existing school to
allow a greater number of children, had written the Beoard a letter regarding
his interpretation of the State Code as it relates to the painting and light-
ing of school buses and vehicles used to transport children.

Mr. Kelley stated that it was b4 pages of typewritten material and he would
like a week to read and digest it. He stated that this Board set this as a
condition. Mr. Stevens states that these station wagens that are used for
this facility to transport children .stop at every doorway and driveway, there-
fore, Mr. Kelley stated that this is all the more reason for having these
vehicles painted and lighted in accordance with the State Code. ’

Mr. Smith stated that the Board profably should have set this as a specific
condition so they could not interpret it as being a State Code conditien,
but a Board of Zoning Appeals' condition.

The Board decided to discuss this again next week.

/

Mr. Knowlton submitted a letter to the Board from Public Works regarding a
fence surrounding a silt pond that theyYWOuld like to fence with a 6' fence.
Kt Dar. )

The Board stated that the earliest day they could hear the case would be
March 13, 1974, if all the materials are in.

Mr. Barnes so moved that this be heard on the 13th day of March if they call
get all the materials in.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
/4

Mr. Baker moved that the minutes for January 9, 1974,cJanuary 16, 197% and
January 22, 1974 be approved with minor:rcorrections.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
/7

Mr. Knowlton discyssed with the Board a request from the Northern Virginia
Transportation Division and RAMADA which involves the location of 700 bus
shelters, most of which will be on public property in the right-of-way, but
some few of them will be located on private property which will be obtained
as easements in residential, commercial and industrial areas. He stated
that he had some misgivings about granting a blanket variance and they are
now trying to get some plats showing the lowzation of these and unless the
Board has some other ideas on this, they are going to try to amend the
Ordinance to allow these to be so located.

The Board members agreed that this would be the proper way to handle this,
Mr. Smith stated that the only thing about granting this type of shelter

that bothers him is that the same exemption should be given for scheool bus
shelters. '

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk W

and Daniel Smr+h, Chairman
Joyee Salamon

Approved:
¥ Date

*The meeting adjourned at 1l:45 A.M.
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, February .27,-1874, in the
Board Room of the Massey Building., Present: Dapigl
Smith, Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph
Baker, George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

The meetjng was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT CO., application under Section 30-7.2.16,3.8
of Zoning Ordinance to permit comstruction of additional buildings for sales,
parts display and service for new car dealership already under Special Use
Permit, 2000 Chain Bridge Road, 29-3((1)}31, (5.3741 acres), Centreville
Digtrict (C~D), 8-262-73 (Deferred from 1~22-74).

Mr. Ralph Louk, 4101 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant,
represented the applicant before the Board.

NMotices had been presented and accepted as in order at the previous hearing
January 22, 1974.

Mr. Louk stated that the area of land is 5.2741 acres and completes the
Sherwood Development except for the bank site which is under lease to

the First virginia Bank. This application is to amend Special Use Parmlt
No. S-174-72, granted December 13, 1972, to John W. Koons, Jr. for a
Chevrolet dealership on property 1ocated in the westerly. guadrant of the
Tysons Corpeér interchange of Leesburg Pike and Chain Bridge Road in

the Centreville District, by changing the name of the pexudttee to Foons
Plaza Development Company and by including construction gt the undeveloped
portion of the original tract of additional building# for tales, parts;.
display and service for a new car dealership.

Mz, Louk stated that there is a letter in the file indicating owner-hip
%s the Koons Plaza Development company of which John K. Koohs, Jr. is
a member, o o .

The Staff Report from Preliminary Engineering stated"that the lervice drive
along Route 123 is te turn north along the subject property's west praperty -
line, In keeping with this service drive alighment, it is suggested thlt the
applicant construct the service drive to its full, (dth along the west Lt
property line in that land area which has been raun:vad Eox: puhlie stre-t.

Mr. Louk stated that as far as the gervice driwn1 ‘he folt that the location
of that should be determined by the owner of the andd Property upen

its development. He suggested that . the Board put’in the Rﬂtolutioh& A this
is granted, that the applicant will build its one-half of  the wervide drive,
if yequired by the County, when  the adjoinlng property (the Redd . prnporty)

is developed.

Mr. Louk stated that he ﬁaels his case meets the criturin An uhb !nming
Ordinance for a Special WUse Permit. The entibe tract of land atthe time of
rezoning was indicated as an uutannhile dealership and i fast time they
were before this Boapd, it was for 15 acres, but since thnnnthay hnva
dedicated the: aervigp drive and: nl-a@ﬁpnned the bank propcrty

He stated that the lerviae drive on-Chain Bridge Road nd ‘Route 7 has been
zonstruoted, There is a:-bond held by the County ‘ox the- exiating service driv
along 123.7 There is about 50' of .service driwe-there.that.is not- conntzucted
because the & LY only wanted -them to go to. the entrance on 133, ¥ .
Mrs. Donalad . 8705 Bigdon. brive, Vieimma, Virginia, was the fi
tion. She stated that she is a pepresentative of Tysons
Civic Asscciation. She hadisubmittad her statemnent for the '
file apxlier. he day. She suggested that before the Boa: i 3
decidion, ‘it should take a took-at the JKJ Dealership at: /Piicd
8he stated that thd landscaping is pitiful and they are ysubg
parking lot t6 park their cars, They haye completely disxegawe
desires of the community to make this #n attractive ¢ ihﬁmﬂﬁ b
from ‘the parking lot shine cut. onto,.the highway bliq*ing the- dx V! 3 )
drive from the shopping center towsrd Vienna' on: Routd 123. onmended
that this Application be denied. (Her complete statment is in the. Eitel

ot

*30, there il a bond fiow bding held by ‘the cgunty for: further construction of
the sexvice drive parallel to Route 123 of about 50' if the. ex&uting
construct.d sarvice drive is extended.

i
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Mrs. Spiece also submitted a letter from Mr. Colton Montague, 8624 Coral
Gables Lane, Vienna, Virginia, President, Tysons Green and

Ankerdale Civic Asscciation stating that he represented 265 families

who have been both agtonished and saddened by what happened to the
Northwest quadrant -#f'the Greater Tysons Corner area with the recent
addition of JKJ Chevrolet. They had hoped thatagsthetic planning and
design would enhance that commercial area, but they see not much difference
in this from the Pentagon parking lot -- totally lacking of all greenry

and punctuated with buildings which are inconguent with what could have
been developed into a pleasing comswexcial corner. Theghiave made no effort
to coordinate any plans for development of this cornertwith the surrounding
community, a community which has a record of having a realistic and
constructive outlook on growth, They urged the Board to deny this request,
at least until someaesthetic plan could be developed and approved by the
County. {His letter is in the file)

Mr. Louk spoke in rebuttal to the oppositicn and stated that the parking
on the GEM lot was a temporary thing.

Mr. Smith stated that it is in violation to the Special Use Permit and
he advised Mr. Louk to have the gituation corrected.

Mr. Louk admitted that they had not finished their landscaping work. He
stated that there was a landscape plan filed with the site plan staff of
the County and they have not beén able to complete work on that plan..as
yet. He stated that he personally is proud of this facility and feelw.:
that the neighbors will feel differently once they have completed the
work on the site. '

Mr. Kelley moved that because of the emergency ordinance passed bjfthe
Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974, that this case be deferred until
March 13, 1974, for decision only.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion paszsed u@n?imously.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would like to see the liéhting problem
corrected and the landscape plan developed and completed as soon as possible
on the existing Specdial Use Permit. :

/7

10:20 - DAVID L. SCHAP, app. under Sec. 30-6.6 of Ord. to permit waiver of
front footage requirement at building setback line on Route 50
side of Lot 16, 4001 Mif#le Ridge Prive, Greenbriar Subd., 43-2((3))
(3116, (11,874 square féjt);Centreville District (R-12.5 Clumter)
v=4-74 ' ’ ;

Mr. David Schap regpeaonteﬂ hisself before the Board.

Notices to propetty~qwnqru'were in=qrdér. The contigucus property owner

was C. W, Webster. He stated that he and his wife own the contiguous lot
next door to the subject property. .

Mr. Schap stated that hé is requeating a variance of 40°' because of the odd
shapé of the lot and. its looatiom, It has 11,874 'sq. ft., which ig cne of
the largest lots in the subdivigion. "He would like“to construct a colonial
type hame, approximately 28'x50'. This lot has water and sewer taps and-

the building and the materials used wold be compatible to the other hemes in
the pubdivision. He stated that he had spoken with some of the neighbors
and thedir concern was that he might constyuct a modern type atructeure on thia
property, but that is not the case. The house would he similar to the
Georgetown type homes: that are' constructéd in the subdivision. He has

owned the lot for two years, T -

construction is not permitted on an outlot ™ -

Mr. Schap stated that he was.aware that it is an outlot, but when he
bought the home next to the dutlot they gave him the impression that they
were selling him an extra lot that already had sewer and water. ' They told
him that the house would be limited in size, He stated that he did not
live next door. He is building this house to sell., The reason for the
hardship is when he purchased the propezty, he had every intention of

Mr. Smith asked if he was aware of the fact that this is an outlot, ang that

LUf
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of movipg into the house. There was about seven months from the date of the
contrad¥ €0 purchase until settlement. His wife wap tramsiferred to the
Baltimore Federal Court and the appo;n;mant is for four years. They had to
move to Baltimore as it is 80 miles dge—way. They put the home on the
market for sale, without success. Now; it is up for rent. They haven't
been able to rent it either.

Mr. Donald Tayler, 4124 Marlow Hill Lane in the Greenbriar Subdivision
spoke in oppositionto the application. He stated that he is representing
Greenbriar Civic Association. He presented alletter to the Board. He
stated that these two lots were recordéd as one separate lot in the land
records of Fairfax County. In the Deed Book, it shows Outlot 16 with a
restriction as an unbuildable lot because it does not meet the zoning
requirements. He stated that Mr, Schap .should have beefi aware of the
restriction not only as a buyer, but alsc as an employes of Levitt &

Sons, Inc., the builder of the Greenbriar community. Levitt & Sons, Inc.
designed the entrance to the Greenbriar subdivision and constructed a wall
on this lot. While Levitt owned the property, the Civiec Association

was allowed to have the right to keep this wall, provided that they
maintained it and the grounds. Mr. Schap has been so gracious as to
continue this arrangement., Theghave maintained the wall and the grounds
and spent several hundred dollars last fall to put this area in first class
condition. They have used a picture of this lot on the cover of their
1973-74 community telephone directory, He submitted copies of this to the
Board.

Dr. George Chapman, 12801 Melvern Court, spoke in opposition. He stated
that he is opposed to further development on this particular lot.

Mr. Schap spoke in rebuttal to the opposition. He stated that the fact
that Levitt & Son is his employer has nothing to do with him and his lot.
He stated that part of the lot was given to the County for the widening
of Middle Ridge Drive. This causes the lot to be called an outlot. This
is 2 lots and he pays taxes on each lot individually.

Mr. Kelley asked Mr. Schap if since he did work for Levitt at the time the
entrance wall was put in, did he not think it was put there for the purpose
of leaving this as open space.

Mr. Schap stated that he did not think they left it there for the purpose
of open space. If they had, he would not have purchased it. He stated
that there ie no easement provided for that sign that is on his property.

Mr. Smith stated that it seemed to him that if he put a house on this lot,
he would just have more problems than he has already. This is certainly
pretty close to the street,

Mr. Runyon stated that this is not the only remedy to this problem. He
stated that they could resubdivide the lot, This is a huge lot. That
would be one method of achieving the same results, but it is not the only
way.

Mr, Arnold Jernigan, 3020 Maple View Drive, Greenbriar, spoke before the
Board. He stated that he is not an engineer, but he is a frind of Mr.

Schap and Dr. Chapman is his dentist, He stated that this outlot came about
when the County wanted additional land for the right-of-way.

Mr. Smith stated that by virtue of the fact that the sign has been placed
there and the applicant has allowed it to stay there would certalnly

be a vested right for it to stay there.

Mr. Runyon stated that he did not feel the Board has a choice. The Ordinance
says if there are other remedies, this Board ghould not grant & variance.
There are other remedies.

The other Board members agreed with Mr. Runyon.

There was no one else to speak in favor or in cpposition to this application.
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In application No. V-4-74, application by David L. Schap, under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit waiver of front feotage requrement
at building setback line, on property located at 4001 Middle Ridge Drive,
Greenbriar Subdivision, also known as tax map 45-2((3}) (3)16, Centreville
District, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board

of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS,  the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirementa of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Boéard of Zoning Appeals,
and -

WHEREAS, the captioned application was heard by the Board of Zoning
Appeals at their meeting of the 27th of February, 1974, following
proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local newspaper,
posting of the property, letters to contigucous and nearby property
owners.,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings
of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is David L, and
Shirley M., Schap.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5, Cluster.
3. That the area of the lot is 11,874 sqhare feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has not satjisfied the Board of Zoning
Appeals that the following physical conditions exist which under a
strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the user of the
reasonable use of the land: exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,
exceptionally narrow lot, exceptionally shallow lot, exceptional
topographic problems of the land, unusual condition of the location of
existing buildings;-and .

2. Because other remedies exist for tha problem.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application be and the
same is hereby denied.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. ...
The motion passed unanimously.

//

Febyruary 27, 1974
DEFERRED CASE!

RONALD F. LEWIS, TRUSTEE FOR FULLERTON JOINT VENTURE, V-236-73, application
under Section 30~6.6 of Ordinance to permit reduction of 100 foot setback
requirement adjacent to residentially zoned land to 25 feet and waiver

of standard screening, Fullerton Street, 98-2((5))3 & 4 and 99-1((2))

30, 31, and 32, Parcel A & B (Total area: 1,513,00L. square feet),
Springfield Distriet, I-L ' o

{Deferred from December 19, 1973 for Planning Commission hearing on
rezoning application €-526 on adjacent Lynch property -~ Rezoning
application held up because of the Interim Ordinance -~ Applicant will
be present)

1UY
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Mr. Walt Robbins, 9600 Ferry Harbor Lane, testified before the Board.

Mr. Smith stated that, Mr. Cowles, who represented the applicant at the fre-
vious hearlng,came down here w1th an 1lmpossible task when he asked for
such a large variance.

Mr. Robbins stated that the reason for the request is they would like to
develop now and the rezoning application on the adjacent land is being
held up because of the emergency Interim Development Ordinance. If this
rezoning were granted, they would not need the variance. and could build
right up to the property line.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the request is a valid one, but the request
for a setback of that size is certainly cne that this Board could not
justify.

Mr. Robbins stated that they would be satisfied with a 40' to 50' setback.
He stated that they have approached the property owner to the rear and they
have a letter supporting that fact that they would like to submit for the
file. He stated that they also have new plats showing the setback of

40'. He stated that there is 240' difference in topo between Rolling Road
and the bridge. These will bhe one-story structures.

It was agreéd that the applicant restrict the height to 40°'.
Mr. Smith stated that they would have a screening requirement of 25'.
The Board reviewed the new plats.

The applicant had alsa brought before the Board a model showing the layout
of the property, the topography and itg. relation to the structures they
wished to construct.

In application No. V-236-73, application by Fullerten Joint Ventare, under
Seéction 30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit reduetion oF 106 ft. set-
back requirement adjacent to residential zoned ground to %3 Ft. reguired,
on property located ‘at Fullerton Industrial Park, Springfield District,
also known as tax map 98-2((5))3 & u & 99-1({(2))30, 31, f Parcel A & B,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Borard of Zoning ;
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captlened application has been properly flled in. accordance
with the requlrements .of all applicable State and County Codes and in
acqordance with the by-laWS of the Fairfax County Beard of Zoning Appeals,
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contlguous and nearby pro-
perty aowners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held

on the 19th day of December, 1973 and deferred until February 27, 1974,
and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject preperty is Ronald F. Lewis, Tr.,
Joint Venture for Fullerton.

2. That the present zoning is I-L.

3. That the area of the lot is 1,513,001 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. 'That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following
physical conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would' result in practical difficulty or unnecessary
hardship that would deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land
and/or buildings involved:

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same ig hereby granted. |

Mr. Baker seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously to grant
a variance of 60' from the property line.

44
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AFTER AGENDA ITEM:
REPORT ON VULCAN QUARRIES

Mr. Jack Maize, Zoning Insgpector Specialist, spoke before the Board. He
stated that a large section of the eastern rim of the Vulcan Quarry
(Occoquan) fractured ' and slipped into the quarry.

The slide occurred on January 26th or 27th. Because of this slide,

they are now closer than 150" from Route 123, They are now approximately
75' from Route 123, In an effort to prevent further slidesz and to conform
to the Board's criteria with reference to mining, Vulcan has submitted

a proposal for the Board's consideration. fThere are eight actions that
they propose to take to control future slides. He read and discussed

the following:

1) The selective #eMoval of material along the rim of the quarry
(by ramping down and hauling away) to a level deemed to be stable.
This operation would eliminate some pressure because of the
removal of mass.’

2} As scon as the weather will permit, to remove the material in
the slide to a level consistent with the desired grade of the
new ramp.

3} Construct intercept ditches to control runoff water inthe area
outlined in item one (1) above.

4) ©Shift the permanent haul road alignment to approximately as
shown on the print, This will be a deviation from the original
plan of only using 50'-60' along the wall. This proposed
realignment would extend from the point of "solid rock™ on onhe
side of the slide to a similar point on the other side of the
ungtable area.

5) Considerable time will elapse before they will be blasting to "go
down" again in the immediate area of the slide. They will,
however, plan to guarry in lifts not to exceed thirty-five (35)
feet in this part of the pit.

§) Their operations personnel will continously cbserve this area
for signs of impending and/or actual movement. If any
definite signe are observed, they will immediately contact
Mr. Maize or any other perscn designed by the Board.

7) If, during the pericd of time until they are ready to blast again
in the slide area, and if it is deemed advisable by their
operation personnel and Mr. Maize, they will further limit their
blasting operation in the area immediately adjacent to the glide
area. They feel that a decision of this kind and scope can best
be mede on the gite at that time.

8} “They will make every effort to perform work in this area during
the summer months,

Mr. Maize stated that safety is enforced by the State Mine Inspector.
However, he felt that overall operating conditions would be improved by
implamenting the -8 points listed above.

Mr. Smith stated that at the bottom of their letter, they stated that
this was an act of God. He felt that this is an inaccurate statement,
Man created this situation, not. God., Going too deep 18 bne factor that
caused this slide, WVulcan ehould have been more aware of the dangers of
going down to that depth. He stated that he tried to limit the quarry
depth, but was not succesgsful.

Mr. Maize stated that this slide occurred in just one section, approximately
250' leng, where the rock is rotten.

He stated that there are additional fissures adjacent to the area, where

small masses of rock should be removed. He menticned that the Sgate

Mine Inspector's instructions to Vulcan relates/the safety of men who work
to
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insjide the pit. Hazardous rock that is liable to fall and injure miners
must be removed. In this case, the removal of rim material moves the
quarry opening closer to Rt. 123, which is a contradiction to the original
order of this Board to stay a fixed distance from Rt. 123.

Mr, Smith asked how this particular slide would affect the landgcape plan.
Mr. Maize stated that it would not seriously affect it.

Mr. Maize stated that he has an old aerial photograph that showed what
this quarry looked like years ago.

Mr. Covington suggested that there be some stakes or markers inside the
pit as a guide in limiting extraction or blasting activities. -

Mr. Smith stated that Vulcan should have done such a long time ago.

Mr. Covington stated that some of the blasting was done before Vulcan got
a Use Permit.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Maize to keep the Board informed of the progress and
gituations that occur down there.

The Board reached the following conclusions:

1} They concurred withthe eight (8) proposed actions submitted by
Vulecan for consideration. (Listed page 111)

2) They directed that the perimeter fence be completely installed
by May 1, 1974.

3) That pertinent landscaping activities be undertaken without
delay to meet the objectives set forth in their restoration
plan,

Mr. Barnes made thq&otion to approve thege three items above.
Mr. Kelley seconded the motion., The motion passed unanimously.

7/
Mr. Baker left the meeting at 12:05 P.M.
/7

MILDRED FRAZER, 5-192-73, Granted addition to Special Use Permit for
child care center on November 14, 1973.

Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney for the applicant, Post Office Box 547,
Fairfax, Viginia, wrote the Board regarding the condition the Board placed
on this Use which gtated: "All busses and other wvehicles used for
transporting children shall comply with State and County standards in
color and light requirements. Time span on painting busses is 90 days
from this date.,"

Mr. Stevens wanted the Board to recondider this request.

It was the Board's decision that they woitld clarify theilr motien, specificall

Condition No. 8 of the Resolution granting the Specid Use Permit No. $-192-73

to permit an additional 120 students for a private schocl, to show that

it was the Board's intent in ¥eferring to the painting and lighting and
lettering in accordance with the State and County Code that for tlie

safety of the youngsters, all motor vehicles used in Fairfax County's
private schools by the private schools for the transportation of studente
shall conform to the color and lighting requirements of the State and
County Codes, not that Code only, but that the color, lettering and lighting
for all vehicles used for the transportation of students to and from

that schoal shall ¢omply with the State and County Codes. This does not
include parents' cagpools.

Mr., Smith stated that there are two viclations at this private school at
the present time and the original school does not have a Non-Residential
Use Permit even though an inspection has been done setting forth the
repairs and corrections that need to be made. The Board urged that

Mrs. Frazer comply with all these regulations immediately.

"
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Mr, Smith told Mr. Covington that all schools should comply with this and
he should start bringing the ones in that are not and will not comply.

The above was agreed to by Messrs. Barnes, Kelley and Smith, Mr. Runyon
stated that he disagreed. Mr. Baker was absent.

7/
COLLEGE TOWN ASSOCIATES, S-14-73, Granted March 14, 1973

Mr, Smith read a letter from Mr. Donald Stevens, attorney for the
applicant, Post Office Box 547, Fairfax, Virginia, requesting the
Board extend the above-captioned Special Use Permit because this case
is in a Court suit. :

Mr. Smith stated that the Board should give him a six month extension
at this time and ask the applicant to keep the Board informed as to the
progress of the suit.

Mr. Kelley so moved, Mr, Barnes secconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

44

The Board then worked on rescheduling the cases that had been deferred
because of the emergency ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors
that caused the Board not to be able to hear the Special Use Permits
that had. been scheduled for the months of January and February.

The Clerk auggested that the cases be rescheduled in the order that they
were deferred. and schedule them in such a way as to expedite the

hearing of the cases as so0h ag possible.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board should hear these cases as soeén
as possible to alleviate any hardship this has caused the applicants.

The Board approved the suggested ligt of scheduled cases for the months
of March and April.

//

The meeting adjourned at 1:15 P.M.

/f .

\‘

By Jane C. Kelse
Clerk :

~ -_-_—‘.__._-—-'
APPROVED: : i
Paniel Smith, Chairman

DATE: ZEZZ‘&AQ 2242,@?;15/
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The Reqular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals Was
Held on Wednesday, March 13, 1974, in the Board Reoom

of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Loy P. Kelley, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes, Charles
Runyon and Joseph Baker.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - J. BENHAM MALCCOM, II & MAUREEN M. MALCOM, app. under Sec, 30~6.6
of the Ordinance. to permit addition closer to rear property line
than allowed by Ordinance (.9 foot variance needed) 9129
Glenbrook Road, Mantua Hills Subdivision, 58-2((10})69,
Providence Distriet (R-12.5) - 10,500 square feet lot area,
v-5-~74

Mr. Malcom, 9129 Glenbrook Road, represented himself before the Board.
Notices to property owners were in order. '

Mr. Malcom stated that he had lived in this location for 10 years and
he would like to add a family room to the rear of his residence, ' YThe
only possible location of this room would cause it to come into the 25'
setback area, Other locations would cause it to block the stairs
coming from the house and to shorten the addition would not be
practicable. He showed a chart showing the location he desired and
explained that the room crossed the setback line by 10 inches.

Mr. Malcom also requested that he be allowed to construct a slab patio;
however, Mr. Covington, Assistant Zoning Adminiatrator, expidined

that he waa allowed by right to construct this patic as long as he
didn't cemstruct a fence around it and a variance was not reqﬁired.

Mr. Malcom stated that he was not desirous of selling the house and would
continue to live there.

There being no one present who wished to speak in faver or opposition, the
public hearing was closed.

Mr. Smith explained that because of the irregular shape of the lot, thie
was the only location that this addition could be located.

Mr. Smith asked if the addition would be compatible with the existing
dwelling and Mr. Malcom said it would be.

In applioation Neo, V-5-74, application by J. Benham Malcom, II and
Maureen Maloom, under Section 30-6.6 of the Zoning Oxdinance, to permit
addition closar to rear property line than allowed by Ordinnn¢e (9

ft, variance) on property located at 9129 Glenbroock Road, Mantua Eille
Subdivision, alsc known as tax map 58-2({10))69, Providence District,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Kelley movaed that the Board of zuaing
Appeals adopt the fellowing reaclution: :

WHEREAS, the captioned application has. been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Apponls,
and

WHEREAS , foilowing prppcr notice to the public by advertisement in a
loocal newapaper, posting of the property, letters to contigious and -

nearby property ownexrs, and a public: hesring by the Board of Eoning

Appesls held on the 13th day of March, 1974; and

WHEREAS, the Board of. Zoning Appeals has made the follauing finding’ of
fact:

1. That tha owner o!‘the‘lubject property is the applicant.

2, That the present zoning is R-12.5

3. That the area of the lot ig 10,500 sguare feet.

4, That'the request is for a. one {1) foot variance to the resppctiva
regquirément,
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AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. fThat the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following
physical condition exists which under a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnacessary
hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved:

{a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval i8 granted for the location and the specific
gtructure or structures indicated in the plats included with this
application only, and is not transferable to other land or to
other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless
conatruction has started or unlese renewed by action of this Board
prior to date of expiration.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall
be compatible with existing dwelling.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action
by thig Board does not constitute exempticon from the various requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling
his cobligation to obtain build@ing permits, certificates of occupancy
{(Residential Use Permit), and the like through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

/

10:20 - ALAN FURNESS WHITE, application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit erection of two car garage closer to side property line

. than allowed by Ordinance (within 4') 7012 Girard Street,
Rosemont Subdivision, 30-3((13))32, Dranesville District, (R-12.5)
10,530 square feet lot area, V-6-74

Mr. Alan F. White, 7012 Girard Street, McLean, represented himself befere
the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order.

Mr. White stated that he had purchased the property in April, 1973, and he
requested that ke be allowed to build a garage to house two antique cars
and to allow him a suitable place to work on them at night and on
weekends. ‘The house is placed on the lot in such a way that the only
suitable location for this proposed garage is in the back yard, which
would be impracticable because it would consume the center portion of his
yard. A femce would have to be moved, and it would be more expensive to
build as heat would have to be added in the addition. '

Mr, Runyon noted that his lot was only one foot over the minimum for
R-12.5 and wasS Very harrow.

Mr. Kelley asked if a one car garage would suffice; however, Mr., Whits
again requested a two car garage and explained how he had tried to
purchase a strip of adjacent land in order to build this garage to the
property line and have an area around it:

Mr, Smith asked how many houses in this subdivision have garages and

Mr. White explained some models have attached garages, but only one has
built one in the back yard and it was because- ¢f the appearance and location
of this one that he requested that he be allowed to build on the eide

He then submitted photographs of his house with the proposed garage

drawn in om them. :

Mr. White stated that the garage would be built of brick and would be
compatible with the existing house.

Mr. Relley peinted out that if this building were permitted it may set a
precedent in this neighborhood.

115
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There being no one present who wished to speak in favor or opposition, the
public hearing was closed.

Following a discussion regarding the fact that Mr. White could build
within 2 feet of the property line in the back yard, but must keep to
12 feet on the side yard, Mr. Runyon moved the adoption of the
following resolution:

In application No. V-6-74, application by Alan Furness White, under
Section 20-6,6 of Ordinance, to permit garage addition four (4) feet
from the side property line, on property located at 7012 Girard Street,
Rosemont Subdivision,. Dranesville Distrigt, alsc known as tax map
30-3{(13)) 32, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning
Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a

local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Alan F. and Patty white.
2. That the present zoning is R-12,5.
3. That the area of the lot is 10,530 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
clusions of law: .

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board thatthe following
physical condition exists which under a strict interpretation of the
Zoning Ordinance would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary
hardship that would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land
and/or buildings involved:

(a) exceptionally narrow lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific
structure or structures indicated in the plats included with this
application only, and is not transferable to other land or to cother
structures on the same land.

2. This variance sghall expire one yeai from this date unless
construction has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration. )

3 *

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this.action

by this Board does not constitute exemption from the varicus requirements
of this county. The applicant shall be himmelf responsible for fulfilling
his obligation to ocbtain building permits, residential use¢ permit, and

the like threeugh the established procedures,. - R

*3, Axchitectural detail shall conform to that of tha'gxisting
buidding. . .

Mr. Baker seconded the motioén and the motion passed 3 to 2 with
Messrs. Kelley and Smith voting "Nay".

/
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10:40 - RE-EVALUATION HEARING -~ THE POTOMAC SCHOOL, S5-142-73, Granted
July 25, 1973, .for swimming pool and locker room, 1301 Potomac
school Road, 31-1{(1))part lot 5, Dranesville District (RE-1)
REQUEST:  To expand operation of pool te include Sat. and Sundays)

Mr. Lee Fifer, 4085 University Drive, Fairfax, attorney for the applicant,
represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Benjamin Weems Dulany, 1302 Potomac School; Mrs. §. Jones Hill, 1326
Potomac School Road; Mr. Frederick B, Lee, 1327 pPotomac Schoopl Roead.

Mr. Fifer explained that the original application reguested that the
swimming pool be allowed, kg, operate for seven days, but the Resolution
allowed onlx/%ive day-a/operation. He explained that the day camp
was in operation from 11:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. and the pool was
available for family use thereafter until 7:00 P.M,

Mr., Fiferrexplained that the original request is what they weuld like
to have +to allow them to use the pool 7 days a week between
the hours of 10:00 A.M. to 7:00 P.M.

Mr. Smith inquired if the pool was ever open after 7:00 B.M. and Mr.
Fifer explained that it would be open for private parties until 9:00 P.M.

Mr. Kelley asked if it was ever open after 9 P.M. and Mr. Fifer explained
that the original permit granted restricted the hours from
9:00 A.M, to 9:00 P.M.

Mr. Kelley explained that if the School desired a swimming party after
those hours, that permission would have to be granted by the Zoning
Administrator and only =several per year would be granted,

Mr, Fifer stated that the pool would be used by the neighboringy
community as a local pool or swim club. ’

Mr. Smith said it was his understanding that the membérship would be
limited to 50 families but Mr, Fifer said it was limited to 100 families
and further that the pool had 200 parking spaces. .

Mr. Barries noted that there was a pond on the grounds and Mr. Kimball,
President of the Potomac School explained that it was a nature pond
which was used for nature studies only and because it contained no fish
and was usually guite muddy was not used for any recreaticnal purposes
and children were never allowed near the pond except when under
supervision.

Following a discussion as to whether the pond was to be fenced and whether
the BZA should reguire fencing as a part of the permit, Mr. Kimball
explained that the pond was 6 to 8 feet deep and further explained that
the pond was uged for drainage purposes, and was in an entirely different
area than the swimming pool.

Mr. Smith pointed ocut that the liability would be with the school and the
property owners in the event of a drowning, not with the County of Fairfax
because the danger of this pond had been pointed out even though the County
apparently does not require fencing.

Mr. Runyon entered a letter into the record from Mr. Charles Ciccone
in which he withdrew the objection that he originally had at the first
hearing.

There being no one to speak in favor or opposition, the publie hearing
was closed.

Mr. Runyon moved that in application, $-142-73, re-evaluation hearing of
Potomac School, that they be allowed to extend the days of operation

to include Saturdays and Sundays, or a seven day per week operation,
which is an_amendment to Condition Na. 5 of the Special Use Permit
granted July 25, 1973 and further that the operation be under the
control and requirements of the Health Department pertaining to the
operation of pools.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

/7
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11:00 -~ HOPE MONTESSORI SCHOCL, LTD., app. under Section 30-7 2.6,1.3 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit increased enrollment to 82 pupils, 4614
Ravensworth Road, 71-1((1))57A and 62, Annandale District (R-10)

2.975 acres, S- 200 73 -~ Deferred from 11-21-73 and 1-9-74,

Mr, Harry E. Middleton, 6269 Leegburg Pike, attorney for the applicant,
represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
John E. Roach and Mr. R. C. Eibell, Sr., Gateway Development Corp,

Mr. Middieton explained that there would be no physlcal expansion of the
school, that they are only requesting an increase in enrollment from

75 to 82 The children are brought toc school by parents' carpools.
They do not use busses.

There was no one present to speak in favor or opposition and the public
hearing was closed.

In answer to questions, hy the Board, Mr. Middleton stated that the ages of
the children would he 2:1/2 thefcugh 7, that a copy of the leas;ng
agreement with the church and Certificate of Good Standing are in the

file and that the hours of operation would be from 9:00 A.M. to 2:30 P.M,,
five days per week, Monday through Friday. The lease is for a one year
period on a continulng basis.

In application No. $-200-73, application by Hope Montessori School, Ltd.
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit increased
enrollment to 82 pupils, on property located at 4614 Ravensworth Road, also
known as tax map 71- l((l))57A and 62, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley

moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following

resolution:

WHEREAS, the capticned application has been properly filed in accordancg
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of #oning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a publi< hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1) That the owner of the property is Trustees of Hope Lutheran Church
of Annandale.

2) That the present zoning 15 R-10.

3) That the area of the lot is 2.975 acres.

4) That site plan approval is required.

5) That compliance with.all County aﬁd State Codes i& requirod.

6) The Hope Lutheran Church of Annandale, located on the westerly side
of Ravensworth Road approximately 2500 feet southwaest of its
junction with Little River Turnpike in Annandale Dietrict, originally
operated a kindergarten for 25 children pursoant to Spediidl Ues "Permit
No. 17652 granted July 30, 1963. That permit was amended in 1964
to increase the number of children to 30 and add a first grade class.
It was amended again in 1965 to ingrease the number of students to
not more than 50 at any cne time and not more than 75 per day.

7) The current application changes the name of the applicant to Hope
Montessori School, Ltd., and seeke to add a second grade class.,
increasing the enrollment to a maximum of 82 N

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

|
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1) That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.l1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance;-and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1} This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2) This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation
HAS started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3) This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uges, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit shall be cause for this use permit to be
re-evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited
to, changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs,
and changes in screening or fencing.

4) This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county., The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to ORTAIN A NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND
THE LIKE THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT
SHALEL NOT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

5) The Resclution pertaining to the Granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicmous place along with the Non-
Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available
to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6) ‘The maximmm number of students shall be 82, ages 2 1/2 to 7 years.

7) The hours of operation shall be 9:00 A.M. to 2:30 P.M., 5 days
per week, Monday through Friday.

8) The operation shall be swbject to compliance with the Inspection
Report, the teguirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the
Stake Departiient of Welfare and Institutions, and obtaining a Non-
Regidential Use Permit,

9) a1l buses and/or vehicles used by the applicant for transporting
students shall comply with Fairfax County School Board and State
Standards in color, lighting, and lettering requirements.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith pointed out that a new lease must be submitted to the Board
30 days prior to the expiration date in order to keep this in effect
and if not submitted, the permit would automatically lapse. )

/7t

11:20 - DR. DAVIS REEDER HALL, III, appl. under Section 30-7,2.10.2.6
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit small animal hospital, 7013
Columbia Pike, 71-2({2)}}21-a, 11,677 square feet, Annandale
District (C-N), Last used as'a service station, Alpine Bubd.,
Section B, 5-242-73

Mr. Dana Nichelson, 416 Cak Tree Lane, Sterling, Virginia, represented
the applicant before the Board.

Notices to proﬁerty owners were in order.

Mr. Nickelson explained that the applicant wished to convert a vacant
gas station into an animal hospital and explained that the station had
not operated for approximately 1 1/2 years.

Mr. Smith question whether sewer was available and Mr. Nickelson said
the County had verified that sewer was available. :

During his presentation, Mr. Nickelson said he had spcken to the County
inspectors regarding soundproofing and they informed him that the
cinderblock construction was adequate for that purpose; however, the
applicant would have to block out the windows on the left side of the
building. He said the County does not have an ordinance on odor control

TTY
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DR. HALL (continued)

and the existing gasoline tanks would have to be filled or removed prior
to occupancy of the building and would have to be done under the
supervision of the Fire Department. The restrooms would be inside.

It would be a hospital serving househald pets and would be open on
Sundays for emergency care only. In the beginning, the only employees
would be Dr. and Mrs. Hall. The hours would be from 8 a.m. to 8 p.m.

& days a week and on Sunday only when there was an emergency call.

Mr. Nickelson requested a Special Use Permit for the following reasons:
1. It is completely surrounded by commercial.
2, It is within the Columbia Pike Highway Corrideor District.
3, It will take a gas station out of the Highway Corridor,
4. A gualified animal hospital instead of a gas station will be
in the best interest of the County.

Mr. Smith asked what the architectural improvements to ﬁhe.building would
be and Mr, Nickelson explained that.although a rendering was available,
he had not brought it with him, but the building would be sprayed with
atucco. ' '

Mr, Kelley asked if the applicant had eeen the Preliminary Engineering
Branch's comments on the rcad widening and Mr. Nickelson indicated
that he had and the requirements were noted on the plans, as submitted.

Mr. Nickelson indicated that Atlantic-Richfield, the owners of the property,
would extend any dates listed in the contract as they were anxious to

have the property used. Mr. Smith requested a copy of the extension that
had been granted on this contract.

There wag ho one present who wished to speak in favor or opposition and
the public hearing was closed.

Mr, Smith said the Board would require the architectural. renderings and
the extension to the sales contract prier to taking any action. Mr.
Nickelson said he could have thege documents te the Board this afterncen.

On motion of Mr, Baker, seconded by Mr. Barnes and carried by a
unanimous vote, this. application was held over until 2:00 P.M. to
allow the applicant to bring in further information re the proposed use,

At 2:00 P.M. the Chairman recalled this case.

Mr. Smith noted that the reguested archjtectural renderingz and addendum
to the sales contract had been submitted as requested.

The Board reviewed the renderings.

There being no one present who wished to speak in favor or opposition, the
public hearing was closed.

In application No. $-242-73, application by Dr. Davis Reeder Hall, III,

under Section 30-7.2.10.2.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit small

animal hospital on property located at 7013 Columbia Pike, Annandale
pistrict, alsoc known as tax map 71-2{(2))21A, County of Fairfax, Mr.

Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appealg adopt the following rasolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable Btate and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a

local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguocus and nearby
property owners and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974. ‘ T

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

fact: g

1. That the owner of the subject property ies Atlantic~-Richfield. The
applicant is the contract purchaser. :

2. That the present zoning is (¢-N.

3, That the area of the lot is 11,677 sguare feet.

4, That compliance with all County Codes is reguired.

5. That site plan approval is required.

| +©
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HALL (continued)

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has .presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as
contained in Section 30~7.1,2 in the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicaticon be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1., This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless congtruction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board
prior to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownership, changes of the cperator, changes in signs, and
changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting doeg not constitute exemption from the various re-
quirements of this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and
the like through the established procedures and this Special Use Permit
SHALL NOT BE VALID until this has been complied with.

5. fhe Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the Certificate
of “Non-Residential Use on the property of the use and be made available
to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use,

6, All operations shall be within an enclosed building, such
building being adequately soundproofed and constructed so that there will
be no emission of odor or noise detrimental to other property in the area,
and planz and provisiong ©r such construction and operation SHALL be
approved by the Héalth bDepartment prior to issuance of any building
permit or Non-Residential Use Permit.

7. Hours of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M, to 6:00 P.M., 6 days
per week, Monday through Saturday. .

8. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction
of the Director of County Development.

9, The minimum number of parking spaces shall be eight (8).

10. curb, gutter, and travel lane to be constructed in accordance
with plats submitted with this application.

Mr. Barnes secondad the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.

Mr, Baker was absent from the rcoom at this time.

/7

11:40 - WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP., app. under Section 30-7.2,6.1.3 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit day care center for ninety (90)
children, hours between 6 A.M. and 6 P.M., 1731 Great Falls

_Street, 30-3((1))21A (178,881 square feet) Dranesville District,
(RE-1), operation from Garfield Memorial Church, 8$-244-73
(Peferred from January 9, 1974 because of Emergency Amendment
to Ordinance passed by Board of Supervisors on January 7, 1974)

Mrs. Nita Raichelson, 5112 Stone Haven Drive, Annandale, Virginia, the
Director of the Center, made the presentation before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The céntiguoua OWHers ware
Mr, and Mrs. W. A. Duggan, 1706 Marygie Drive, McLean, Virginia 22101
and Mr, and Mrs, Warren Culpepper, 1702 Margie Drive, McLean, Virginia
22101,
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WESTGATE CHILD CENTER CORP, (continued)

Mr. Smith noted that the lease in the file indicates that it is for cne
year with a contingency to extend.

Mrs. Raichelson explained that she planned to run a day care center at
Garfield Memorial Church which had met all County Code regulations

for such a use, The only requirement lacking was a fence around the play
yard which was to be installed on Saturday. The hours of operation would
be 10 to 12 hours per day. Two programs would be carried on at the same
time == full day care for 60 children and hourly care for 10 children

per hour - or a total of 70 children at any one time. The staff to chilad
ratio would be 1 to 7 and the staff training would exceed- federal standards.
The school would open on March 18th, if this application is granted.

Mr, Smith inquired if final inspections had been completed and Mrs.
Raichelson stated that the inspectors had been at the church last
week but she had not received anything in writing.

Mr. Smith noted that the Preliminary Engineering Branch indicated that no
additional sewage capacity was needed.

In answer to gquestlons, Mrs. Raichelson stated that the ages of the
children would be from 2 to 5 and the hours of operation would he
probably from 6 A.M. to & P.M., but definitely no later than 7 .P.M. The
parents would be responsible - for transportation. She expectad to have a
staff of 13 persons including herself, .The kitchen was inadeguate to
provide hot meals although it would be at the schocl's dispossl for
coffee, cookie baking, and other small projects. . Meals would be
catered by the National Fodod Service. W i

Mr. Smith regquested that the Board have a copy of the agpeement with the
National Food Service and an agreement that the kitch @ﬂhﬁlﬂ not De-
used for lunch food purposes. ) ) ’

My, William A. Diggan, 1708 Margie Drive, Rev. Joseph Pish, 912 Froderick
Street, Vienna arnid Mrs. Ethel Butt, Annandale, spoke in ﬁum&& of the
application.

Hearing neo objection, the hearing was .recessed wr€il later in the day in
order to allow the applicant time to submit the regquested documents.

The hearing was recalled later in the day.

Mr, Smith noted that a copy of the contract with the. National Pood
Service had been submitted for the catering of lunches.

Mr, Smith again asked about the ages of the children enrollad in this
program. Mrs. Raichelson explained that she had earlier said the ages
would be from 2 to 5 years, however, she had neglected to mention that
the Centér would have after-aghocl care and thus the ages of the
children would be from 2 to 12 years. 8he added that there were various
rooms available to enable the separatlon of the aftet—school children
from the day care children.

There being no one present who wished to speak, the publxc henrlng was
closed.

In application No. £-244- 73, applicatjon by Westgate Child Center Corp.
under Section 30~7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit day care
center for 90 children, hours between 6 A.M . and7 F.M,, on property
located at 1731 Great Falls Street, Dranesville Distriot, also known as
tax mai 30-3{((1))21a, County of Fairfax, Mr. Rnnyon moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following Resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has hsen. proparly filed in accordance
with the raqulxements of all .applicable:fitate and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfnx County Board of ZQning Appeals; anjl

[ &2
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WESTGATE CHILD CARE CENTER (Continued)

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 13 th day of March, 1974. .

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of

fact: . :

1, That the owner of the subject property is Christian Church - Capital
Area. : -

2, That the present zZoning is R-12.5.

3./ That the area of the lot ig 178,881 square feet.

4, That Site Plan approval is reguired.

5. That the property is subject to Pro Rata Share for off-site drainage.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law: . )

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
game is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and i1s not
transferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2, This permit shall expire one year from this date unless operation
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3, This approval is granted for the building and uses indicated on
plate submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes  in use or additional uses, whether or not these
additional uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit
to be re-evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are
not limited to, changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes
in signs, and changes in screening .or .fencing. . ‘ >

4., This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to obtain NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and
the like through the established procedures and this Specid Use Permit
SHALL NOT be valid until this has been complied with.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicubus place along with the Non-Residential -
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all
Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of
the permitted use.

6., Hours of operation are from 6 A.M. to 7 P.M.

7. Ages of the children to be 2 to 12 years.

8. The maximum number of children to be 90 at any one time,

9, The play area shall be fenced as per the Health Department. '

10, The operation- shall be subject to compliance with the inspection
report, the requirements of the Health Department, the State Department
of Welfare and Institutions, and the requirements for Day Care Centera,
it 5adBde1Ehab JEUR O3 RREEORE L 1Bn HBAFEAG 4RTAATER ST yRRE 1025 renewal

[

Barnesg sec e motion.

The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent at this time.
H?. 11 added on April 24, 1974, : )

12:00 - METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER, app. under Sec,.. 30-7.2.6.1.1l1 of
Ordinance to permit erection of church, 5411 Franconia Road,
81-4({1))66, (2.52 acres), Lee pistrict (R-12.5), 5-247-73
{Daferred from January 9, 1974 because of the Emergency Amendment

to the Ordinance passed by the Board of Supervisors on January
7, 1974) ’

My, Lee Fifer, 4085 University Drive, Fairfax, attorney for the applicant,
represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners ware in order. Rev, Sidney White indicated
that he and his wife had personally obtained the signatures on the
letters of notificationAnd that the contiguous property owhers were
Mr. and Mrs. Jamee Boyer and Mr. G. D. Ballard.

1237
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METROPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CHURCH (continued)

Mr., Fifer explained that this was a request for a church building for an
interdencminational christian faith and would be used as a church as ig
normally used, on Sundays and weeknights. The facility will contain a
large hall for church activities as well as worship services. Because

Gum Street ie being widened, the Church has been in discumsions and has
agreed to dedicate the necessary right-of-way and put in the curb and
gutter if the road widening is started within a reasonable time, 24 months.
A sewer tap is available,

Mr. Smith noted that the proposed membership is 500 and that the church has
exceeded the required number of parking spaces (206).

Mr. Fifer said the building will be of white brick,

Mrs. D. M. Hall requested that screening and buffering be placedalong the
fence between her property and the church and there being no one elge
who wished to¢ speak, the public hearing was closed.

In application No. 5-247-73, application by Metropolitan Christian Center,
under Sec. 30-7.2,6.1.11,0f the Zoning Ordinance, to permit erection of

a church, on property located at 5411 Pranconia Road, Lee District, also
known as tax map 81-4((1})66, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertigement in a

local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners,..and a public hearing by the Board of ZOnlng Appeals held
on the 13th day of March, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of ZOning Appeals has made the follow1ng findings of
fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Sidney S. White, et al.,
Trustees, the applicant is the contract purchaser.
2. That the pregent zoning is R-12.5.
. That the area of the lot is 2,52472 acres.
That complisnce with all County Codes is required.
That Site Plan approval ia required.

Ul

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusiong of law:

1. That the. applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R bistricts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Boning Ordinance:; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable-
without further metiotr of this Board, and is for the location indicated
in the applicatién and is not transferable to other land,

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless conatruction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3, This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submittad with this application, Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these aflditional uses
require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated -
by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of
cwnership, changes ¢f the operator, changes in signs, and changes in
screening or fencing.

.4, This granting does not constitute exemption from the variocus require-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for
fulfilling his cbligation to cbtain a NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and the like
through the eatablished procedures and this Special Use Permit shall NOT
be valid until this has been complied with.

o
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METRCOPOLITAN CHRISTIAN CENTER (continued)

5. The resclution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Depart-
ments of the County of Pairfax during the hours of operation of the
permitted use.
6. The seating capacity of the church to be 500.
7. 206 parking spaces to be provided as shown on plats,
8. Landecaping and screening shall be provided to the satisfaction of
the Director of County Development.
9, Road widening, curb, gutter, and sidewalk to be constructed for the
full frontage of the property.
10. Owner to dedicate to 453' from centerline of the existing right-of-way
for the full frontage of the property for future road widening.
11. Building to be constructed of white brick. (Amended 5/15/79 by BZA to
delete the word "white".)
Mr, Barnes seconded the motion,

The motior carried with a vote of 4, Mr. Baker having left for the day.

4
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12:20 - EENA TEMPLE, app. under Section 30-7.2.5.1.4 of the Ordinance to
pemmit expansion of facilities, (new building for banquet and
ballroom. and additional parking -- applicant now under Specidlse
Perxmit, but wishes to make building smaller and change. the -parking
layout), 9001 Arlington Blvd., 48-4((1))42A, (26.8897 acres),
Providence District (RE~1), 8-254-73 OTH

Mr. William L. Field, c1ifton Road, Clifton, Vlrglhia, represented the
applicant.

Notices te property cwners were in order. The contiguous ownere were Mr,
and Mrs. Joe Dillinger, 3132 Barkley Drive, Fairfax and Mx. and Mrs. Phil.
Bucklew, 3142 Barkley Drive.

Mr., Field stated that the K.T.S. Corp. was now the applicant, said
corporation composed of the Kena Temple membership formed for the purpose of
preventing any change in. leadership from halting the construction of this
building.

Mr. Smith requested a certification from the State Corperation Commission
and Mx. Field stated that he had submitted one when the application was
originally filed.

Mr. Smith noted that subsequent to the issuance of the Special Use Permit
the applicant changed.tle application to delete theé swimming pcol and
changed the size of the building and thus was requirad to submit a

new application.

Mr., Smith asked if the building as proposed would meet the getback
requirements and Mr. Field said it would.

Mr. Field explained that it would be considered as a two-story building as
the lower floor was partially above ground and it would be constructed of
brick with a Williamgburg type roof, and 467 parking spaces would be
provlded and the building ‘would be 80 by 156 feet.

Mr. Sm;th agked 1if the applicant has a sewer perm1t and the answer was
"yes"

There being no one present fo speak in favor or opposition, the public
hearing was closed.

120 ¢
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In application No. 8-254-73, application by Kena "emple and K.T.S.
Holding Corporation, under Section 30-7,2.5.1.4 of the Zoning Ordinance
to permit expansien of facilitjes (new building for banquet and ballroom
and additional parking) on property.located at 9001 ARlington Blvd.,
Providence District, also kn as tax map 483-4({(1))42A, County of
Fajirfax, Mr. Runyon moved thatthe Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in & local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Beoard of Zoning Appeals held
on the 9th day of January, 1974 and deferred to March 13, 1974,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of
fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.

2. That the present zoning is RE-l.

3. That the area of the lot is 26.3897 acres.

4. Site Plan approval required.

5. That the gite is presently under S. UzP. 5-108-73.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant haa presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R District as contained
in Section 30~7.1.1 of the Zoning 'Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicatlon be and +he same
is hereby granted with the follow1ng limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferakle
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated
1n the a hfplication and is not transferable to other land.

s permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operatlon has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3: . This. approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plat® submitted with thie application. Any additional atructures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uges require a use pesmit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-
evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to,-
changes of ownership, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and ¢hanges
in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the varicua
requirements of this county. This applicant shall bg himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation to.obtain a Non Residential.Uee’ Permit
and the like through the established procedures and this !wuéial Use Permit
ghall 'NOT be valid until this has been complied-with. .

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Speeinl Usa Permit
SEALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non Resigential
Use Permit on the property of the use and be made availabla to all Departmen
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of opcrntion of the permittad .
use.

6. 467 parking spaces shall be provided.

7. &all other reguirements of the original SUP, shall Telkin in effect
not changed on the tfew plats submitted herewith. -

My, Barnes seconded the motien.

The motion carried with a vote of -4, Mr. Baker having left the meeting
earlier.

/f
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KOONS PLAZA DEVELOPMENT COMPANY, app. under Sec. 30~7.2.10.3.8 of the Ord.
to permit construction of additional buildings for sales, parts display
and service for new car dealership already under Special Use Permit, 2000
Chain Bridge Road, 29-3((1)}31, (5.3741 acres) Centreville District (C-D),
5-262-73 (Deferred from 1-22-74 to 2-27-74 for full hearing; deferred
2-27-74 for decision only)

Mr. Ralph Louk, 4101 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant, repre-
sented the applicant before the Board.

Following a discussion regarding the complaint lodged at the hearing and
subsequent police investigations regarding the outside lighting, Mr. Louk
explained that one light of the four had been left on for security reasons;
however, following the complaints, all four had been turned off and could
not be turned on again until the electrician had climbed the poles and
adjusted the lights to shine only on the applicant's property. The Police
Department had inspected the lights and were satisfied that they were
acceptable.

Mr. Kelley made a brief report on the landscaping being done.

Mr. Smith again pointed out that this should be discussed as a separate
uge permit as it is not part of the original building development, but is
a separate dealership under a separate license. There may be a problem
separating the parcels in the future if it is done under one usa permit.

In application WNo. S-262-73, application by Koons Plaza Development Company
under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit construction
of additional buildinge for sales, parts display and service, on property
located at 2000 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax map 29-3((1})3l1,
Centreville District, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board

of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable 8tate and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to.the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby
property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held
on the 27th day of February, 1974 and deferred to March 13, 1974,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1, That the owner of the subject property is Sherwood, Sherwood & Corbalis.
2, That the present zoning is C-D.

3. That the area of the lot is 5.3741 acres.
4, That site plan approval is reqguired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Useg in C or I Districts as contained
in Section 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations;

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2, This permit shall expire unless construction or operation has started
or unless renswed by action of this Board upon whichever of the following
events shall last occur:

(a) Twelve (12) months from this date,

{(b) Three (3) months after Fairfax County permits connection with the

existing sewerage facilities thereon.

fe) Six (6) months after Fairfax County permits a site plan to be

filed thereon.

3, This approval ias granted for the buildinge and usgs indicated on plats
submitted with tis application. Any additional structures of any kind, change
in use or additional uses, whether or not these additicnal uses require a
use permit, shall be cause for thie use permit to be re-evaluated by this
Board. These changes include, but are net limited to, changes of ownership,
changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing

4. This yranting does not constitute exemption from the various regquirement
of this County. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to obtain a NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT and the like through the
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establigshed procedures and this Special Use Permit shall NOT be valid until
this has been complied with.

5. The Resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place &long with the Non-Residential Usge
Permit on the property of the use and made available to all Departments of
the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use,

6. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be to the satisfaction of
the Director of County Development and the Pairfax County Arborist.

7. The applicant is to construct the service drive one-half of its full
width along the west property line in the land area which has been reserved
for public street in accordance with Preliminary Engineering Branch
suggestions and site plan control and upon dedication and construction of
other half by adjoining property owner.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 3 to 0. Mr, Baker
had left the meeting earlier and Mr. Runyon abstained.

#- e e #

The Board recessed for lunch and returned to take up the request for a
change in name in an existing Use Permit, S-174-72 granted to John W. Koons
on Daecember 13, 1972. Mr. Louk stated that the dimensions of the building
had been changed and he felt the Board should amend the Special Use Permit
to comply with the plats that he had submitted this date to the Board with
the Koons Plaza Development Company, S§-262-73 application. He stated that
the sign area had also changed and was in compliance with the Fairfax County
Sign Ordinance.

Mr. Kelley moved that the Board amend Special Use Permit No. 5§-174~72, granted
December 13, 1972 to substitute the named permittee to Koons Plaza Development
Company in place of John W. KoonB, Jr.; to amend amend Special Use Permit

No, §-174-72, to approve building dimensions as shown on plats filed herein
and to have free standing sign area of 137 square feet instedd of 100 feet

as shown on the plan filed herein,

Mr, Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Baker was absent.

-Mr. Smith noted that the Board had received a letter from Mr, F. Tyler
Swetnam, Mansion House Yacht Club regarding a request to change the site
plan to remove parking from the area marked "A".

Mr. Pord Tyler Swetnam explained that this was requested for economic reasons
because the Club does not desire to build a bulkhead in such deep water
because of the present cost of the necessary steel,

Mr. Smith requested copies of the new plats and Mr, Swetnam indicated that
he would present them to the Board at the next meeting, and further
explained that 47 parking spaces had been deleted from the plans in order
to bring water inland with a shallower depth.

74

Mr, Smith noted that a letter had been received from Mr. Richard Hobson
attorney for Lake Barcroft Recreation Center, regarding a poesible
settlement prior to a court hearing.

Mr. Smith noted that the Board had taken Mr, Hobson's position under
advisment earlier and tried to negotiate earlier., He suggested that the
Board take no action until they had talked with Mr. Symanaki in the
County Attorney's Office,

Mr. Kelley suggested that Mr. Hobgon and Mr. Symanski meet to discussa
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the issue and make a decision on what to do at that time.

i

On motion of Mr. Barnes,:seconded by Mr. Runyon, and carried unanimously
the Board adjourned at 3:15 P.M.

By Nancy Draheim
Substitute Clerk
for Jane C. Kelsey

TH, CHAIRMAN

APPROVED: June 5, 1974

DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Beard of Zoning
Appeals was held on Wednesday, March 29,
1974, in the Board Room of the Massey
Building. Present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
Loy Kelley, Vice-Chairman; Joseph Baker,
George Barnes and Charles Runyon.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - JOHN K. KENNETT, JR., application under Section 30-6.6 of Ordinance
to permit enclosure of existing carport cleser to side lot line than
allowed by Ordinance, 2332 Riviera Drive, 38-3((2%))26, Tanglewood
Subdivision, area: 12,644 square feet, R-17C, Centreville District,
V-7-7k, .

Mr. Sam Fulton, representing the construction company that is going to enclose
this existing carport, represented the applicant before the Board. His firm's
address is 2734 Gallows Road, Merrifield and his home address is 4829 Rock
Spring Road in Arlington.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Paul
Brough, 2300 Tanglevale Drive, Vienna, and Lt. Col. Oscar Carroll, 2330 Riv-
eria Drive, Vienna, Virginia.

Mr. Fulton stated that because of the unusual shape of the lot they willl need
a variance in order to enclose this carport. If either side lot line had

run - perpendicular, a variance would not have been necessary. They only need
the variance on one corner of the carport. He exhibited a blow-up of the plot
plan to the Board. He stated that the back yard is of such a grade that
construction back there would not be feasible.

Mr., Smith stated that it looks like the position of the house is what makes
the variance necessary. Had the house been positioned straight on the lot,
they could have enclosed the carport by right.

Mr. Smith asked what the applicant would use to house his motor vehicles.

Mr. Fulton stated that the applicant does not now use the carport. They now
use the carport as a patic and has it screened off. They park their cars
in the driveway.

The enclosure will be constructed of aluminam siding. They will not change
the roof line at all.

Mr, Covington stated that they need a 2.8' variance on one corner of the
carport and it tapers down to 0' at the far end of the carport.

Mr. Fulton stated that Mr. Xennett plans to continue to reside there.

There being no one to speak in favor or ppposition, the public hearing was
closed.

In application No. V-7~74, application by John K. Kennett, Jr., under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, tqﬁermit enclosure of éxisting carport closer
to gide &ot line than allowed by Ordinance, i.e. 2.8', on property located

at 2332 Riviera Drive, Centreville District, alsoc known as tax map 38-3((29))
26, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper hotice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of March, 1974, and

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is John K., Jr. and Catherine L,
Kennett.

2. That the present zoning is R-17 Cluster,

3. That the area of the lot is 12,644 square feet.




Page 131
JOHN K. KENNETT, JR. (continued)
[March 20, 1974

5
[

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that the following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
fwould result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved:

{a) exceptionally irregular shape of the lot.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with, the follow1ng limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifi¢ structupre
or structures indicated in the plats included with this applicatioh only, and
is not transferable to other land or ¢¢ bther structures on the same land.

2. This varianpe shall expire one year from this date unless eonstructlon
[has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of expira-
tion.

3, Architectural detail shall conform to that wf the existing house.

FURTHERMORE, the appllcant should be aware that grantlng of this action by
this Board does not'.constitute exemption from the various regquirements of
this County. The appllcant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obllgatlon to obtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the
like through the established procedures.

HMr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion péssed unanimougly.
/1

10:20 - REGLA ANGULO, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to
permit operation of a ballet scheol in basement of premises, 3300
Glen Carlyn Road, 61-2((6))11l, (10,006 square feet), Mason District,
Pinehurst Subdivision, R-12.5, 8-239—73 (Deferred for proper notices
and lease on 12-19-73 and deferred again 1-16-74 because of Emergency
Amendment to the Ordinance.)

IMr. Frank Perry, 4017 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The fontiguous owner was Diosese
of Richmond who owns both the properties that are contigious to the property
in this application.

Mr. Perry stated that a Special Use Permit was granted to the previous occupant
of this house in 1970. She operated a ballet school up until 6 or 8 months
agc. Mrs. Angulo now lives in this house and plans to operate a neighborhood
[ballet school. A number of the children who will come to her school go to
the church school across the street and will come over &fter school. The
school class will be limited to 7 to 12 students at any one time. There

ill be no more vehicle generation than about 4 vahicles per day. She will
l:lso have a small adult class one mrning a week. As far as the parking is
concerned, there is a letter intthe file from the church 1nd1cat1ng that there
is extensive parking that. could be used which is located in their church
lparking lot acrose the gtreet. 'This is the same arrangement that was used by
he prev1ous tenant, however, it was a verbal agreement and now the church
as put it in the lease.

e stated that the applicant would complete the work needed to be done on
the house as soon as the 3pecial Use Permit was granted.

IThe total enrellment of the school will not exceed 45 and they will have no
Imore than 7 to 12 students at any one time.

[There was no one to speak in favor of the application.

[There was no one ptasent to speak in opposition. Mr. Smith read a letter
ifrom Mr. Gerald Forcier, Chairman of the Long Branch Citizens Association,
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hich stated that Fairview Place is a quiet deadend street in which some
homes have driveways and scme have to park on the street. The predecessor
allowed her customers to park on the street which made the street crowded
and blocked some of the éwiveways. Those living on the street do not object
to Mrs. Angulo having this ballet school, but they do object to the parking
on the street. The safety of the children is a great concern of the people
living on this street, They would like the permit, if given, to be condi-
L;ioned upon the denial of the use of the street for parking for this use.

. Smith stated that he was surprised that the predecessor would allow
parking on the street as this was one of the main points discussed at that
hearing.

Mr. Smith stressed to Mre. Angulo that her customers would not be allowed to
park their cars on the street and it would be up to her to enforce this.
r. Smith stated that this would be made a condition of the Special Use Permit ]

There being no one to speak in favor or opposition the public hearing was
closed.

In application No. 8-239-73, application by Regla Angulo, under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit operation of a ballet school
in basement of premises, on property located at 3300 Glen Carlyn Road,
Springfield District, also known as tax map 61-2((6))11l, County of Fairfax,
r. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following reso-
Lution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
ith the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
ewspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous &nd nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 20th day of March, 1974

[WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Catholie Church, Bishap of
Richmond.

2. That the present zoning is R-12.5%

3. That the area of the lot is 10,006 square feet.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conhelu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complddnce with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in the
pplication and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one¢ year from this date unless construction or
peration has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
f expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
ubmitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kingd,

anges in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses requir*

‘use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated by this
card. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of ownership,
kchanges of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in scoreening or fencingd

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the variocus require-
nts of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ing his obligation TO OBTAIN CERTIFICATES OF OCCUPANCY AND THE LIKE THROUGH
HE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
NTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE. -
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5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Certificate of
Occupancy on the property of the use and be made available to all Depart-
ments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted
use.

6. Parking shall be on the adjoining church property only.

7. Hours of operation are 10:30 a:m. until 6:00 p.m., Monday through
Saturday.

8. Permit subject to compliance with inspection report.

Mr. Baker seconded the moticn and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith stated that the previous applicant was allowed 12 students at any
one time.

/-

10:40 - DOMINICAN RETREAT HOUSE OF ST. CATHERINE DERICCI, INC., application
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of Ordinance to permit convent and re-
treat house, expansion of facilities, (12.% acres), 7103 0Old Dominion
Drive, 30-1((1))88&, Dranesville District, R-12.5, S=249-73 {(Deferred
from 1-16~-74 becaute of the Emergency Amendment to the Ordinance.)

Mr. John Donovan, attorney for the‘applicant, represented the applicant
before the Board. .

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were George
H. Davis, 1338 Mayflower.Drive, Reston, Virginia, and Charles B. Harrison,
7297 Van Ness Court.

Mr. Donovan stated that the request is for a convent and retreat house in

order to accommodate with greater convenience and comfort the people wha ]

make use of the Dominican. Retreat for prayer, reflection conferences and
worship. They propose to add a chapl, lounge and dining facilities. The
addition, which will inelude about 7,700 square feet, will form a connecting
link between the twe buildings that presently constitute the available
accommodations. The Dominican Retreat conducts weekend programs for men,
women, and young pecople With a maximum number of forty, as a means of
religious inspiration and instruction with singular opportunity for worship
and fellowship. The.Staff.presently consists of nine religious sisters,
members of the Dominican Congregation of St. Catherine deRicci,especially
trained for this work. Their services are supplemented by those of one or
two nen-resident clergymen who assist on particular retreats.

This is for persons of any religion.

Mr. Donovan stated that.the original Special Use Permit stipulated that under
no circumstances would the.building be cleser to Monitor Lane than 135 feet.
They are abiding by that restriction. The other restriction was that Monitor
Lane not be opened to traffic to and from the retreat house. They are also
abiding by that restriction. R

Mr., Michael F. LaMay, with the architectural firm of Nobel and LaMay, spoke
before the Board. He .stated that for the record, the building dimensions

for the dormitories.are 185'2" long and 31'9" wide; the convent 66' leng and
23'2" wide. The proposed addition will be extended 52' from the eonvent in
a westerly direction. The proposed garage addition is. 23'4" deep and 28'4"
wide, and will be attached to the convent. The proposed complex will be 207'
from the northerly property line and 280! from. the westerly property line and
170' from the southerly property line and 466' from the easterly property
line. They have 44 existing parking,spaces and plan to keep these parking
spaces. He then showed .the Board some slides which he stated would show. the
park-like atmosphere that they plan to uphold.

Mr. Smith stated that the previcus application limited the number of retreat-
ers to 65 at any onertime and he felt it should be held to that number.

Mr. LaMay stated that they“do not plan aﬂy:expansion, in. number of retreaters

Mr. Kelley asked if the applicants weré‘willing to comply with the suggestionﬂJ

from Preliminary Engineering.

L3o |
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Mr. LaMay stated that they see no problem with the suggestions.

One of the contlguous neighbors, Mrs. Rita Carlone, spoke to the Board in

favor of the application. She stated that she is a permanent resident of

Fairfax County and she supports the application and has heard of no one in
the neighborhood who objects to this.

Mr. Smith stated that he made the resolution originally granting this use and
at that time there was considerable objection to it, so apparently they have
proven to be good neighbors as there is no objection to it today.

In application No. §-249-73, application by Dominican Retreat House of St.
Catherine deRicei, Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of the Zoning Ordinance,
to permit convent and retreat house expansion of facilities, on property
located at 7103 0ld Dominion Drive, Dranesville District, also known as tax
map 30~1{(1))86, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolutient:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has bheen propeély filed in accordance with
the pequirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertlsement in a leoecal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to centiguous and nearby pro-
perty cwners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on
the 20th day of March, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1., That the owner of the subjact property is the applicant.
That the present zoning is R-12.5

That the area of the lot is 12.4 acres.

. That compliance with all County Codes is required.

That site plan approval is required.

o F oWk

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of .Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
sions of law:

1. That the appllcant has presented testlmony indicating compllance with .
Standards for Speclal Ugse Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless constructlon
or operatlon has started or unless renewed by action of this Beard prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on plats
submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes'in use or additional uses, wkether or not these additional uses
require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re~evaluated
by this Board. These changes include, bit are not limited to, changee of
ownershlp, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes in screen-
ing and fencing.

4., This granting does not constitute exemption from the varicus requirve-
ments of this county. The applicant shall be .himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place aleng with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be'made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hpupg of operation of the permitted use.

6. The max1mum number of retrsateps: shall be '65.

7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 4.

8. Under no circumstances shall the .building be c¢loser to Monitor Lane
than 135 feet.
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DOMINICAN RETREAT HOUSE OF ST. CATHERINE DERICCI, INC. (continued)
March 20, 1974

8. Monitor Lane shall not be opened to traffie to and from . the retreat
house.

10. Landscaping, screening and/or fencing shall be as approved by the
Director of County Development

11. Owner to dedicate to 45 feet from the existing centeriine of right-of-
way for the full frontage of the property aleng 01d Dominion Drive for future
road widening.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Kelley stated that the condition regarding the landscaping is just part
of the form, in this case, there did:-hot seem to be any need for landscaping.

1}

11:00 - NORTH WASHINGTON PROPERTIES, INC., application under Section 30-7.2.1(

5.9 of Ordinance to permit reetfurant addition to motal, 6650 Arling-
ton Boulewvard, 50-4((1))24 & 28, CDM & CG, Providence District,
5-258-73,(Deéferred from 1-16~74 because of Emergency Amendment to the
Ordinance.}

Mr. John Taylor, 115 Park Avenue, Falls Church, Virginia, represented the
applicant before the Board. .

He stated that he is one of the officials in the North Washington Properties,
Inc. and they own the Governor's Motel.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Harold -
Johnson, 2767 Annandale Road and Mollie W. Tinner, Tax Department, Post
0ffice Box 2237, Princeton, New Jersey.

They plan an addition to the 3 Chef's Restauvant to upgrade this facility.
They presently have a seating capacity of 90 and they propose a seating
capacity of &8 additional seats. They 'do want to imppbove their facilities
there. The kitchen facilities are in much need for improvement.

Mr. Smith asked if this addition would alleviate any parking spaces.

Mr. Taylor stated that it would not. He stated that they have three parcels
of land, of which Parcel 1 and Parcel 2 are involved here.

There waing no one to epeak in favor or oppesition to this application, the
public hearing was closed.

In application No. $-258-73, application by North Washington Properties, Inc.
under Section 30-7.2.10.5.9 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit restaurant
addition to motel, on property located at 6650 Arlington Blvd., Providénce
Distriect, alsce known as tax map 50-4{(1))24 & 28, County of Fairfax, Mr.
Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applicafioh has been properly filed in aceordance with
the requirements of &ll applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zening Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice te the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-

perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on

the 20th day of March, 1974. -

WHEREAS, the Board ofjﬁoning Appeiis has made the following.fihdings of fact:

1. That the owner .of the subject property is the applicant.

2. That the present zoning is CDM and CG.

3. That the area of the lot is 2.54% acres.

4. That compliance with all County Codes is required.

5. That site plan approval is required. . .

6. That the property is subject to-pro rata share for off-site drainage.

7. That subject property is under Use Permit #5-993-68, granted November
26, 1968.
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NORTH WASHINGTON PROPERTIES, INC. (continued)
March 20, 1974

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conelu-
sions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts.as contained in
Section 30-7.1.,2 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of this Board, and. is for the location indicated in th
applicatlon and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless constructlcn o
operatlon has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date
of explratlon

3. This approval is’ granted for the- buildings and. uselendlcated on plats
subpitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional uses
require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-evaluated
by this Board. These changes include, but are not limited to, changes of
ownershlp, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and changes.in screen-
ing and fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various require-
ments .of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible for fulfil-
ling his obligation TC OBTAIN NON~-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID
UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN DONE.

5. The resolutlon pertalnlng to the granting of the Speclal Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicuous place along with the Non-BResidential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments
of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of. the permltted use.

6. The maxlmum seating capacity is 168.

7. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be. 204.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passéd 4 to 0 with Mr. Runyon abstaining as he prepared the plats
for this application.

1 | ond £ 27/974

Mr. Baker moved to¢ accept the minutes of February 13 and 20, 1974} with
minor corrections. Mpr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motLon passed
unanimously.

'y

11:20 - NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEHY, appllcatlon under Section 30~7.2.
6.1.3.2 of Ordinance to permit expansion of Christian Education
Facility which was granted under:Special Use Permit S5-63-73, 23.88
acres, 4601 West Ox Road, 56-1¢(1))10 & 11, Centreville: District,
RE-1, S=250-73 (Deferred from 1-9-74 beqauae of the Emergency Amend-
ment to the Ordinance.)

Dpr. Bonds, Minister of the c¢hurch, represented them before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were F. R.

| Markwell, 12206 Ruffin Drive and Louise Cross, 4623 West Ox Road.

Dr. Bonds stated that they are Seeklng to present an over-all expansion plan
for the future, instead of doing it plecemnal- ‘They plan that within the
next ten years that this entire plan will be completed. They are now ready
to begln with the gym on the front and one classroom on the front and have a
continuoas development until it is complete.

Mr, Smith stated that the Board would consider this over-all plah and allow
a time span that will allow the development of the entire tract as they now
propose it. If, of course, they want to make any changes, they will have
to come back to the Board.

/]3¢
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continhued)
March 20, 1974

Dr. Bonds stated that 5 years would be realistic, but the maximum time period
would be ten years.

They will develop in stages. There is a dotted line across the plan indicate
ing what they plan to do first and the rear portion will be done last. The
first plan takes in the septic field.

Mr. Smith verified the dimensions of the buildings for the first stage:
120" % 60' for the classrooms in the front; dining hall - 126" x 109'. The
classroom in the front will be one story and the other two classrooms will
be two stories. The gym will be 100' x 120' with an administration office
in the front of it, which will be 30" x 100'. The administration office
will be two stories and the gym, of course, will be one story. The front
cluster of classrooms will be elementary schoels and the cluster in the
back will be Jr. high school.

Mr. Smith inquired if there is to be a college program here.

Dr. Bonds stated that there is a college in their vision, but they cannot
honestly say that they are going to have it. It would make a ecrowded
campus, he stated. They will seek space at another property for a bible
college, The bible college will be temporarily housed here. They plan to
begin the bible college in September. It will be owned and operated by
other churches as well as theirs. They hope to put the girls' dormitory
in the upstairs of the Administrative Office Building and the men's
dermitory will be in the single-story ¢lagsroom. Within three years they
plan to relocate the college to a permanent campus. The dormitories will
be open and will house about 30 students in each one. They will have a
temporary dining hall in the gym until they can build a permanent dining
hall. In the existing education building, they have a small kitchen.

The approved septic field is approved for 300 to 400 students. The plan is
for a sewer line to be brought down beyond them on Legato Road and to develop
the back part of the property, they will have to have suitable sewerage
facilities. Eventually, they will have that and will be able to develop the
back portion of the property.

Mr. Smith asked if anyone had given them a time table on the sewer line.

Dr. Bonds stated that they had given them a time table of from three to
five years. They got the information from Fairfax County's Department of
County Development.- He stated that as he understood it, there is a line to
come down Legato Road to Jermantown Road to Fairfax City. There is a big
shopping center planned for Route 50 and West Ox Reoad. The engineer from
County Development told them they would have no trouble hocking on.

Mr. Smith stated that the Pohick plant is the only place it could go.

Dr. Bonds stated that the engineer in the City is Mr. Massey. Jim Smith
is their engineer.

Dr. Bonds stated that their temporary college facility would last at least
two years, and not more than four.

Mr. Smith stated that this Board has no authority to grant a temporary use
for more than two years.

Mr. Kelley asked that Dr. Bonds confirm the number of parking spaces that
they have.

Dr. Bonds stated that they would have 399 parking spaces.

Mr. Kelley inguired as to whether or not they planned to continue the use
. that was granted to them May 9, 1973.

Dr. Bonds stated that they were going to continue that use, this is just a
continuation and expansicn of that use & in.. . addition td temporarily hous=-
ing the bible college.  They will begin the college with an enrollment of
between 50 and 100 in September and when it gets to 200, they will be going
to a new facility. o
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Northern Virginia Christian Academy {continued)
March 20, 1974

Mr. Kelley asked if they would have evening activities.

Dr. Bonds stated that they would have an evening class. The purpose of the
college is to train full-time Christian workers. It will not be accredited.

Mr. Kelley agked if they had read the report from the Preliminary Engineering |

Branch.
Dr. Bonds stated that they are in agreement with that report.

Mr. Smith stated that from the plan, they had indicated that on the second
phase, they would have one building 120" x 60' and a library 60' x 120°'.

Dr. Bonds stated that these would be two-story structures. The basketball
court would be outdoors and would not be covered, nor do they plan to cover
it in the future. It will also double as a tennis court. The pool will be
an outdoor pool and there are no plans to cover it. There are four buildings
to house the staff for the elementary and high schocl teachers.

Mr. Smith stated that this housing would be permitted only as long as it is
in connection with the: school, but there would be a question if it went
beyond that.

They plan to have 12 units for each of the Staff Housing buildings. This
would give a total of 48 living units.

Mr. Smith again reminded him that they could not allow anyone to be housed
there that are not full-time workers in the Christian education faecility
that is proposed.

Dr. Bonds stated that they understand that.

Mr. Frank Wilkes, 12202 Ruffin Drive, spoke before the Board. He represented
property owners adjacent to the subject property and other concerned ecitizens
in the subdivisions adjacent to this property.which will be impacted by

the proposed expansion of the proposed school. They do not object to the
goals or pursuite of the church. They want to suggest cértain things be done
to minimize the impact of this facility on the 3djacent property owners.

They have discussed the proposed expansion with the officials of the church
and a spirit of cooperation exists between them.

Their main concern is that a proper and reasonable separation between land
uses be maintained in order tc minimize any adverse impact on the adjagent
residential areas.

At the previocus hearing on May 9, 1973 before this Board, this Board was
presented with a petition signed by 85% of the homeowners in the adjacent
subdivisions aforementioned. That hearing was concerned only with considera-

| tion of a special use permlt for the 8.5 acres containing the existing faci-

lities, But the application did refer to the planned expansion onto the adja-
cent 24 acres. Because of this, the petition, which msked that the Board
consider providing an adequate buffer zone, controlled lighting and a limit
on ingress and egress, was prepared and was 51gned by the communlty residents
with the total projected NVCA facility, exlstlng and planned, in mind.

They, therefore, feel that that petition is relevant to the current appli-
cation by NVCA and would like it entered into the record.

Among the limitations placed on this approval were the following:

1. Screening, fencing and lightimg shall be in conformance w1th the
requirements of the Department of County Development. In addition, a 50-
foot buffep strlp of natural foliage supplemented with six-foot gvergreens
shall be provided.

2. The entrance off Ruffin Drive shall be blocked during schoeol hours,

'and no use shall be made thereof.

They request that the §oard g;up copsideration to imposing these same limi-
tations on this expan31on. With regard to the buffer zone, the arsa of the
property clasest to the residential lots on Ruffin Drive and Butler Drive
has been cleared of all undergrowth for at least 300 feet and only mature
trees remain. They, therefore, submit that the supplementing of the buffer
zone with evergreen trees is extremely degirable.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continued)
March 20, 197u

With regard to the buffer zone, they understand that certain types of insti=-
tutions cannot legally be located within 100 feet of a property line. If
this applles in this case they request that a 100-foot buffer zone be
established.

Mr. Smith stated that that does not apply in this case, but the Board can
place any reascnable condition on the granting of this use. The setbacks
are the same as for any residential dwelling.

With regard to the closing of Ruffin Drive, they request that this possible
entrance/exit continue t0 be closed. Further, it appears that Butler Drive
will not be used as ingress or egress to. the NVCA property.. They are con-
cerned that this condition remain so as to limit traffic on the adjacent
residential streets.

Mr. Smith asked Dr. Bonds if they had any plans to use Butler Drive.

Dr. Bonds stated that as previously discussed, they agreed that it would be
much better to just have the front entrance. Butler Drive is .on record and
that is why it is on the plan. They felt it should be left on the record
because who knows, at some future date, that property might be sold by the
church. If it were sold.and it was not on the record as ingress and egress,
the back part would be landlocked.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has no alternative but to leave it like it
is, but the Beard could and would restrict the use of it.

Mr. Wilkes stated that if it were going to be c¢losed, he noticed from the plar
that there is no parking area or roadway provided for the staff housing.

Br. Bonds stated that he had suggested a parking lot im front of the building,
but the engineers thought they should limit the traffic. He stated that he
did not know how feasible this would be.

Mr. Smith stated that the church does have control over the people who will
be. living there -and in many developments of this type, the walk would be
much greater.

Dr. Bonds stated that they were going to insist that this be a campus and not
a roadway.

He stated that the next question in his statement regard:ng the height of the
buildings has already bee¢n answered. The height of the hulldlngs had not beern
indicated in the plan, but now they have heard an explanaticn of how high the

are planned to be. He asked the Board whether this plan that had been sub- T
mitted is simply a design for the number of buildings and the general layout,
or if they would have to stiick strictly to the plan.

Mr. Smith stated that there is no flexibility allowed other than minor engin-
eering details. The buildings have te be bullt in accordance with the dimen-
31ons,locat10n, etc,that 4is on the plan that is before the Beoard at the time
this 1s granted, if it is granted. There is fo flexlblllty allowed. He
stated that the type of architecture has not been mentioned. He assumed that
it would be red brick similar to the church. They might have to come back
because of topography problems that they might run into.

Mr. Wilkes questioned the adequacy of the septic field for 2,000 students,
since Dr. Bonds stated that the septic flelds were only approved for 300 to
400 students.

Mr. Smith stated that they would only be able to develop the facllltles and
have the number of students that the Health Department will approve as to the
capability of the sewer facilities.

Mr. Uncle, 12204 Ruffin Drive, spoke before the Board.
He stated that working under the assumption that the Board will impose a 50

buffer zone such as they did in .the previous application, he notes from the
plans that ohe of the buildings is within 40" of a property line already.
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NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN ACADEMY (continued)
March 20, 1974

Dr. Bonds in rebuttal stated that he has ne objection to the 50' distance.
He stated that they realize they are putting an educational facility in a
residential zone, but he does questicn the wisdom of requiring a 50" buffer
zone. _

My. Smith stated that he felt the 50-foot buffer zone is very reascnable.
Actually,. no one today has objected to this use, but they do want scme
restrictions placed on the use for their protection and the protection of
Future property owners.

Mr. Smith stated that in order to leave a 50' buffer- zone, they would have
to move the building back father than the 50' in order to accommodate a fire
lane in back of the building. Of course, that is up to the applicant,

they can place it right up to the 50" buffer zone line if they wish, as far
as this Board is concerned. They must meet all other State and County Codes,
however. '

He stated that they would have to provide this buffer zone around all of the
property that is centiguous to residential land.

Dr. Bonds stated that as to the architectural design of the buildings, they
would be of a colonial flavor. They will be constructed of block and brick
and will be harmonious and compatible with the residential neighborhood.
The gym will be steel.

Mr. Smith stated that the buildings would have to be harmonicus and compatiblel
with the resgidential area with no exterior use of cinderblock in these staff
houses and classroom buildings. He would like to see brick used, as is in
the church.

Dr. Bonds stated that they are considering ¢losing the Ruffin Drive entrance.
People still come through there and it is really a nuisance.

Mr. Smith stated that as to the lighting, all lighting shall be directed onto
the property of the appllcant and shall not extend over into the residential
neighborhood. The athletic activities should be limited to some reasonable

hour and everyone should be cut of there no later than 10:006 p.m.

Dr. Bonds stated that they are not going to light the football field. All
evening sports activities will be inside the building.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case .be deferred in aénformity ﬁith the previous
discussions regarding the 50' buffer zone for new: plats, etc. until the next
meeting of March 27, 1974.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Mr. Smith suggested that by the next meeting, they come up with a timetable
for the construction of this project, also.

The motion passed unanimously.
/I

12:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC., application under Secticn
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to bring existing non—conforming country
club #ime into conformance under Special Use Permit, Country Club of
Fairfax, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1({1))20 & 18, 151.3u63 acres, Springfield
District, RE-1, S-255—73 {Deferred from 1-16-74 because of Emargency
Amendment to the Ordinance.)

COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFaX, INC., applicatiop under Section
30-6.6 of Oprdinance to permit variance of height limit of fence to
exceed 4 feet in front setback, 5110 Ox Road, 68-1((1))18 & 20,
151.3463 acres, Springfield Distriet, RE-1, V~260-73. (Deferred from
1-16-74).

Mr., Kelley stated that he was .apstalping from this case.

Mr. Quin Elscn, 4150 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, Virginia, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.
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COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC. (continued)
Marech 20, 1974

Mr. Smith explained that there were only 4 members present. . Mp. Baker has
been seriously ill and had to leave at 12)00. One member indicated that he
will abstain from this hearing, therefore, the Board would have to get a..
unanimous affirmative action in order to pass on this. If one dissents on
this case, the Board would be deadlocked.

Mr, Elson asked if he could take a minute to discuss this with an interested
member of the club who was present. (He did so)}.

Dr. William Linne, who had been to the hearing previously, stated that he was
gr;aent objecting to -thése :applications, but he had no objection to the
eferral.

Mr. Elson stated that the applicant had.no objection to a deferral and would
like the deferral. It would also give them time to consider the request of
Preliminary Engineering regarding the dedication request.

It was the Board's decision to defer this case until 16:00 a.m., April 17,
1974, for a full Board.

No?ices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
being Mr. Milton Peterson, 11036 Brookline Drive, Fairfax, and Mr. William
Rolle, 1117 Pilham Lane, and Dr. Linne, 11035 Brookline Drive.

Hr. Runyon moved that these two cases be deferred until 10:00 a.mm, April
17, 1974, for a full Board.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
i/

AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

BRENTW0OD SCHOOL, S5-662-67 and S5-104-70

Mr. Smith read a letter fiom Thomas J. Freaney, Jr., and one from Herbert
Harris regarding the fact that the Department of Public Works has been giving
limited maintenance to Nalls for four years and it is theip plan to upgrade
this rcad this spring.

It wag the Board's decision to suspend the revocation of the above-mentioned

permits for a period of 8ix (6) months in order to review and study the road
information and in view of the information that has been received.

/7
COVINGTON HOMES, S-35-73, granted April 25, 1973

Mr. Smith read a letter from Donald Stevens requesting that the Board extend
the Special Use Permit for a period of two years because they could not get
sewer hookups.

It was the Board's decision to extend the above-mentioned Special Use Permit

until six (6) months after sewer permits are available and after the provi-
sion of sanitary sewer treatment facilities in the Accotink Watershed.

1/

MY BTAFF, INC., 5-21~-73

At the request of the applicant, Mr. Runyon moved to change Number 4 of the
Findings of Fact in the Resolution granting this permit to read "Subject

to compliance under Section 30-11".

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
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ATTER AGENDA ITEMS
March 20, 1974

My. Mitchell explained that there was nothing wrong with the motion as it will
eclarify this particular situation, but the point that Mr. Chilton overlooked
is this was a finding of fact, and not a condition to the granting.

It is in the Code that Site Plan is required and that is what he had put in
his Staff Report to the Board, and that is the way the Board wrote it in the
Resolution. If Design Review wants to waive the Site Plan, that is up to
them. They have done it before on other cases such as thls when one of the
Findings of Fact was that a Site Plan is required.

Mr. Smith suggested the Board get together with the Staff and the Zoning
Administrator on this and several other problems that exist. He stated that
after sitting in Court on one of the Board's cases, and after being on the
stand for two years, he has found that there are areas where the County needs
to get better information and more 1nformat10n and have a better spirit of
cooperation between Departments. te

He gstated that the case of LAKE BARCROFT RECREATION CORPORATION has been in
Court since last Thursday taking up a good Judge and County Staff. He
stated that sometimes the Board members are impatient with the Chairman
because he wants to delay action until after the new plats have been sub-
mitted but if one would go and spend a day in Court and have to answer the
questions that he had to answer on the Lake Barcroft case, they would get
more Striet on these things.

//
The meeting adjourned at 1:25 P.M.
//

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
. and
Joyce Salamon , Typlst

APPROVED: June 5, 1974
DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

Was Held On Wednesday, March 27, 1974, in the Board

Room of the Massey Building. Present: Daniel Smith,
Chairman; Loy P. Kellay, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes;- ™"
Charles Runyon and Joseph Baker.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:90 ~ CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, INC. ROBERT AND NANCY PEVER, app. under
Section 30-7.2.10.5.4 of Ord. to permit new franchise dealer
for recreational vehicles and boat sales, 8142 Richmond Highway,
101-2((5)) (2) 3 & 4, Lee District, (40,000 sq. ft.), (C@),

Relling Hills Subdividion,; 5-258-74, (Deferred from 1-22-74).

Mr. Robert Lainof, attorney for the applicant, 1513 King Street, Alexandria,
Virginia, represented thé applicant before the Board.

Notices to property. owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Mr. and Mrs. Chas. Reaves, 1211 Tatum Drive, Alexandria, owner of the
property at 8113 Janna Lee Ave. and Stone Truck Center, Inc., 9774 Lee
Highway, Fairfax, Virginia owner of Lot 2 next door on the other side.

Mr. Lainof stated that Mr. and Mrs. Pever are the contract purchasers
and will be the major stockholders of the corporation, Capitol Cars
& Campers, Inc., whith will operate this facility.

He stated that originally this was a filling station and he feels that
the use contemplated will create less of a burden on the area, will
cause less noise, pollution and create less traffic comfgestion than did
the filling station, He then spoke to the mark-up of their plat by
Preliminary ¥sgindéring a8 to the requirements under Site Plan.

There was considerable argument by Mr. Lainof as to why he felt they
should not have to put in curb, gutter, etc. on Janna Lee Avenue.

Mr. Smith stated that this has been a requirement of all the businesses
in that area, in order to widen Route 1 and to imppove the area.
He asked if this building is going to be remodeled and upgraded.

Mr. Lainof stated that it would be.

Mr. Smith told him that it would have to be and that the Board has in
other cases required an .architectural rendering to show the
Board how the building was going to lock.

Mr. Lainof stated thatithere would be no structural changes in the
building, only a new facade. ..

He stated that when the building was first constructed, there was a

30" easement given for public street use and that is on the plat.

The additional requirement of an additional 31" would deprive the owner
of the use of the property and make it unuseable.

Mr. Smith again stated that everybody along that corridor had to do the
same thing.

Mr. Lainof stated that if the County has an idea of condemnation sometime
in the future, they have the right to do it, but to give up 1/3 of the
property to get a use is an arbitrary act.

My. Smith stated that this is a change in the use. The use that is there
could continue as it is.

Mr. Baker stated that- right across Janna Lee Avenue t@gre are about 3
new businesses that have gone in and they all had to widen and construct
the service drive, curb and gutter.
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March 27, 1974
CAPITOL .CARS AND CAMPERS, INC.

Mr. Smith stated that he was arguing a point of development which is
really secondary to this hearing. The prime purpose of the applicant
being present today is to acquire a Special Use Permit for the use.
The Prellmlnary Englneerlng suggestions regarding the widening and
construction of the road ares~ones .that -the .Bdard has put on all the
uses in this area. It is not fair to require some of the businesses
to do this and then allow others to start new businesses without
requiring it of them.

Mr, Lainof stated that they do want the Special Use Permit, but he hoped
that the Board would grant the Use Permit without the requirements set up
by Preliminary Engineering.

Mr: Smith stated that Preliminary Engineering is separate and apart
from this Board. This Board does not have the authority to waive the
requirementﬁ of the Site Plan Ordinance and usually this Board follows
the suggestions of that office.

Mr. Runyon suggested the Board proceed with the case. These requirements
are something that this Board does not have to require. It is something
that Site Plan.requires and if the Site Plan office desires, it can
waive these requirements for a couple of years.

Mr. Smith etated that he agrees with the Site Plan requirements. He
stated that he did not think the Board should grant this use unless the
Site Plan requlremgnrsare implemented at the-same time.

Mr.KElt; atated that Accopding téithe plat that: Pr&llmlnary Engineering
has marked-up, after he dedicates the land area and puts in ‘the standard
screening, he would no@a fipve enough parking spaces. He stated that he
would have to setbag_{ e residential zone and put in standard screenlng,
which will eliminate part of the parking spaces.

Mpr. Lainof stated that he did not believe standard screening is required
on the side of the property that abuts the commercial zone.

Mr. Smith inquired as to the size of the vehicles they would be selling
and Mr. Lainof stated that they would be 18' or 20' recreational
trailers and boats.

Mr. Smith stated that they still have to maintain the 25' from the
residential property. He told the appllcants to go bakk to the engineer
and have him redraw the plats and draw them in compliance with the site
plan requ1rementa and then come up with what use they could make here
and if it is something they could go through with before they proceed
any further.

Mr., Kelley stated that he oould notdetermine how many pawking spaces
there are since sc many of them are in the area where screening is
required and in the front setback area.

There was then a discussion between the Board and Mr. Mitchell regarding
whether op not it is an ordinance requirement that the parking for this
commercial use be set back 25'. Mr. Mitchell stated that it . is the
ordinance requirement that any structure be set back from the side property
line 25' and that the screening and landscaping ordlnnnce must be complled
with. The screening requiremant is that he must put in standard screening
between commercial and residential property whibh is 12'/

Mr. Kelley inquired about-the total number of employees. Mr, Lainof stated
that they only have three now, and their maximum total would bé wight.

The operation is now in existence in Alexandrda on Mt. Vernon Avenue.

They now have about 20 trailers and 5 or & boats. They plaa to move the
entire operation to this docation.

There was no ope to spepak in favor of the application.

Mrs. Russell, 1205 Cedar Dale Lane, spoke regarding this application.
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She stated that she is active in the Mt. Vernon Council of Civie
Aasoc:.at:.ons, but she is speaking toclay as a private citizen. She stated
that she is here to give all due consideration to any new development
along Route 1, because there 1s great concern for the picture that

the Route 1 corrldor presents to the people who live thepre and use it
every day. They are concerned about upgradlng it and presenting a

better overall picture to the publie, by asking for proper development
along Route 1. Be having, proper development, it would encourage business
and encourage pecple to shop in the Route 1 corridor. She stated that
she appreciated thé comments she has heard the Board make today regardlng
tihe honoring of the setback requirements of the ordinance and being
concerned about the residents who live adjacent to these commercial
establishments. In this area, a business will open one week and close

the next week, and if they would build an attraetive place, it would attract
business and eveyyone would benefit.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt this business would be an excellent business
for the area if it is developeddproperly, but the Board now needs new
plats showing the 25' setback requiremamt for the screening.

Mr. Bakeﬂklnqulred as to whether or not this applicant has any connection
with the trailer sales that is across the street. Mr. Lainof stated

that they did not. The one acress the street is Pleasureland Trailer
Sales and is entirely separate from this.

Mrs. Duckworth, 3712 Maryland Street, one of the adjacent property owners,
spoke before the Board. ©5She stated that she has no opp051tlon to the
use permit per se. GShe stated that Janna Lee Drive is the entrance into
their subdivision. She has not seen the plans that have been proposed,
but the service station and the businesses on the other sdide of Janpa
Lee Drive do have the sétback and the service road and it also hag the
screening from the residential properties. This is what she is asklng
for today if this is granted, that the applicant put in the service
grive and screen this commereial property from the residential property
and that the development be an attractive one that will be an asset

for the community.

Mr. Smith stated that the dedication regquirement is under the Site Flan
Ordinance and tliey must eonform to the other uses that are now going in
under site plan down there.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Lainof how long it would take him to get the plats
and they agreed that they would get the plats and submit them to the
staff and be back for the April 10 meeting.

Mr. Smith stated again that the applicant would have to set back 25°'
or he could put up a brick wall.

Mr. Lainof stated that a brick wall is too expensive, but they would
maintain 25' from the residential preoperty and 50' from Janna Lee

Avenue.

REQUESTED ORDINANCE CHANGE
Mr. Smith stated that perhaps the Staff would give coneideration to
settlng up a 50" requlrement for service statiems also, espec1a11y in
view of the past mnergy crisis when the gas lines were out in the street
and caused congested traffic eirculatisn.and was.dctually a traffic i
hazard. The new ordinance at this point does not reflect this, but "
he felt it should.

Mr. Kelley moved: that in application §-259-73, this case be deferred
until April 10, 1974, for new plats te conform to the discussion that
just transpired.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0, with Mr.
Baker abstaining.

149

179




146

Page 16
March 27, 1974
TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, IHC.

Mr. Smith explained that this is a recess of the public hearing. He
stated that he would 1like to have the applicant back on April 10, in case
the Board has any questions on the new plats. The record will remain
open until that time.

Mr. Smith stated that he felt the applicant should indicate.. the type
of facade planned to be used in this renovation process from a service
station to a sales office for recreational vehicles.

10:20 - TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC., app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1
of Ord. to permit expansion of facilities to add a 12' x 16'
cement bleck storage shed & semi-office building adjacent to
the present tennis courts, 181% Great Falls St., 40-1 & 2({(1))

1 & 2, (7.19102 acres), Draneaville District, (R-12.5), 5-261-73,
(Deferred from 1-22-74),

Mr. Dimpfel, 6845 Blue Star Drive, past president and present member
of the Association, spoke before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous property owners
were Wilson Harris, adjacént to the site at 1826 Great Falls Strekt,
and Mrs. Robept Satre, 1812 Great Falls Street. o

Mr. Dimpfel stated that this proposed building is t¢ be used as an office
and sStorage building. The present tennis courts apre 200' back from the
bathhouse and in the summer time it is just too far away. They have had
trouble getting a competent tennis instructor as they have no place

for him to get inside cut of the heat, and there is nc place to keep

his records, have a telephone for his appeintments or to keep the assorted
things that he needs to keep up the tennis courts.

The building will be 12' x 16'.

Mr. Kelley inquired about the 12' x 28' platform that is indicated on the
plat- Mr. Dimpfel stated that this is a wooden platform that was actually
set there for the wives and kids so they could watch the tennis matehes.

Mr. Smith stated that if they want it_to remain, they will have to set
it back from the property line, as this is a strueture.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that they have a 6' to 8' berm behind this building,
between it and the adjacent property that belongs to Mry Harris.

Mr. Smith asked if they were going to have an architectural facade on
this building.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that it could be screened with shrubs and they intend
to do that. He stated that ‘he doubted if Mr. Harris could see this
building from his house.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would require some architectural facade
for this building, not just rough cinderblock.

The Board sthen discussed various typs of facades that could be used.

Mpr. Kelley suggested that they just move the platform back from the
property line 25'. : : N

Mr. Smith stated that after checking the file, he finds that they just
received their Non-Residéntial Use Permit today. He stated that they
should have been aware that this is a requirement of the County.

The applicant agreed that they would construct this building of brick
on the bottom and frame on the top in keeping with the residential
neighborhdod.
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Mr. Runyon moved to grant.

Mr. Baker second the motion.

The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Runyon.to add.that the building be of brick.

Mr. Smith stated that they would have to get a building permit for the
platform and move it over.

Mr. Dimpfel stated that they would.

Mr. Baker accepted the two changes.

In applica?ion No. §=-261-78, application by TUCKAHOE RECREATION CLUB, INC.,
under Seetion 30-7.2.6.1.1, of the Zoning Ordinance to permit expansion

of facilities to add a 12' x 16' cement block storage shed and semi-

office puilding, on property located at 1814 Great Falls Street, Dranes-
ville District, also knownas tax map 40-1 & 2((1})1 & 2, County of

Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution: ’

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zening
Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and
nearby property owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on the 27 th¢ day of March 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings
of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Tuckahoe Recreation
Club, Inc.
2, That the present zoning is R-=12.5.
3. That the area of the ot is 7.19102 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
concludions of law:.
1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Pistricts as
contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not
transferable without further action of this Board, and is for
the location indicated in the application and is not transferable
to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has;started or unless renewed by action of thtis
Board pricr to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on
plats submitted with this. application. Any additional structures
of any kind, changes in use or additicnal uses, whether or not these
additional uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use
permit to be re-evaluated by this Board. These changes include,
but are not limited to, changee of ownership, changes of the
operator, changes in signs, and changes in screening or fencing.

4. This granting does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself
responsible for fulfilling his okligation TO OBTAIN NAN RESIDENTIAL
USE PERMIT AND THE LIKE THROUGH THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND
THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN
DONE.

8. The resolution pertaining to the granting of the Speéial Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicicus place along with the Non
Residential Use Permit on the property of the use and be made
available to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during
the hours of operation of the permitted use.

L4
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6. The building is to be constructed of brick.

7. ‘The platform that is shown is to conform to county requirements
for setbacks and the acquisition of a building permit.

8. The utility building is to be removed within 90 days.

Mr. Baker seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously.
¥

11:00 - W. HOWARD ROOKS, app. under Section 30-7.2.10.5.9 of Ord. to
permit motel, 2908 Belvoir Dr., 93-3({2))1, 2, 3, 9, 10 & 1%,
Mt. Vernon District, Hybla Valley Farms, (168,804.66 sq. ft.),
(CG), S=-263-73, ( Daferred from 1-22-74).

Mr. Rookeé, 7024 Marlin Drive, prepresented himself before the Board.

Notice to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
George Landrith, 7517 Ribhmond Highway, Alexandria and Wills and Van
Metre, 2800 Arlington Drive, Alexandria.

Mr. Rocka stated that this proposed motel is situated behind two
existing restaurants and an old abandoned service station has been
converted into a discount drug store. The motel,in his opinion, would
be an improvement.

Mpr. Smith stated that the only problem he could see after locking at

the plats is the cinderblock. He told Mr. Rooks that he would have to
come up with some overlay of brick where t propose cinderblock. . He
stated that this is next door to a traveled highway and he did n®t know
of any place where the Board has allowed a motel to be. constructed of
cinderblock. He stated that also this is abutting residential property
and should be compatible with this pesidential property. He inquired as
to whether or not the apartments that are next door are brick.

Mr. Rook stated that they are brick.

Mr. Kelley inquired if Mr. Rooks was familiar with the comments of the
Staff of Preliminary Engineering about the 22' travel lane.

Mr. Rooks stated that he was not familiar with this.

Mr. Runyon explained that there should be a 22' travel aisle for good
traffic circulation throughout this development. In addition, they
need to show the landscaping and screening requirements which are about
12' and they have indicated only 10' on the plans.

There was a discussion as to the type of facade that would be used for
this motel.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board really needs to see the elevation:
views on the building plans.

Mr. Smith stated that he did not want them to use the brightly colored
panels.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer this case until the meeting of April 10, 1974,

in order for the applicant to submit revised plats showing the auggaatlons
of Preliminary Engineering and reflect the proper setbacka with the
sereening requirements and all other ordinance requirements; renderlngs

of the proposed building and building: plans are to show the architectural
design of the proposed motel, its coclor and material.

Mr. Runyon, in clarification of his motion, stated that he did not:

want & beautiful rendering, but some bulldlng plans showing elevations,
and they could write on there the type of material that they propose to
use, the color and style of the building.
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Mp. Smith stated that he could not support the granting of this permit
unless they prov;de brick and show a rendering of the color of any

panels they might use and they must make this building compatible with the
residential areas surrounding this proposed use.

//

11:20 - AMERICAN TRADING REAL ESTATE €O., INC. app. under Section 30-2.2.2,
Col. 2, EM-2, commendial uses SpEleled for RM-2M, including
Group VI uses and uses specified in Col. 2 RM-2, Woodlake Towers,
Bldg. Ne. II, 6001 Arlington Blwd., 51-4({{1))pt of 14, Mason
Distriet, {(RM=-2M), S-8-74.

Mr. Stephen L. Best, 4069 Chain Bridge Road, Fairfax, attorney for the
applicant, represented them before the Board

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were
Norma Wilson, 5971 Jan Mar Drive; Mr. Arcnson, 5970 Jan Mar Drive, and
Mp. Lawson, 6500 Lebanon Drive, Falls Church.

Mr. Best stated that they are seeking to do the same thing here that they
have done in Building No. 1, and that is to put commercial uses on.the
ground floor and have it so that when they get a lease and if it meets

the requirements of the Code, they would come and get the approval of this
Board.

They are also constructing Building No. 3, but there will be no commercial
facilities in that buillding. This is to serve the residents of the
apartment complex. ' :

1
Mr. Smith stated that he felt the Board must name both-the American
Trading Real Estate Company and the name of the leasee.

Mr. Best stated that he saw noting in the Code.that says the Board
must do that.

Mr. Smith stated that even though there is notfiingAn the Code, when
you get to Court and try to defend an action of the Board, it is undefend-
able unless the leasee.is named.

Mr. Best stated that every lease that they have prepared does have a
provision that the owner is the one who has the permit and the leasee
has to conform to the condltlona of the Beard and if they do not, the
lease is terminated. -

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would include both the person implemnnting
the use and American Trading. He stated that the person requesting the
use should be present at the hearlng so that he will understand the
restrictions as far as the partibular use isiconcerned. He stated that
the Board should consider these uses one at & time.

Mr. Best stated that any.of these uses that are allowed under the
ordinance, certainly this Board will allow.

The Board deferred the case until .guch time as there are specific users
and a party to implement.the use but- fon not:more. than. 6 months.

Mr. Best inquired as to whether or not they could Bubmit more than two
at the same time under-the same application.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would hear more than just one.leasee
in this partlcular appliaatlon, but in the fubure, each separate use
would require a separats application.

Mr. Kelley asked if they were ready to comply with Prellmlnary Engineering's
recommendation.

Mr., Best atated that they were.
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Mr. Covington and Mr. SMith discussed the amount of fee that would be
required for these additional uses.

Mr. Covington stated that the Board would have to process these applications
on an individual basis.

Mr. Smith stated that a new application would require a full fee, but
that this is up to the Zoning Administrator to make this decision.

1

11:40 - JOHN & ELEAMCR ROACH, app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ord.
to permit summer day camp, 10 weeks per year, 6525 Ox Rd.,
80 children, 87{{1))12, (10,7487 acres), Springfield Distriet,
(RE~1), S-238«74. : -

Mr. Donald Stevens, 10409 Main Street, Fairfax, attorney for the
applicant, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contigucus owners were
Mary Raves, 10309 Olm Dpive, Fairfax Station, Virginia and E. J. Copeland,
10915 Olm Drive, Fairfax Station, Virginia.

Mr. Smith stated that he would limit the applicant to 15 minutes and the
opposition to 15 minutes. ' The speakers for both sides should coordinate
their statements g¢ as not to repeat what has been previously said and
go as not to extend over the 15 minute period.

Mr. Stevens stated that there is no organized pro-granting of the permit
but there are some people in the room in favor of the application.

Mr, Stevens stated that even though Mrs. Roach:does not plan to use the
busses that she has for the transportation of children, she will paint
her busses to conform with the requirememts of the Beoard. The children
that will be at this summer day camp will be from her existing schools.
The children will have an opportunity to swim and ride the horses and
to be cutside. Mrs. Roach plans to comply with the Health Department's
requirements and make modifications to the pool as they have suggested.
He stated that there are letters in the file from numercus parents of
children who go to Mrs. Roach's school and they feel this summer camp
program is a good thing for their children and want to have it. There
are also letters in the file from neighbors of the existing schocl on
Woodland Drive, Mrs. Bott, 7316 Fox Place, Mrs. S5ally Bjorje,.13000
Elks Drive, Mclean, Virginia, Carol Illeniszky, Leewood Drive, Alexandria,
and Mr. Callo, 4716 Backlick Road, spoke in support of the applicaticn.

A gentleman from 7209 Braddock Road, across the road from Mrs. Roach's
other school, spoke in support of the application stating that they had
lived across the road from this school for § years and Mrs. Reach is

an excellent neighbor. No one in that area has any objection to her
school to his knowledge.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board is in receipt of 116 letters in support

of the application from adults. The Beard is also in receipt of

numerous letters from the Kindergarten, First Grade, Second Grade and other
gtudents in Mrs. Roach's school, telling the Board that they hope this

use is granted. :

Mr. Copeland, 10915 0lm Drive, Fairfax, Virginia, spoke in Oppos?tion to
this application. He submitted photos and a petition against this

Special Use Permit, to the Board members. He gave the Board the background
on this case beginning last summer when Mrs. Reach brought some of the
children from her other schools to this location. At that time, the

/8D
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neighbors complained to the county and the county issued the Roachs a
violation; later, on July 18, 1973, this came before the Board of Zoning
Appeals. On August 3, 1873, Mr. Koneczny reported to the Board that the
vielation had been cleared. Mr. Copeland than read the petition against
this application into the record.

He inquired of the Beard how many horses Mrs. Roach would be allowed

to have and Mr. Smith replied that she could have as many horses as

she wanted to have as long as it is not under a Special Use Permit. There
is no regulation in the Zoning Offide that specifies the number of horses,
as long as she has 80,000 square feet of landj;, however, according to

the Board of Zoning Appeals policy, if this use comes within its_ purview,
it can limit the number of horses to 10 per acre. Mr. Copeland stated that
the yellow pages of the telephone directery clearly advertise her schools
as having a "summer camp". He submitted a copy of the yellow pages to

the Board.

Mr. Copeland stated that the Roachs have jinstalled loudspeakers on the
eleven acres which can be heard by the adjelringheighbors. He stated that
a summer camp is where the children are outdoors totally. They have
reviewed the files of the Board of Zonipg Appeals for other summer camp
facilities and usually it is on acreage ffom 20, 50 to 100 acres or more.
The only camp with small acreage is Ranger Halls at Tyson's Corner.

Mr. Smith reminded Mr. Copeland that he was using all the time allotted.
Mr. Copeland stated that he had some other points to make. He stated

that the undergrowth has been cleared and the applicant has indicated

no further shield on the plats, thus. he assumes the applicant is expecting
the trees to shield this facility from the adjacent neighbors, which it
will not. : c o -

He then discussed the interim land use policies which he felt were
pertinent to this application.

Mr. Smith stated that he had used up more than the 15 minute time allot-
mant, however, he would give the other two people who had indicated that
they wished to speak time to speak if they had something to add that had
not been previously said by Mr. Copeland.

Mr. Smith stated that there is a letter in. the file from Mrs. Rave who
had objected to this use last year. She now wanits it to go on
record that she does: not object and is sorry she had objected last year
and was not aware at that time what Mrs. Roach was doing.

r
Dr. David Miller, 7108 Larlyn Drive, near the Woodland School, spoke with
regard to this application. He stated that he was not speaking against
the edugational quality of the school itself, but his coneern is for
the creditability of these people who act as business pecple. He
stated that he had lived near the Woodland Drive school fer sometime.
He wrote a letter on-November 1, 1873, complaining. about the school at
Larrlyn Drive. Mre. Roach has a Special Use Permit to operate the
school until 4:00 P.M.; however, she operates it until 6:30 P.M. That
school is infringing upon a residential neighborhood.

Mr. Smith asked Dr. Miller what we apre going to do with these young
people if we do not have a private day care center where the pecple can
provide for them or where social services can provide for them.

Dr. Miller stated that he was speaking to the credibility of the operator.
He stated that the Special Use Permit was designed for a nursery school
and kindergarten, yet thay are accepting applicants through the Eth

grade. He stated that he sympathizes with thqbarenta of these children
and the children; howsver, they should operate in accordance with the
permit that was granddd to them.
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Mr. Smith read a letter from the Départment of Social Services addressed
to the Board stating that the department has paid for the care of 22
children to use this day care facility and they have found that 1t has a
good child development program. One of the Outstandlng features is the
sSummer day camp which includes swimming, riding, arts and craffs which
apre activities the ADC children do not usually have an opportunity to
participate in.

Dr. Miller stated that the Board has to be responsive to the needs of
the people who live adjacent to these schools weighing this against

the needs of the community. Dr. Miller stated that most of the
students who are gbing to the summer day camp are not r351dents of that
ared.

Mr. Smith stated that there has been no indication of that, but he would
question the attorney regarding that. He stated that it was his Belief
that all of the students are Fairfax County residents.

Br. Miller stated that he couyldwnbt give the Board the actual
license plate numbers, but a substantial number of license plates were
Maryland; therefore, he assumed that they live in Maryland.

Mr. Smith stated that that was &'good point and they would check on this.
Mr. Smith stated that we should attempt to provide for the needs of
Fairfax County residents.

Mr. Andrew Sononeer, 10820 WoodfairfRd., Fairfax Station, Virginia,
resident of the area at Wolftran Drive, spoke in opposition to this
application stating that according to the Code, any area where there
are children in a school should be free from stagnant water and manure
piles and with up to 21 horses on this property, how could the Board
allow this use without violating this Code.

Mr. Smith stated that the premlses hawe been 1nspected by the Health
Department and if the Board did grant this use, it would have to comply
with the regulrements of the Health Department and all other State and
County Code requirements. In addition, they would not be allewed to
have 21 horses.

Mpr. SMith read the Health Department report on this property.

Mr, Stevens spoke in rebuttal to the opposltlon. He stated that the only
explanation for the fact that she operates until 6:00 is that 8:00 to
4:30 is long enough' for a school, but is net long enough for a day care
center. ‘When her permit for a day care center was granted, she assumed
that she could operateﬁlt as a day care center which requires the hours
of 8:00 to 6:30.

Mr. Smith suggested that she amend her Special Use Permit to reflect this
and Mr. Stevens stated that there is an appllcatlon whlch has been
filed for this purpose.

Mp. Stevens requested the Board not to condition the Speciad Use Permit
for this summer day camp on the fencing of the pond. There is a fence
around the entire property now.

The Board discussed the fencing requitement at lenghh.

Mr. Kelley stated that he could not understand a person such as Mrs.

Roach with her background and qualificatiens not reading her Special

Use Permit under which she is now operating. The permit calls for 70

chlldren with the hours of £:00 A.M., to 4:30 P.M. He stated that he has
a page out of the telephone directory of 1973 which reads "full day care,

7:00 to 6:00 P.M., 2 years through 6th grade, summer day camp, riding,

and swimming pool..."
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Mrs. Roach should have known that this was not permitted. This is a
viclation. He questioned the Heaith Department report. approving this

4 bedroom house being able to serve this many children and said he
certainly did not agree with them. He stated that the big problem here
is the viclations involved and further that he could not support the
application that has as many violations as Mrs. Roach's has had.

Mrs. Roach, 6525 Ox Road, Fa&rfax Station, Virginia, testified before

the Board. to answer Mr. Kelley's questions. She stated that she does
live at the lecation where this Special Use Permit is being requested.
The advertisement in the telephone directory says "farm"; she has another
farm in Gainsville, Virginia and in previous years, she has taken the
children to that farm. She'has used Franklin Charter busses to take the
children there, As to the swimming, she stated that she has rented
Brookville Swimming Pool for four years for her children to swim. It is a
matter of record.  She would take the children there every single day.

Mrs. Roach stated that there was a lot of controversy at the time of the
hearing on the school she has on Woodlawn'Drive. On that day, she

her husband and their attorney were walking down the hall at the old
Court House and she asked her attorney to please go back and have them
change the hours. He told her not to reck the boatr and he would not go
back. The attorney was Lewis Hall Griffith. She stated that she was
not dishonest. She was extremely upsSet.

Mr. Smith asked if Mrs. Roach stills provides services to ADC children.
Mr, Stevens stated that she does. -

Mr. Stemens, in answer to Mr. Barnes' question stated that Mrs. Roach
plans to limit the number of horses on her farm to 10 which will be one
per acre, She does not have any more than 10 horses now.

Mrs. Roach stated that they actually are not all horses; she has 7 ponies
and 4 horses.

Mr. Smith stated that she would have to have an amendment to the present
policy for this particular- use. . /insurance

Mr. Stevens,in answer to Mr. Barnes question, stated that the children will
be supervised at all times.

Mr. Smith thanked the children who had come to this hearing for sitting
so patiently during the entire thing. He also complemented the
children who had sent in-letters on their artistic work on the papers.

Mr. Cov1ngton stated that the children that were in the audience were
the same children who sigg for the County employees at Christmas.

In appllcatlon No. 8- 338h73, appllcatlon by JOHN. AND ELEANOR:ROACH
under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit summer
day camp 10 weeks per vear and once a month horse shows, on property
located at 6525 Ox Road, Sprlngfleld Distriet, also0 know as tax map
87((1))12, County of Falrfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requlrements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance wWith the by-laws of the Fatrfax County Beard of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, followigg proper notice to the public by advertisement in a
local newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and
nearby property owmers, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning
Appeals held on the 27th day of March 1874.

153 ]
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following flndlngs of
fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is Jehn E., Jr. and Eleanor
E. Roach.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1.
3. That the area ‘of the 1ot is 10,7487 acres.
4. That compliance with all county and state codes applicable
thereto is required.
5.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the follewing
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented temtimony indicating compliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as
contained in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only and is net transfer-
able without further actlon of this Board, and is for the loeation
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unlesa operation
has started or unless refiswed by action of this Board prior to date of
explratlon.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated
on plats Submltted with this appllcatlon Any additloml structures of any
kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these additional
uses require a use permit, shall be cause for this use permit to be re-:
evaluated by this Board. - These changes include, but are not limited to,
changes of ownershlp, changes of the operator, changes in signs, and
changes in acreenlng or ‘fencing.

4. 'This grantlng does not const;tute exemption from the various
requxrements of this county. The applicant shall be himself responsible
for fulfilling his obligation TO OBTAIN NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMITS
AND THE LIKE THROUGH THE -ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE
PERMIT SHALL NOT BE VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

5. The resolution peptaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in'a eonspicious place aleng with the Non Residential
Use Permit on the property of the use and-be made available to all
Departments of the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of operation of
the:permitted use.

6. Number ¢f students not to exceed 80.

7. Students will be from 2 to 12 years of age.

8. The hours of operatlon wild he between 9 A:M. .and: ‘21PiM. with. a
4 houb.limitroniany. one-day.

9. Supplemental ‘evérgreem screening along the residential line shall
be required to scieen play areas.

10. Any loudspeaker noise shall be confined to the site.

11. All buses used for transporting children shall comply with
county and state standards for.golor and light requigements.

12. The opgggti@u'nqul be subject to compliance with the inspection
report, the requiremehts of the Fairfak County Health Department; and
the State Department of Welfare and Institutions.

13. Operations shall run for a period-of 3 years with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to extend the operatlons for two, one-year
periods.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The Board members digcussed the different aspects &f the Resolution and
the horse shows that Mrs. Roach wished to have.

Mr. Stevens stated that they usually have three horse shows ‘during -the
summer, once a month during June, July and August.
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Mr. Smith stated that a horse show in connection with a summer day
camp was nhot unusual at ail.

Mr. Smith told Mrs. Roach and Mr. Stevens that the responsibility for

safeguarding these children, if this permit is granted, is the respon-
gibility of the applicant. The Beard has found that the applicant is

well aware of the pond.

The motion passed 3 to 1 with Mr. Kelley voting no. Mr. Baker was
absent.

Mrs. May came forward to speak toc the Board.
The hearing ended at 2:05 P.M.

The Beard then recessed for lunch.

17

3:45 - NO. VA. CHRISTIAN ACADEMY, app. under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3.2
of Ord. to permit expansion of Christian Education Facility
which was gaanted under S.U.P. S~63-73, (23.88 acres),
4601 W. Ox Rd., 56-1((1))10 & 11, Centreville Distriet,
(RE-1), $-250~73, (Deferred from 1-7-74% and again from 3-20-74).

Mr. Smith stated that the Board was taking the complete development

into consideration in view of the fact that they cannct begin construction
oh every building within the one year period and because of the size

of the development and the nature of the use involved.

Mr. Jim Downy, principal of the Ne. Va. Christian Academy appeared
before the Board to answer any questions that the Board might have.

In application Ne. $-250-73, application by NORTHERN VIRGINIA CHRISTIAN
ACADEMY, under Section 30-~7.2.6.1.3.2, of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
expansion of Christian education facility, on property located at 4601 W.
0x Road, Centreville District, also know as tax map 56-1((1))10 & 11,
County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in
accordance with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals;
and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby pro-
perty owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held

on the 20th day of March 1974 and deferred to March 27, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings

of fact:

That the owner of the subject property is Bethelem Baptist Church.

That the present zoning is RE-1.

That the area of the lot is 23.88 acres.

. That complience: with all applicable county codes is required,

That Site Plan approval is prequired.

.  That there exists on the premises now S.U.P. 5-63-73, granted for
a private school, Kindergarten through High School.

T on W k)

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following
conclusions of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicatimgcompliance
with Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Distriets as contained
in Section 30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and
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NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appllcatlon be and the
same is hereby granted with the following limitations:

1, This approval is granted to the appllcant only and is not
transferable without further action of this Board, and is for the location
indicated in the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior
to date of expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldlngs and uses indicatead on
plats submitted with this application. Any additional structures of
any kind, changes in use or additional uses, whether or not these
additional uses tequira a ugse permit, shall be cause for this use permit
to be pe-evaluated by this Board. These changes include, but are not
llmlted to, chagnes of OWnerShlp, changes of the operator, changes in
signs, and changes in gcreening or fenclng.

4. This grantlng does not constitute exemption from the various
requirements of this county. The applicant shall be himself for fulfilling
his obligation TO OBTAIN NON RESIDENTIAL USE PERMITS AND THE LIKE THROUGH
THE ESTABLISHED PROCEDURES AND THIS SPECIAL USE PERMIT SHALL NOT BE
VALID UNTIL THIS HAS BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

5. The resolution pertalnlng toe the granting of the Special Use
Permit SHALL BE POSTED in a conspicious place along with the NON
RESTDENTIAL USE PERMIT on the property of the use and be made available
to all Departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. The eventual maximum enrollment shall be 2000.

7. The hours of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M.

8. The minimum number of parking spaces is 399.

9. Landscaping and screening is to be provided to the satisfaction
of the Director of County Development.

10. All lights connected with this use shall be directed and
confined to siad site.
11l. The owner is to dedicate to B0 feet from the existing centerline
of the right of way for the full frontage of the property along West
Ox Road for future road widening.
12. All terms and conditions set forth in S.U.P. 5-63-78, granted on
May 9, 1973 are to remain in effect.
13. There is to be a 50 ft. buffer strip from all property lines for
screening purposes.
14. This permit shall expire unless renewed by action of this Board
upon whichever of the following events shall last occur:
A. b5 -years from this date.
B. Three months after Fairfax County permits connecticn with
public sewerage facilities thereon.
C. Six months after Fairfax County permits a Site Plan to be
filed thereon.

Mr. Barmes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously with
Mr. Baker absent.

14
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

MY STAFF, INC. S-21-73
Special Use Permit was granted March 28, 1973.

Mr. Ralph Louk, attorney for the applicant, wrote to the Board to
request an extension to his Special Use Permit.

Mr. Kelley so moved that they be granted a 6 month extension.
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Mr. Barnes seconded the motiom.

The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.
'y

KISE, app. for variance granted by Board.

Mr. Smith had requested information regarding the Long Fence Company
which was the contractor that put in the fence for Mr. and Mrs. Kise
that was higher than the Code allows. Mr. Covinggon. &tated that they
did have a license :for the year 1973; however, they had not yet applied
for a renewal as of this week. Mr. Frank Lintini, Chief of the Housing
and Licensing Section, Ihspection Services, Department of County
Development, sald that since the company is bonded, it would be between
the Kises and the fence company, if the Kise's want to take action
against the fence company. R

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Covington is he would advise the Kises about ‘this.
He stated that this is .an unfortunate incident where the applicant

wag not aware that the fence was not constrycted in accordance with
County Codes. They should be informed that they should cohtact the
bonding company to recover any money that they might have spent.

//

Mp. Jim Reid, Director of Comprehensive Planning for Faipfax County,
talked with the Board pegarding the PLUS program.

4

Mr. Knowlton discussed palmistry with the Board and stated that the
only zone where palmistry is allowed is the IG (Industrial General)
distriet.

1

The meeting adjourned at i:36.

/7

BY: Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk
EL ¥

APPROVED:. June 5, 1974

DATE
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zonlng Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, April 10, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Bullding, Preaent Daniel
Smith, Chairman; Loy XKelley, Viece~Chailrman, George
Barnes and Charles Runyon. Mr. Joseph Baker was
absent.

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes

10:00 - EVANS FARM INN, INC., application under Sectlon 30-7.2.9.1.2 of
Ordinance, to permit sale of products from the farm and addition
to restaurant, 1696 Chain Bridge Road, 30-1((1})37, 38, 39 and
40, (Parcel 4), Dranesville Distriet’, RE-1, S-10-7h.

otices to preoperty cwners were in order. ThE_contiguons‘owners were
111 Gates, Mr. Sneider and Rlchard Ryan.

r. Smith stated that as he recalled, the last thing the Board approved
on thls piece of property was the old mill and the animal house.

Mr. Evans stated that he would 1ike to add a cocktall Jlounge and add
an agricultural greenhouse and produce stand., ' The cocktall ddihge:will be
an addition to the existing restaurant.

Mr. Smith asked 1r aheywl#&il ‘uAg - bhe Cedk House and Mr, Evans answered
they do.

Mr. Evans stated that the size of the cocktail lounge is 37 x 31 x 24 plus
ithe 6 foot entranceway inte the kitchen. It will be constructed of the same
praterial as 1s in the existing restaurant. There are.three bulldings con-~
mected with the produce gtand, & Lath House, a Garden Shop and a Farmer's
Market and Greenhouse. Ehgy will se}l farm produce there that has been
produced on his farm and an other farms 1n Fairrfax County. They presently
sell this proadice ‘in Hashington, D.C.

He submitted pilctures of other markets that are simllar to the one he wlshes
o have. ‘Hr. Smith stated that some of these markets are in commerclal
lareas in the clties that they are in.

. Smith stated that 1t seemed to him that Mr. Evans should be delng this
by rezoning rather than by Special Use Permit.

|
|

r. Evans asked him how he would do that with the sewer moratorium.

. Smith stated theat this Board does not have the awight to grant Mr. Evans
he right to do anything-Bamt bthe sale of the products that grow on his own
farm, or in Fairfax County. He would not be allowed to sell things such

as souvenirs.

. Barnes stated that he felt this would be an asseb to the area.

Mr. Smith stated that the reason Mr. Evans was allowed to sell souvenirs In
he 01d Mill was .to offset. the cost of moving 1t as it 1s a histeorie building
and one the County wants :to preserve.

Mr. Rudolph Sealy, 1440 Kirby-Hoad, spoke in favor of the application saying
hat he felt this would be an 1mmrovemant to the area.

irs. Martin Bowe, 2027 Kirby. Road, spoke in favor of the applicatlion also
fraying that she felt this nwuld be an asaet to the McLean area. .

Mr. Sampson spoke in favor of the application.

. John Ghatcses, President of the Mchean Gitilzens. Assoclatlon, spoke regardl
fthis application. He atated that in $he past thelr pelationahip with Mr. Ewan
as been excellent. They have had an opportunity to review the plans and they
have supported them. This-dgpdication came as & surpriss and they did not kno
about 1t until they read thé- ad in the newspaper, which wgs, of course, too
ate to call a meeting of their Civic Asgoclatfons in the &héa.
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They, therefore, would like to ask the Board to defer thls case untll they
have had an opportunity to meet and consider this application and make a
reccommendation on 1t.

Mr. Evans stated that time was very important here and if the Board was golng
to defer his application, could they please reschedule if as scon as possible.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board defer the case until April 24, 1974.

Mr. Kelley seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0. Mr, Baker was
atsent.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Evans he could submit any additicnal informatlon that he
might have 1ln writing.

’r

10:20 ~ THE MADEIRA SCHOOL, INC., appliecation under Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.3.2.
of Ordinance, to permit additlon of one-story S¢lence bullding for
i1abs and assoclated educational facilities, B328 Georgetown Plke,
Greenway, Virginia, 20-1((1))14 & 20-2{((1})1, Dranesville District,
376 acrea, RE-2, 5-11-Th,

The hearing began at 10:40 A.M.

Mr. William O. Snead, Business Manager and Trustee of the 3Schocl, represented
the School before the Bosgrd.

Notices to property owners were in arder. he contlguous owners were George
Pollard, 9369 Campbell Road, Vierma and Willlam Warne, 8532 Georgetown Pilke,
McLean, Virginia..

Mr. Snead stated that the buwilding will be a one-~atory frame structure with
a partial basement on- slsk. Naturally finished wool plank aiding will be
used. The shed rool witf employ black metal standing seam roofing and serve
alsc as a major component of the collector of & solar energy system used in
eonjunction with a conventional system to heat the bullding. The dimenslons
and floor area of the bullding will be: ‘length 201 feet, wléth 47 feet,
main floor 6,000 ‘square¢ feet, partlal basement 350 square feet.

The laboratories, classrooms and associated facllitles of the building will

be used in the instructlon of Madsira Schocl students in the natural sclences.
Normal hours of operation will be Monday through Friday from B:00 A.M. to

4100 P.M, with a limited use thereafter until about 10:00 P.M. The anticipate
number of students oceupying the building durlng normal hours is 60 to T0.

The number of teachers will be 4 to 5.

An engineer from the firm of Abraham and Glles gave a brief presentatlon on
the way solar energy would be used for this bullding.

There being no one to spemk in favor or in ¢pposition, the public héaring
was closed. ) .

In application number Swl2-T4, applicatlon by The Madeira School, Ine., under
Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.3.2 of ‘the Zoning Ordinsnce, to permlt one-story addition
to Science bullding and %abs and assoclated educatlonal facilitles, on propert
located at 8328 Georgetdwn Pike, alsc known &3 tax map 20-1((1))14 and 20-2
((1))1, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runycn moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolutlon: .

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance with

the fequirements of all.applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance wi
the by#laws of .the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, rollowing prgper notice to the public by advertisemeht in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public heaping by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th
day of April, 197H. .

F

i
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WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is RE-2. :
3. That the area of the"lotiis 376 acres.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following eonclusion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony Indleating compliance with
Standards for Speclal Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Sectlon
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect applicatlon be and the same 1
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This gpproval 13 granted to the appllicant only and is not transferabl
without further action of this Board, and is for the locatlon indlcated in the
application and 43 not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless censtructilon
or operation has started or unleas remewed by action of this Board prilor to
date of explration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indlcated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additlonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by
the Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering detalls) whether
or not these additlonal uses or changes require a Special Use Permlt, shall
require approval of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the
Permittee to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any
changes {other than minor englneering detalls) without Board of Zonlmg Appeais
approval, shall constltute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use
Permit.

4., The grantiag of this Special Use Permlt does not constifute an
exemption from the varlous legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permitee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. Thils permit SHALL NOT be valid untll a Non-Resldential
Use Permit 1s obtalned.

" 5, The resolution pertalning to the granting of the Special Use Pemit

SHALL BE POSTED in a conspilclous place along with the Certlficate of Cccupancy

on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
Gounty of Falrfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. All other conditions of the existing Special Use Permit shall be
complied with.

Mr. Runyon moved to gramt. Mr. Kelley seconded the motlon and the motion
passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was absent.

74

10:40 - NORTHERN VIRGINIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY WIVES CHILD CARE CENTER,
application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.3 of ordlnance to permit renewal
_of existing SUP for child care center, 60 children, ages 2 - 12,
7:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M., Monday through Frlday, Mason Distzjct, R-12.5,
§-12-T#, 61-2{((1))254, Culmore Methodist Church. EH

Mrs. Billups represeanted the applicant before the Board.

She submitted signed receipts, but she could not tell the Board which of the
receipts were for the contlguous property owners and from the signatures on
the receipts, this could not be determined.

Mr. Smith stated that the case would have to be deferred until this could be
accomplished.

Mr. Kelley brought up the report from Preliminary Englneering whilch stated,
"Tha service drive construction along Route #7 was walved for two years onky
on May 22, 1968. The church wassnotifled by this offlce that the sérvice
drive must be bullt. It 1z suggested that the servlce drive be constructed
prior to the 1ssuance of any additional permita. The church is presently in
violation of the 8ite:Plan Ordinance in that the condltions of the service
drive deferral have nét been met."

o

jLo
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Mrs. Blllups stated that they began this operation in 1971. The faculty wives
operate two child care centers, one 1n the Ravensworth Baptist Church and this
one. Originally the one at Ravensworth was meeting in the Pirst Presbyterlan
Church, but 1t started in 1971, not 1968 and 1t was granted for an indefinite
perlod of time. ACCA also runs a day care center at this location and its
permit is for an indefinite perlod of time. If there is anything else that
would hold this permit up, they would like to know it now., There was no
reason given at the time this Speclal Use Permit was granted in 1971 .as to why
there was a time stipulatlon on it.

Mr. Smith stated that this Site Plan recommendation sounded like a condltion
to operating and constructing the ehurch, not this day care facillity. This
Board has no power to get the church to construct this. This church went 1in
before the Ordinance requlired a SUP.

Mrs. Billlups stated that these day care centers operate.on a shoe string. The
reimburse the church for the heat, water and paper towels that they use.

Mr. Smith stated that if the church has not complied with site plan require-
ments, then the church should have to.stop 1ts operation.

Mr. Smith inquired as to whether or not the church has an Occupancy Permit.
He asked Mr. Covington to find out.

Mr. Smith- stated that these are questlons that will have to be answered.

Mr. Kelley questioned the Health Department memo which stated that they could
only have 41 children.

Mrs. Billups stated that their last SUP was granted for 75 chlldren even
though the Health Department says 60,

Mr. Smith stated that based on the Health Department meme, this Board could
only grant a permlt for the number approved by the Health Department.

Mr. Runyon moved that thls application S-12-74 be deferred for one week 1in
order to glve the applicant an opportunlty to clear up the guesations that the
Beard Just discussed. Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon and the motion passed
unanimoualy. Mr. Baker was absenht.

/r

11:20 - VIRGINIA ELECTkIC‘AND POWER COMPANY, application under Sectlon 30-7.2.
2.1.2 of Ordinance to permlt construction, operation and maintenance
of one transmiaslon tower line between Ox Substation and Occoquan
Substation and two transmisslon tower lines from Occoquan Substation
to Prince William County Line to Ocecoquan Substation to Ox Substation,
97¢f1))244, 106({1))2, 1o, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 6, 94, 19 through 28,
k, BE, 93, ob; 106((3))5, 13, 14; 106({4))5, Springfield District,
RE-1, S-13-74,

Mr. Randolph W. Churech, Jr., attorney for the applicant, 4069 Chain Bridge
Road, Palrfax, Virginita, represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Charles
T. Splalne, 8822 Lake Hi1ll Drive, and Robert H. Wood, 8826 Lake H1ll Drive,
Lorton, Virginia.

Mp. Church stated that this 1s a regquest for a 230 KV line which will run from
VEPCO's Possum Point Generating Station in Prince Willlam County to the
Occoquan Substation in Palrfax County and extend t¢ the Ox Sahstation. The
proposed lines are a part of a system designed to provide an interconnection.
between VEPCO and Potomac Electric and Power Company at VEPCO's Posaum Point
Generating Station in Pringce Willlam County and to provide additicnal eleec-
ticlty to the Northern Virginia area from new generating facilitles presently
under construction at Possum Point. From Ox to Occoguan Substations, the
facilltles will be on existing easements adjacent to exlsting facilities.
From Occoquan Substation to the Prinece Willlam line the new fecllities will
replace the existing facilltles. No new right-of-way will be required. The
230 KV 1ine is needed to deliver power from a new generator unit being in-
stalled at Possum Polnt. The 500 KV line is part of broad plan which has
reglonal as well as local Implementations and connects aeposs the rlver to PEPRO.
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The only connectlon across the river now 13 from Possum Polnt in Loudoun
County to Doubs Station in Frederick County, Maryland.

This is planned to loop all the way arcund the Washington area. It will pro-
vide security in that there will be a back-up in the case of an emergency.
This will benefit not only Falrfax County and the Northern Virginla area, but
also the northeastern part of the United States.

This new construction will be entirely on existing right-of-way and no
acquisition will be necessary.

Mr. R. W. Carroll, Resldent Engineer for VEPCO, manager of the Northern Virginl
branch of VEPCO, spoke before the Board. He stated that he 1s a civil
engineer and gradiated from the University of Maryland in the fleld of
engineering. He stated that he became familiar with the engineering problems
that are related to transmission facllities as assistant transmission
engineer for VEPCO in Richmond, and more recently he became famlliar with

the electrieal requirements of Falrfax County and Northern Virginla. He
stated that he 18 familiar wlith the need for the transmission 1line. The
distance between the County line and the OX Substatlion 1s 1.4 miles and
between Ox and Occoquan Subatatlions 1s 1.4 miles. Each will proceed from

the socuth end of Prince William County approximately 11 miles to VEPCO's
Possum Point flenerating Statlon in Prince William County. Exhibit Number 1
ghows the i1lnes i1n Pairfax County. The purpose of the 230 KV line 1s to
supply power to Northern Virginia fram an B4% megawatt generating station

now under constructicn at Possum Point. The Board i1s aware from the previous
applications that:.the demand in Northern Virginila for electric.power 1s in-
ereasing and will continue regardleas of the growth battern.in the area for
many reasons. The 500 KV line has a wlder purpose related to seyving Falrfax
County and the northeastern United Statea. Since the 1965 New York black out
the national electric utllities have Iincreased their coordination for bulk
power supply and transfer dramatically. A National Electrie Rellabllity
Council has been formed and the County has been-divlded into reglonal
Rellability Gounclls and the power companles have jeined togebher to provide
strong interconnections between the various companies in order to provide
back-up in times of emergencles and to provide orderly exchange of power
between systems on a day to day basis.

Exhibit Number 2 shows the VEPCO lines in the Northern Virglnia areas which
include Loudoun: and Prince William areas. At the present time, VEPCO!3 only
interconnection in this part of the system is+-In g single -right-of-way which
croases the Potomac River between Loudoun County and Montgomery County, Mary-
land. This right-of-way contains a 500 KV llne which runs to VEPCO's generatl
station at Mount-Storm, West Virginla, and interconnects wlth the system at
Doubs Substation in Frederick lounty, Maryland, as well as a 230 KV;llne which
connects wlth the Potomac¢ Electric Power Company at 1ts Dickerson Generating
Statien 1n Montgomery County.

These lines have become more ahd more necesgary for direct supply of electricl
to Northern Virginia, thelr avallablllty to serve the function of emergency
transfer ln case of contingency within the VEPCO system has diminished. If
the 500 KV line were lost during periods of peak flows, the 230 KV line would
become overloaded and some load would probably have to be dropped 1n the
Northern Virginia area, that is some customers would be without service. If
both lines were lost aimultaneously, -a major outage would o&¢ur. The gulde-
1ines established by the regional rellability counclls postulate the loss of
all facilitles on a common right-of-way as belng suffleiently probabls .to
waPrant guarding against.

Good utility planning today requires that a company be able to survive any
single contingency to 1ts bulk power sSppply system and stlll be able to serve
1ts customers.

VEPCO and PJM, a power pool of a number of companies to the north, including
PEPCO, have Jointly planned, therefore, to provide a second interconnection
between their systems across the Potomac River at Possum Polnt. The 500 KV
line included in this application 1s a part of that plan. Thls 1nterconnectio)
will be a part of a 500 KV lcop from Washington, running on the Virginia side
from Pogsum Point to Ox and thenee by existing faclilities to Loudoun. Substatio
and across the Potomac River to Doubs Substation in Maryland. In 1976, with
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this interconnection the emergency transfer capabillity for power flows from
PJM to VEPCC wlll rise from 1100 MW to about 2900 MW, We view this inter-
connection as absolutely essential to the rellabillty of the VEPCO system.

Not all of the benefits of this new line will accrue to VEPCO. It will
eliminate an unstable generation situatlion in the PEPCO system south of
Washington during line outage conditions and improve the 1976 VEFCO to
PEPCO transfer capabllity from 2800 to 5000 MW during emergency conditions.

The right of way from Occeoquan to the Prince William County line varies
petween 290 and 320 feet and 1s presently occupiled by 2 H-frames and one
towar line. These will be removed and replaced with a 230 KV tower and a
500 KV tower line as shown on Exhibits 3. The towers will average about
125 feet and span approximately 1,000 feet. :

Between Ox and Occoguan Substations, VEPCO's existing 400-foot right-of-way
1s presently occcupled by one H-frame, one pole and one tower line. VEPCO
proposes to add the 500 KV structures om this right-of-way generally abreast
of the exlsting structures as shown on Exhibit 4. 'The five structures out-
side of the two substations will average about 115 feet in helght.

Lake Hills Subdivision has been developed arocund the exlsting 400-foot
corridor. In order to attempt to improve the aeathetics of the area, VEPCO
propuses to provide some.plantings along Lake Hill Drive and in other areas.

Alternative routes have been examined. No route exlsts which can be utllized
wlthout the acquisition of additional right-of-way. Since 1972, VEPCO has
been under & statutory duty to use existing right-of-way where possible.
Widening of the existing corrlder south from Ox Substation 1s impractical
because of construction arcund the existing llnes in Lake Ridge Subdiwision
in Prince William County:. Moreover such a route impalrs relilability by
placing the new 500 KV line on the same right-of-way with the 500 KV.1line
from Bristers to OxX, sinee these two very important lines should not be
exposed to the risk of simultaneous outage,

The proposed lines will meet all of the performance standards contained in thg
Fairfax County zoning ordinance. They should produce no interference with
normal radio or television reception. They wlll be constructed in accordanee
with. the National Electrical Safety Code. They will not produce any new
traffic whish will be hazardous or inconvenient to the area. :

Mr. Smith inquired what 1s the maxlmum helght of these poles.

Mr. Carroll stated that the 230 KV 1iné at the river crossing is on.a Fower '
appro¥imately 150 fe#t high. S '

Mr. Smith asked the average height on the 500 KV tower.

Mr. Carroll stated that the heights are correct as shown on the Exhiblts. He
stated that there are other towers adlong the llne that exceed 125 feet but th¢
maximum Height 1s at the river. )

Mr. Smith asked 1f they use the steel towers 1n these cases rather than the
singleiunlt.

Mr. Carroll stated that they do. The 500 KV line that they haVe'developed
could be installed on a 8ingle pole type structure and since both lines will
be on the same right-of-way, they thought 1t would be better to match .the two.

Mr. Kelley asked 1f the two sheets that Mp. Carroll submitted tq the Board
indlcating costs, represént the cost to put this line underground.

Mp. Carroll stated that the sheets that he submitted provide Information on
the two faciiitles. . .

Mr. Kelley stated that he felt the cost of the towers should be deducted from
the cost of the underground lines. What we are talking about 1s the coat
difference. We have an overhead cost of 500 KV line between Ox and Possum
Point. The section in Fairfax County would cost $455,500 which compares to
the $12,175,000 undergronnd. The 230 KV portion of the line for the over-
head .cost is equated at $161,000 and the comparable Plgure for underground

is $2,562,800.00.
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Mr. Kekley stated that they glve the .cost. of theounderground, but:what the l
Board needs is the total difference between the underground lines and the
cost of Installing the towers.

Mr. Carroll stated that on the 500 KV, the tower cost is $460,000 and the
underground is $12,175,000.

Mr, Barnes commented that this 1s quite a difference,

Mr. Kelley stated that hls point 1s that he noticed Arlington County turned l
down a request to put a 230 KV line there. It was going to cost each custome

89 cents per month. He asked 1f VEPCO has any plans to go underground with
these things.

Mr. Carroll stated that they do. They have some underground transmlssion
lines now in highly ccncentrated areas where there 1s no space avallable
overhead, but aa the Board c¢an .see, the cost difference on the 500 KV 1s very
high and there is also a considerable difference in the cost in the 230 KV
line. '

Mr. Kelley stated that 1t is time Fairfax County takes a look at what 1s
happening to usland try to make Falrfax County as aeathetlc as possible. You
have Prince Willlam County and other areas who are going to benefit from this
line, and all these people should contribute to the coat of it.

Mr. Smith stated that this 1s a 2 way system. We get the power to ether
jurisdictions as they in turn supply us with power in case of emergency.

Mr, N. McK. Downs, Real Estate Appraiser and Broker in Fairfax County, 10409
Mailn Street, City of Fairfax, spoke to the Board regarding thls applicatiloen.
He stated that this 15 a- line that he has covered wlth the Board on pregious
occaslons. This is a new additlon to that rlght-of-way. He located the site
on the screen. He stated that the line crosses Hampton Road into the Lake
Hi1ll Subdivision. This subdivision came into belng at a point in time after ]
the VEPCO's right-of-way came.into being. The Occoquan Substation is lmmediaijely
adjacent to the 1little subdivision knowrn as Virginia Estates. VEPCO does own

a substantisl number of lots in that subdivislon. The line extends to the.
south over several large parcels of lard. Parcel Number 4 is. immediately ad<
Jacent to Virginla Estates and is being subdlvided outside of Falrfax County!
subdivision control on a S-acre lot basis, It 1s a residential neighborhood
throughout the entire area of the line. It:has developed substantlally with
good quality residential houses, particularly in Lake Hill Subdivision. He-
stated that he recently did a study for the benefit of the 8tate Corperatlon
Commisaion at hearinge that were held in Richmond and he did investigate. .
seven counties in the Northern Virginia area, This study lndicates that
transmission lines similar to thdse proposed under this application are net
only compatible with single-family residential areas, but also that dib-
divisions and developments can take place on bProperties trawersed by such
facilltles without substantlal adverse effect.

Loudoun and Prince William Countles have the same power problem and the same
problems wlth respect to high lines, Investigatlon immediately adlacent to
the lines indicate that the same value increaée took place and the properties
basically sold for the same values as the properties that were not adjasent.
to the linea. This is net to =ay that VEPCO should not and does not pay fer
the rightssof-way. They do, but the majJor portion of the compensation should
be charged at the time initial construction takes places After that time, they
landowner can utilize tha-land in any way which i3 not incongilstent with the | ) .
rights that ape granted. : l

Mr. Downs went into the studies that he had done and he submitted these repor*a
to the Board. _

Mr. Church :stated that he wanted to suggest one finding‘to the Board gnd that
1s that this could not be placed in a nearby,commerclally zoned area.

Mr. Smith stated that this 1is a requirement of the ordinance and this Beard
does find that to be true. l

Mr. Smith stated that the Planning Commission has suggested that VEPCO screen.
in certain areas and that all the brees be preservad that it 1a possible to
preserve. Mr. Smith atated that he hoped this would be done.
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Mr. Chureh stated thaty unfortunately, everything 1s just about cleared out.
He stated that they have waorked with landowners who have approached them .and
they have drawn a screening plan for them. They alsoc plan to replant a tree
to replace one they have.to remove on Lot 13 along Lake Hill Drive. They do
not have a final specific plan at this pejnt. They are willing to do some-
thing reasonable in that area. They rfelfiit 15 something that 1s better
worked out in the FPield, but if the Board wants to put 1t 1n as a condition,
they will accept 1it. -

Mr. Mitechell stated that he wanted to clarify the comment in the Planning
Commission memo regarding the screening. The staff felt that screening
should be required at a polnt where these towers are exposed to publlc view,
What they had in mind was road crossings, hot screening of individual towers.

In application number $-13-74, application by Virginia Electric Power Company
under Sectior 30-7.2.2.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permlt construction,

Springfield District, also known as tax map 37 and 106, County of Fairfax,
Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng re-
sclutlon:

WHEREAS, the captloned appliecation has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in agcordance
with the by-laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertlsement i a loecal
newspaper, postirg of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a publie hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th
day of April, 1974, -

WHEREAS, the Bodrd of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
. That the ownar of the subject property is the applicant.

That the present zoning 13 RE-1.

. That the arep of the lot 1s on exlsting right-of-way.

. That the Planning Commission recommended approval on March 12, 197Lk,
under Section 15.1-456. i

P TV

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has peached the following conclusio
off law: - )

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating complliance wit
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectien
30-7.1.1 of the Zening Ordinance; and

1s hereby granted with the following limlitations:

without further action .of this Board, and 1s for the location indicated dn ¢
applteation and 18 not trgnsferable to other land.
2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construetlio

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and ies not tranaferaf”
or operation has started or unless renewed by actien of this Board prilor to

plans submitted with this application. Any additicnal structures of any kin
changes 1n use, additignal uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boa
of Zmning Appeals (other than minor englneering details) whether or not thes
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require appro
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering detalls) without Beardfof Zoning Appeals approval shall
constitute a violation of the conditions ¢f this Speclal Use Pemmit.

date of expiration.
3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indlcated on th
1

4§, The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemptlon from the various legal and established procedural requlrements
of thias County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying

with these requirements., This permit/ SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residentfal

Use Permit is obtalned.

5. The resolutlon pertaining to: the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED 1n a conspiciocus place along with the Certificate of Occupan
on the property ¢f the use and be made avallable fo all Departments of the
County of Falrfax during the hours of operation of the pemmitted use.

6. Landscaping, screening, fencing and/or pléntings to be in eenformanqe
with the requirements of the Director of County Development.

Mr., Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker was absent.

4
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12:00 - GEORGE F. SPRINGER, application under Seetlon 30-6.6 of Ordinance to
permlt addition to exlsting house closer to slde property line than
allowed by Ordinance, needs variance of 3.3 feet, 4009 Braddock Road,
Parklawn Subdivision, 61-3((7))(P)16, (10,500 square teet), Mason
District, R-12.5, V-15=7#.

Mr. Springer represented himself before the Boafd.

Notices to property owners were 1ln order. The contiguous owners-Rebert Allen
4007 Braddock Road and Leo Booth, 4001 Braddock Road.

Mr. Springer stated that he would like to bulld a room 16 feet wide which would
bring them within 8.7 feet of the line, which means that they need a varlance
of 3.3 feet. They would not be able to do anything else with the property
and they do not want to take the wvaluable land -in the back for the addition.
This would be & family recreation room:@nd storage room for hobbles. He stated
that he does photography work and.like;t

Thiz would be for his hobby,; however, not a commercial operation. There will
[be no water or sewer hookup to this addltion. The way the house 18 situated
on the lot causes them to need this varlance. Had the house been constructed
three feet to the right, they would have had plenty of room. They want to
construct an addition compatible with the exlsting dwelling.

He stated that he has a signed letter stating that hls nelghbors have no
obJection to the varlance for this.addition. The Booth's would be the most
affected. There are three houses acrogs the street that will be Yooking at -
1t. They have 211 signed that they have ‘no objection, He stated that he had
owned the property for 2 years. : o

idth for the additlon on the advise of his builder. They builld in eltherw 12
or 16 foot widths. The 12 foot wldth would be too small. The materlial will b
rick to match the existing dwelllng.

In answer to Mr. Smith's questlon, he stated that he had arrived at the 15,fea]

rs. Leorna Booth, 4011 Braddock Road, spoke in favor of this application. She
stated that she 1ives next door and she thinks the addition will.be an.
improvement to the property and she has no objection to it.

There was no oppoaitlon to the applicatian

Ih application No. V¥=15-74, application by Gedrge F. Springer under Section
30-6.6 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit addition to existing house closer .
to aide property line tham allowed by Ordinance, on property Zocated at 4009
Braddock Road, Parklawn Subdivision, also known as tax map 61=3({7}) {D)16,
Mason District, County of Fairfax, Vixginia Mr. Kelley moved that the Board
of Zoning Appaals adopt  the following. renolution-

WHEREAS, the gppfioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the’ requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in aceordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeéals, and -

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, - letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board held on the 10th day of April, 1974;

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoming Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. 'That the owner of the subject property is George F and:.Jeannine F.
Springer.
2, That the present zoning is R—l& L
3. That the area of the lot is 10,500 square feet.
4, That the requast is for a 3.3 foot variance to the minimum requirement.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folkﬂﬁing conclusionsg
of law:

1. That the applicant has satisfied @ Board that the' following physical
conditions exist which under a strict interprétation of the Zoning Ordinanpe
would regult in practical difficulty or unnecegsary hardship that would deptivu
the user of the raaibnable use of ‘the land andfor buildings involved: .

o.do his own photograph work at home. .|

e
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(a) unusual location of existing building.

NoW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same }
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure or
structures indicated in the platse included with this application only, and
is not transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shall expire one year from this date unless congtruction
has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to date of
expiration.

3. Architecture and materials to be used in proposed addition shall
be c¢ompatible with existing dwelling. . .

this Board does not constitute exemption from the various requirements. of
thie county. The applicant shall be responsible for fulfilling his obligatio
to obtain building permits, residential use permits, and the like through the
established procedures.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by J

Mr, Barnes seconded the motion and the mwotion passed unanimously. Mr. Baker
was absent,

/7
DEFERRED CASES:

CAPITOL CARS & CAMPERS, 8-259-73 -- The plats that were presented were not
in conformance with the Board%# intent when they deferred the case on
March 27, 1974, Therefore, the Board deferred the case again until

Mpril 24, 1974 to give the applicant another cpportunity to have .the

plats redrawn in compliance with the Board's reguest.

W, HOWARD ROOKS, 5-263-73, Deferred to 4-17-74

Mr. Berger, 2921 Telstar Court, engineer on this case, represented Mr., Rooks
who was out of the country.

The plats had been submifted and were in the flle. Mr. Berger submitted a.
rendering as the Board: had rédussted. He explained the rendering to the
Board. The area indicated in green would be a brick cast concrete paneling
unit; the blue area is the railing along the walkwaysz on the first and
second floors of the units. The trim on the doors and windows is. bxown.

¢on the office part, the glass and. trim come within one foot of the graund
and that would be the buff occlored brick cast concrete on.that. one foot of
space. The area on both gides.of the glass and at the top of -the office woul
be their plaid ceramic¢ tile, which is the Economotel’s trade mark. -

Mr. Berger staﬁed thitﬁthiﬂ is tb be an 88 unit motel.

Mr. Smith. stated that the Board A#d fequested that this building be of
brick construction and. this is not of biick construction. This precast
concrete is an improvement; however, the plaid trade mark area is another
thing. ’ '

Mr. Berger stated that they have reduced the area of the plaid facade to a
minimum.

Mr. Runyon.asked who owng the property where the two restaurants are and Mr.
Berger anawered that Mr., Rooks owns .all this property. The entire tract

is shown with the Special Use Permit line delineated. Mr. Rooks purchased
this property from Mr. Wilcox. This property runs from Route 1 to

Belvoir Drive includlng the two restaurants and the carpet business.

Mr. Barnes stated that he dzd not feel the precast concrete brick looks too
bad.

Mr. Runyon stated that they should move their Use Permit Limitation line
over to include the entire 22' travel lane,

Mr. Kelley asked what their object was to making this building brick
inatead of this plaid, and Mr. Berger answered that they would remove the
plaid area on both sides of the windows of the office and just leave the
two feet at the top of the windows,
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Mr. Smith questioned the 12' screening requirement and Mr. Runyon explained
that there should be a curb bumper.atrip beyond the 12' screening strip,

so the cars would not knock the screening down. He stated that that should
be taken care of at Site Plan level; however, as they are much mcre
conscious of these things now. The Board discussed the sign.

Mr. Knowlton stated that there could be no free-standing eign on the Belvoir
Drive side.

Mr, Berger stated that he felt the sign on the building would suffice and
the plaid trade-mark helps to identify the Econo-Motel.

Mr, Smith stated that the location of any sign that they might propose to
have should be indicated on the plats.

Mr. Runyon reminded My, Berger to revise the Special Use Permit limitation
line and Mr. Berger asked if they could put the entire tract of land under
the Special Use Permit,

Mr, Runyon said that that would not be a good idea as the Board sets a lot
of conditions on Special Use Permits that the applicant might not want to
have on the rest of the uses,.

Mr, Barger stated that Mr. Rooks wants to build a small office buildiﬁg on
the adjacent property.

Mr. Kelley moved that this case be deferred to April 17, 1974, for new
plats and a rendering showing the change jn the area of the plaid deeign
as only being the 2 feet above the glass portion of the office.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker
absent.

/
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS:

WESTGATE CHILD CARE CENTER:

The Board received a letter from Mr, Paul Fitpatpitk, 1718 Margie-Diive,
rogarding the Westgate Child Care Center which was granted by this Board
on March 13, 1974, SUP No. S-244-73. Mr. Fitzpatrick also submitted a
Petition from the neighbors. requesting the Board hold a rehearing on the
Permit to allow residants who were not notified prior to the public hearing
an opportunity to express their view hefoye the Board.

Mr, Fitzpatrick read his statement into the record. This stafement can be
#ond in the file. In summary, his reascns for regquesting the rehearing
were: (1) The record failed to. indicate that the applicant had provided . a
|plan for s glay area which the Board could have reviewed at the time of the
hearing., . Board indicated that thu:fnijyﬂinrea nust he famced, but.as of
April 1,:1974, %there was no fenced play area. The applicant 4id nok.peavide
the Board with any information regarding the fencing and there is vagnmmess
regarding -the;meed, location, type and lack of compliance with the Health
Depariment reguiremente; (2) With regard to public notice, most of the
dents: Ay the Garfield Memorial Church. vicinity did not know of the

Mareh 13, I9H publig-hearing.. They are now aware of the hearing and have

indicated by the Petition submitted. that they desire a rehearing. The
ex

;ﬁﬁggiﬁn-wf the reaaon for the lack of pnblic knowledge of. the: hearing is:
rat, the term Westgate designates an area a mile or two away from the

i f£ield Memorial Chuich. The Church is located in an area commonly referred
to as the Lewinsville arsa. A notice featuring the term "Westgate™ would

be of littlé intereat to residents around. the Church., Most of the residants
live belind the church and do not go by the front of the church and,
theyrefore, did not see the.posting: (3). from a review of the records,

there is a vagueneses stemming from the moratorium disruption on the Board's
Agendas. None of. the residents living in the homes adjacent to the church

| knew of the public¢ hearing except the two who are members of the church
congregation. ) o

Mr. Smith stated that it is the Health DRepartment who designates whare the
play area should be and whether or not i1t should be fenced. They play area
should have been indicated at the time.on the plats, but he did not see this
as a reagon for a rehearing. With regard to public notice, the applicant
did comply with the reguirements for notification. It is not a requirement
that the applicant notify everybody in the area.
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The Board continued to discuss these items with Mr, Fitzpatrick for a lengthy
time,

Mr. Runyéh moved 'that the Board deny the request .for a rehearing on this
case as no new evidence has been presented that could not have been -
presented at the origindl hearing.,

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and stated that he feels the same way.
The motion passed “42to 0. Mr, Baker was absent.

/f
DR. DAVIS REEDER HALL, S-24-74, Vet. Hospital granted March 13, 1974,

In the hearing process on this case, the Poard discussed with Dr. Hall
the fact that he wald be open on Sundays for emergency service only.
However, this was not included in the Resolution granting this Permit.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board needs to change Condition No. 7 allewing
for this emergency service.

Mr. Runyon moved that Condition Wo. 7 be changed to read:

"Hours of operation shall be from 8:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., 6§ days per week,
Monday through Saturdays, and for emergency service on Sunday and as reguired
for emergencies.”

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Baker absent.

/’r

ARLINGTON MOOSE LODGE NO. 1315 - At the end of Scoville S$treet, Mason Dist.,
SUP No. 1374 granted January 10, 1961 for erection and operation of Moocse
Lodge and to permit building closer to property line than allowed by
Ordinance. SUP No. 17271 granted June 25, 1963 to permit erection and
operation of swimming pool (They did not bulld pool) and 5-663-§7 tp

permit ingress and egress from Scoville Street.

A letter was read by Mr. Smith which requested that the Lodge be allowed to
add a small building add:tion..

A gentleman from the Lodge. appeared before the Board and submittéd
photos ‘¢f the addition a® it now appears. It is part;ally constructed

It was the Board's decision that they would have to come back with an,
amendment to their Special Use Permit by formal applimtion anf proper’
plats, ete. The Board granted an out of turn hearlng for May 15, 1914,
if they could g-t their application and plats in by April 11, 19%74.

//

BAILEY'S CROSSROADS VOLUNTEER FIRE DEPT. & FAIRFAX COUNTY FIRE AND RESCUE
SERVICES, $-214-~73 granted October 31,1973.

Mr. John W. Roche, 3321 Magnolla Avenue Baileys Crossrcads, Virginia appeared
pefore the Board. He stabed that he has Mr. Berry with him who will show the
Board the site plan and the problems that they are having.

Mr. Berryy 4215 Evergreeh“Lane, Annandale, Virginia, testifled before the Boa
He stated that about 2 weeks ago they were retained by the Balley's Crossroad
Fire Department to plan & bullding and get as much under roof as pessible by
July 1. That gave them.three months. Mr. Covington had told them to come ba
to this Board for clarificatlon as to just what was permitted and how far the
could vary from the plan that was granted. The arecasking the Board to allow
them to make some minor engineering changes. The building 1s substantially
the same slze, 11,000 squere feet of space. The building 18 no closer to the
property lines, nor is any of the parking any closer to the property lines.
The number of parking spaces 1s the same. ‘He showed the Board both plans in
order that they could compare - -the two, He stated that at the time the origingpl
plan was filed with this Board, the Balley's Crossrocads Fire Departmenb had
retained no architect ‘and-had coime up with no plans.

| Mr. Smith stated that it is a realignment of thezactual uses inside of the
Cbullding and no changes 1n the bullding square footdge, no changes 1n parking
nor the screening.

1lbY
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Mr. Berry stated that another request that they have is that they
would like to change the bullding facade from brick with a mansard roof to
stucco and metal similar to the Internatlonal Sheraton at Reston.

Mr. Smith stated that thls 1s an area where there will have to be a publie

hearing in order to make that change, At the time of the hearing, there was

opposition to this faellity going in at this locatlon.

This is what was indicated was going to be constructed at the time of the
publlc hearing, therefore, this 1s what wlll have to be constructed, unless
they wish to have a public hearing. The plan stated brick with mansard rfoof.

The Board approved the minor changes in the bullding locations which seemed
to be only a change of the interlor layout. There was nc change in parking,
building dimensions, or setbacks. Mr. Smith and Mr. Berry sigped the sub-
stituted plat and marked out the words "or stucco" on the plats.

There was no objeection from any of the Beard members to this substitution of
plats with this notatisr ¢n: them.

Hearing adjourned at 4:28 P.M.

Prior to adjournng, the Board decided to meet the 5th of June, the 12th and
the 19th, which will be the first, gecond and third Wednesdays of that
month: Usually the Board meets the second, third and fourth Wednesdays.

The Bo#rd also decided to meet on August 1, 1974, Thursday, as they must
‘%:t ofte time during the month of August according to their By-Laws.

Mrs, Xélsey confirmed this date with General Services Department to be
gsura that the Board room was available. S5he also confirmed the June 5
date.

/7

By Jane C. Kelsey, Clerk -
Jean McCleery, Typlst

APPROVED; June 5, 1974

By Daniel Smith (Date)
Chairman
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
Was Held on Wednesday, April 17, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Bullding. Present: Danlel Smith,
Chairman; Loy Kelley, Vice-Chalrman, CGeorge Barnes
and Charles Runyon. Mr. Joseph Baker was absent.

The meetlng was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes

10:00 - COURT HOUSE COUNTRY CLUB OF FAIRFAX, INC, applicatlon under Sectilon
30-7.2.6.1.1 of Ordinance to bring existing non-conforming country club use
into conformance under Speclal Use Permlt, Country Club of Fairfax, 5110 Ox
Road, 68-1((1))20 & 18, (151.,3462 acrea), Springfield Distriet, RE-1, 3-255-73
{Deferred from 3-20-74 for full Board}.

Mr. Quin Elson, 3150 Chain Bridge Road, attorney for the applicant, represente
the appllcant before the Board.

Mr. Smith explalned to Mr. Elson that there Is still not a full Beard. Mr,
Baker is absent and Mr. Kelley 1s abstaining.

Mr. Elson stated that he would like to go ahead with the hearing.

Mr. Elson indicated the Club's location on the map. He stated that it Is used
as a private, stock membership club. They have tennls courts, swimming pool,
18-hele golf course and & club house wlth restaurant facllities. He stated
that their files do nbt show this club going to the Board of Zoning Appeals

originally. Mr. John Ruyst was the attorney for the Club at the time of ita -
‘forigination and he has checked and cannot find anything that shows that this
Club went to this Beoard. The County has also che¢ked thelr files and cannot
find thet thls Club went before thils Board.

The Club doeg not present a view elther from the houses or from the publile
right-of-way that would detract from the neighborhood. He stated that as far
as he knows there have been no complaints made from elther the cltizens of
Breckinridge, the asubdivision in back of the club, or Country Cluk View, the
subdivision across Route #123 from the club, .

Mr. Smith stated that he was amaged to find that there was no felder on this
club, because he specifically remembered some actions by Mr, Rust since he had
been on this Board and he stated that he felt this is under an existing Specila
Use Permit. Apparently, the folder haa. been mlsplaced.

Mr. Stephen Best, 4069 Chain Brldge Road, stated that the membership 1s around
650, but they 1imit it to 500 full famlly members who may use the golf course.
The club 1s used 7 days per week. They begin to play golf around 7 A.Mi and
they play until nightfall or until about 9:06 F.M., There are 230 parking
spaces.

Mr. Smith stated that this resfdential are& s -wow bullt up around this Club
and 1t seems that the hours should be controlled. He asked when the tennis
courts were put in.

Mr. Best stated that they hawe been there for 7 or 8 years.

Mr. Smith stated that the 1ights from the courts would affect the resldents
across the street.

Mr. Elson stated that the existing courts are almost 300 feet from the fight-

of-way and the only area that could possibly be affected would be Coustry Club
View. He stated that because of the topography of the land, the llights do not
shine on any of the houses.

Mr, Best stated that the lights are on an aubtomatic switch which cut off at
11 P.M, and the lights ahine directly ontc the court. There have been ho
complaints about. the 1igKEs that he. knows. of. The pool closes at 5100 P.M.
at nkght. Occasionnil_; hey have a party at the pool onee or twice a year,

Mr. Smith stated that #hox .could get speclal permission from the Zoning
Administrater for their after-hours partiles,

Mr. Best stated in answer to Mr. Smith's question, that the golf course is not
lighted. He stated that generally the Club stays open until 12:00 midnight
during the week and 1:00 A.M. on weekends, Friday and Saturday nights, and
until 1:30 A.M, Tueasdays.
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Mr. Elson then went into the warilance part of the application. He stated that
they would like to put up a H-foot fence on the property line that abuts

Route #123. The statement of justification in the flle sets forth the feeling
of the Board of Directors of the need for a fence for gecurity reasons. If th
requirement of 50 feet was requlred, 1t would do harm as far as two of the gol
holes are concerned in that area. The course is an 18-hole course which is
standard, however, 1t had to be arranged in such a fashion so as to utilize
all the existlng property because there 1s not sufficient square footage to
provide for a professlonal 18-hole course.

With regard to the Staff Report, the plan, as originally proposed by the Club,
provided for a flare in the main entrance off Route #123 s0 there would be a
provision for site dlstance for motor vehlcles enterling and exiting the Club.
They have also congldered the possibility of the Commonwealth of Virginla
exercising thelr right of emlnent domaln by wldening Route #123. They do not
wish the publle to go to any further expense Insofar as thelr having to remove
any structures, therefore, in view of that, he and the Board of Directors have
proposed that an agreement be entered into with the approprlate County
authorities, in that if this Board were to allow the Club to place & fence in
a posltion other than that which 1s requlired under the 50 foot setback require
ments on Route #123, that the Club would, in the event of eminent domaln, re-
move, at their expense, that which they had been allowed to bulld and move it
back from the then existing right-of-way in the event of condemnation. He
stated that he could not %ell the Board what the plans of the State Department
of Highways are_ and he didn't feel Mr. Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering
could elther. They are aware of the staff's requirements regarding safeguardl
the public. There will be no clalms for damage as far as the removal of the
fence.

Mr. Smith stated that at thls polnt, they have offered no Justification for
this fence under the ordlnance.

Mr.. Elson stated that the Justification 1s the 1ssue of the securlty of the
members using. the c¢lub and to the club property. He went Into detalls and
ineldences regarding this.

Mr. Kissel, 1n charge of malntenance of the greens, spoke to this polnt.
Another gentleman from the Club spoke ﬁith regard to the. fence.

The Assistant Manager, Mr. Malcolm Buckannan, 6908 Constance Drive, Springfiel
spoke regarding the fence.

Dr. Linne, one of the contlguous property owners, spoke in opposition, He sals
atated that the fence is partially erected. He explalned to the Board the
location of- the part of the fence that 1ls erected. He also indicated the
areas where the poats have been erected.

Mr. Rush, 5021 Ox Road, faclng the course, spoke 1n copposition to thls varlance
He also stated that should. the Club be allowed to put up thlis fence, there
would be a problem of malntaining the embankment between the fence and the
right-of-way. He stated that they do a very poor Job of maintaining the bank
now and he was sure the same thing will happen iFf they put up a fence. He
further stated that the area they are talklng about 1s only a practice course.

Mr. Smith read a letter fron Mr. and Mrs. John Delansky, 10722 Ames Street,
in opposition to thils variance.

There Were also other letters in the file in opposition - Mr. Charles Gott,
1p721 Ames Street, F. W. McGrall, 5103 Ox Road, Mr. MeGrew, 10742 Marlborough
and Roy €. Evans, President of the Country Club View Citizens Assbdclation.

In Mr. Evans' letter, he stated that thelr association feels this fence will
create a correction 1nstitutional atmosphere and will have an adverse impact
on thelr community which 13 the subdivision that is dlrectly across from the
requested fence and is the subdilvision that will have to look at 1t.

In rebuttal, Mr. Elson stated that 1f the Highway'Depaftment's plan goea throu
they will condemn the houses that are across the street. He stated that what
the County Club %s asking 1s, that they be allowed to protect thelr property.

Mr. Smith stated that they could by right erect a Y4~foot fence along their
front property line, or they could set back 50 feet and erect the 6=-foot fence
He sald that he was surprised to learn that the fence was partlally erected.
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Mr, Runyon stated that the fence seems to have caused a considerable amount
of controversy. He stated that he has looked at the club and 1t 1s attractivef
but he would like to meet wlth the greens keeper and see how this affects the
greens. He stated that it fs difficult for him to see a lot of hardship
involved. He stated that he would hate to see a fence along there himself,
but that doesn't have anything to do with the law.

In application number S-255-73, application by Court House Countpy Club of
Fairfax, Inc., under Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit
Country Club use on property located at 5110 Ox Road, Springfleld District,
also known a8 tax map 68-1((1})20 & 18, County of Falrfax, Mr. Runyon moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the puplic by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to:contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 20th
day of March 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findlings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subjJect property ls Court House Country Club
of Falrfax, Inc.
2. That the present zoning is RE-1.
3. That the area of the lot is 151.3463 acres.

of law: :

1. That the applicant has presented testimony 1ndicating compliance wit
Standards for Specilal Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contailned in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordlnance. -

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the followlng conclusioiﬁ

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appliecation be and the same
hereby granted with the following limitations: :

1.  This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not tranaferab
without further action of'thls Board, and 1s for the locatlon indicated in th
appiication and is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall explre one year from this date unless constructlon
or operatlon has started or unless renewed by actlion of this Board prior to
date of explration. :

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Boar
of .Zoning Appeals (othei than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speclal, Use Permit, shall require approw
of the Board:of Zoning Appeals. Tt.shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
'minor englneering detaills) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Special Use Permlt.

4, The granting of this Specilal Use Permlt does not constitute an
exemption from the varlous legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. . Thé-Permittee shall be responslble for complylng with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Reaidential
Use Permit 18 obtalned.

. -5.. The resolutlon pertaining to the granting of the Speclal Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplclous place along with the Non-Residential Use
Permit on the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departments of
the Gounty of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use,

6. Membership limited to 500 full membership.

- 7. Operation to run Monday through Sunday, golf. from sunrise to sunset.
Tennis from 7 A.M. .to-11 P.M. Pool from 9 A:M., to 9 P.M. with 6 after hours
parties permitted per year upon approval of the Zoning Administrator. Bulldl
operation.hours are not limited, but as in the entlre operation, this is sub-}x
ject to reevaluation 1f ‘community obJectlions arise.
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Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon and the motion passed 3 to 0. Mr. Kelley
abstained. Mr. Baker was absent.

memgers to meet with the greens keeper and to view the property until May 8,
1974,

Mr. Smith stated that the plats should have shown the greens. It would have
been helpful, he stated.

/

10:20 - KATHRYN ANNE BRUCH, application under Section 30-7.2.6.1.5 of Ordimancg

to permit continuance of halr dressers shop in residence, 4 1/2 days
per week, 3120 Chepstow Lane, Bel-ailr Subdlvision, 50- H((EO))NOQ,
(7,322 aquare feet). Mason Distriet, R-10, S-16-74. L

Mr. Glangreco, attorney for the applicant, represented her-before the Board.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contlguous owners were Michael
E. McKensle, owner of the property at 3121 Chepstow Lane, the house immediatel]
next door to the subject property; and Patricla Morrison, 6819 Donahue.

Mr. Giangreco submltted 34 letters in favor of the application. He stated
that the applicant has been cperating since 197:. She has no help. 3She
operations 4 days a week. She does not operate on Saturday, Sunday or Monday.
The hours of operation are from 8:00 A.M. to B:00 P.M,

There were 15 neighbors :in the audience in support of the applicatlon.

There was no opposition to the application.

30-7.2.6.1.5 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permlt halr dresaers shop in residenc
on property located at 3120 Chepstow Lane, alsSc known as tax map 50-4({20))40

County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appe&ls adopt the
following resolution:

In application number 3-16-T4, application by XKathryn Anne Bruch under Sectioz}

WHEREAS, the captloned appllcation has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publle by advertisement in a. local
newspaper, poating of the property, letters to contlguous ‘and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th
day of April 1974,

WHEREAS, the Board of Zontgg Appeals has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Howard H. & Kathryn A. Bruc
2. That the present zoning 1g R-10.
3. That the area of the lot is 7,322 square feet.

of law:

1. 'That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance wit
Standards for Speeial Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained 1n Seetign
30-7.1.1 of the Zomimg Ordlnance.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the Tollowlng conclusio
:I

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subjeect application be and the same i
hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to:the applicant only and 1s not transferabl
without further aection of this Board, and is for the loeatlon indicated 1n the
application and 1is not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from thls date unlesa construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to th
date of expiration.

Mr. Runyon moved to defer the varlance application in order to allow the Beard)

[
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3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, addltional uses, or changes 1in the plans approved by the Boarg
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speéial Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zonlng Appeals., It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering detalls) without Board of Zoning Appedls approval, sh&#n
constitute a violatlon of the conditlons of this Special Uge Permit.

4, The granting of this Speclal Use Permit does not constltute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State., The Permittee shall be respoensible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residentlal
Use Permit is obtalned.

5. The resclution pertalning to the granting of the Special Use Permilt
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspiclous place along with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Falrfax during the hours of operatlon of the permitted use.

6. The operation iz run Tuesday through Friday, 8 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.

—

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was
abaent.

/f

10:40 - CHRVSLER REALTY CORP., appllcatlion under Section 30-7.2.10.3.8 of
Ordinance to permit new and used autos - sales room, full service
facilities appurtenant thereto and other normal ancillary activities,
7507 ge;sbﬁrg Pike, 10-3({1))1, Providence District, 5.328 acres,
C-D, 5=-9=T4,

Mr. Richard Hobscn, 4101 University Drive, Falrfax, attorney for the applicant],
represented the applicant before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. Mr. &, Holt wasz the only contiguoul
property owner, that:was notified. Mr.Prochise, the adjacent property owner -
was not notified. He sgthended the meeting with the citizens and the Planning
Commissilon. ' He stated that he had been advised that Mr. Prochise would sign
a waiver, but they do not have 1t.

There were several people in the room in oppositicn to this applicatlon. One
of the gentleman spoke before the Board regarding this neotiflcation. He atat%ﬂ
that he felt the- Board should move ahead.

Mr. Smith stated that if the Board was 1in agreement, they would move -ahead
wlth the case. ' He asked Mr. Hobson to get the additional walver of notice
to the Board as soon as possible.

Mr. Hobson stated that the proposed use 1g a newrand used car-sales operatlon.
The operation will be fully enclcsed and will operate from Ti00 A.M. to

10: 00 P.M. They will have up to 75 employees 1f sales go well. There will

be no outside loud speakers and the lights will be confined to the slte. Thi
will serve the general public and the County at large. One- of the things tha
could go in by right on C-D property 1s an automoblile supply store, an auto-
mobyi¥e sales fagility with mo outside display of vehlcles, grocery stores,
restaurants, bowling alleys, skating rinks. There are a variety of types of
uses 1n the zone which do not cater to a neighborhood facility. The staff
report addresses thils polnt. The property 18 located on Route #7, bordered
on the west by C-N zonlng and on one side is an Esso Station operatling with a
Special Use Permit. Across the road is the Plmmit H1lls Shopping €enter whiecH
1s zoned C=D and contalns a number of uses, one of which 48 & 7-11 Store. O
The scuth of bthe property is zoned C-N and 1s proposed for a convenlence re-
tail center. The site plan has been approved for that convenience shopping i
center. ‘That 1s important, he stasdd, and he wanted the Board to reallize thag.
That C-N property is- directly behind- this subjeet property. It has 25,000
feet of retall space. There 1s alsc & strip of land along Pimmit Hills Drive
that has now been zoned C-N and C-D. C-N adjacent to the other C-N and C-D
adjacent to the subject property.
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In the PDH-20 parcel of land, there 1s a development plan which allows for

a shopping center. This 1= an approved plan. So, there 1s planned & retail
shopping center of 70,000 square feet and 25,000 square feet., These uses
and these zonings have been adopted since the Jefferson Master Plan was
adopted 1in 1965.

He submitted to the Board a copy of the Jefferson Master Plan.

Dr. Charles B. Hall, 8601 Burdett Road, Bethesda, Maryland, spoke before the
Board in favor of this application. He stated that he was pushed out of Falrf
County by virtue of the request he made for commercial =zonlng in 1969. He
stated that he moved to' Fairfax County in 1940 when there was only about

five residences around him. Hls next door neighbor where the Esso station 1is
now was Flora Crater. He had a- ¢ommercial egg business, He stated that he
enjoyed 33 years of living at that locatlion, but the Increase in taxes which
went from$l,250 to $2,000 and then after commerclial zoning $6,000. It was
reassessed 3 years ago to $9,300 a yéar. He atated that he 1s Just & dentist
and 18 more than 68 years old.  He stated that he hoped that the property woul
be gllowed to be used fer thils purpose.

He spoke for some length about the history of this parcel of land.and the
surrounding area.

The Board recessed for lunch and returned to continue the hearing on this
case.

Mr., Amos, 9525 Georgla Avenue, Sllver Spring, Maryland, engineer on this

project, spoke to the Board. He went into the details of different ltems
on the site plan. He stated that water could be retalned on the site and
that planting could be provided as required by the Parking Lot Ordinance.

Mr. Hobacn stated the fence surrounding this would be 6§ feet high and this
use could be baffled 1f the Board so deslred. There are 173 parking spaces
shown on the site plan for used car dlsplay, customer service and service
parking. He stated that 1n addition there 1s alsoc a new car storage area
of gpproximately 200.

Mr. Dolf R. Traver, Real Estate Regional Mansger for Chrysler Realty, spoke
before the Board. ' His address is P. 0. Box 809, Warrenton, Virginia, He
explained to the Board why thelr firm selected thls site for a potentlal
dealership. He stated that it fronts a good arterial road. Thls i an

areg where they can continue to serve the market that they have been serving
in Falls Church and known as the Falls Church Chrysler dealership. They wish
to move from that locatlon as thelr lease will expire soon., He atated that
this facility would be compatible with the service statlion that 1s next door
and would be ania@fvantage.Jt would eiiminate any need for gasoline service on
thelr property. They coild utilize the service statlon for gas. In answer
to Mr. Hobson's question, 1f there is any requirement or necessity for a new
car dealerahlp to be located in close proximity to another car dealership,
Mr. Traver stated that there was none at all. It is presently located in
Falls Church in an area dlsassoclated with any other dealershlp. There was

a Dodge dealer within 12 blocks on the same hlghway. It has now moved to
another area in Fairfax City. He stated that 1t 1s not an advantage to hagwe
both of thelr dealers too closely located in the same sales area because then
they become competitive within their -own company.

In answer to Mr, Hobson's question, Mr. Traver stated that the nolse from the
operation, if any, .and the lights could be pestricted to the site.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Traver stated that the waste oil tank
18 usually Just fnside the wall of the rear service area of the dullding or Ju
cutside with a capacity of 2 or 3 months of waste ¢ll whieh is drawn out throu
a plpe by a trucking firm for that purpose, periodically.

Mr. Smith stated that thils is not indicated on the plats.

Mr. Smith asked if this use would be screened from the residential property
as shown on the site plan. Mr. Traver answered that 1t would.

ﬁ
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In answer to Mr. Kelley's questlon, Mr. Hobson stated that the buildlng would
be metal construetlon and would be one-stary.

In answer to Mr, Smlth's questicn as to whebther or not there would be a free
standing sign, Mr, Hobson stated that the ordinance would not permit a free
standlng sign.

Mr. Smith stated that only a bullding sign would be permitted.

Mr, Hobson stated that he would like for Mr. Steve Peterson, traffic planning
engineer, 16628 South West Street, Galthersburg, Maryland, to testify as an
expert witness before the Board on traffic related to this use. Mr. Peterson
has appeared before this Board on previous occasions and also before the
Circuit Court as an expert witness on traffic.

Mr. Peterson stated that he dld a site inspection where he observed the
property and the surrounding road system. He had a traffic count cenducted
at Route #7 and Pimmit Drive. He also toock a series of evaluations of the
proposed use and other potentlal uses of this C-D area.

Mr. Smith asked 1f these potentlal uses were uses by right or by Special
Use Permit.

Mr. Peterson stated that the uses he was refering to were uses by right as

he understood the ordinance, possible offlce use 1limlted to three stories in
height, shopping center uses which are permitted by right in a C-D zone. He
stated that in comparison it appeared to him that this 18 one of few opportunﬁties
for a Board like this to help the traffic problem rather than create one. Th
comes about because an automoblle dealership requires a large parcel of land
to operate on, but 18 one of the lower generstors of traffic st peak traffilec
perlods. He gave several examples such &3 Yorktown Shopping Center and a
three story office buildling.

Mr. Robert W. Territt, 2706 Cathedral Avenue, Washington, D.C. of Chrysler,
spoke before the Board. He stated that they prepose to move their location
at 357 South Washington Street, Falls Church to this area because they feel
this location will be to their advantage because. they can serve the area that
they are serving now and serve Pimmit Hills area and also McLean area. They
have to move away friom the Falls Church area because thelr lease 1s expiring.

In answer -to Mr. Hobson's question, Mr. Territt stated that the nolse and
lights could be'eonfined to the site and there would be no prohlem operating
this use adjacent to a gasoline service station.

Mr. Carl Zlmmer, Pimmit H11lls, spoke before the Board in opposition to this
application.

In answer to Mr. Smith's question, Mr. Zimmer stated that he was not connected
with any development in the area.

Mr. Carl! Zimmer, 2023 Maynard Drive, Falls Church, President of the Pimmit
Hills Citizens' Association, Inc., spoke 1n opposition to this application.
He presented a six-page statement to the Board whlch can be found in the flles

After Mr. Zimmer's statemept, Mr. Smith stated that this Board has to base 1t
dectsion on standards set forth in the Ordinance as far as Special Use Permit
are concerned.

Mr. Zimmer also presented & petltion to the Board from residents of the
Arrowhead, Idylwood and Forest Hills developments in opposition to this
application as 1t would ¢reate an impaet on thelr residentlal environment 4
wlth. uneontrolled nolse, display lights, sales banners, external loud speakerd|
open yard auto dlsplay, including wrecks or inoperable autos, and traffic. -
They are of the opilnion.that S-9-T4 would be an 1nappropriate use of thia
C-D parcel of land according to the adopted Master Plan, There were 338
signaturea presented.

Mr. Smith read & letter from the Dranesville Distriet Counecil of Civic
Assoclations, 1521 Forest Vi1lla Lane, MeLean, Virginla, stating that the
requested use appears to be an lnappropriate use for the subject parcel.
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Mr. Smith then read a letter from J. M., Markovechick, President of the Idylwood
Civic Assoclatlon, setting forth thelr oppesition to this use as they felt it
would destroy the character of the nelghborhood. They requested that this
application be denied.

Mr. Runyon inquired of Mr, Zimmer as to how this application does not meet
the requirements of Section 30-7.10.3.8.

Mr._ﬁimmer stated that the applicants have made ne provislon for housing
automoblile wrecks so they are out of public view.

Mr. Smith stated that they .are prohibited by the Ordinance from storing them
ocutaide.

Mr. Runyon stated that he was reading over the Ordinance as Mr. Zimmer was
talking and he would like ia clarification as to how the appllicanta ‘do hot -
meeg the two sections Mr. Zimmer refeired to, Seetion 30-7.2.10.7 and 30-7.2.
10.8(a). N

Mr. Zimmer stated that this 1s not an appropriate use for this parcel., He
asked why the citizens have to be lnconvenienced with this type of situation
when they basically have a residential area.

Mr. Runyon stated that the Board has to determine whether or not the applilcant
meets the legal requirements of the Ordinance.

Mr. Ben Aiken, President of the Lemon Road Citizens Assoclation, 7142 Penquin
Place, Falls Church, speke 1n opposition to the application.

In answer to Mr. Smith's questlion, he stated that he was not connected with
any other development in the area. He stated that he 1s Invelved 1in real
estate in Washington, D.C. but nothing in Virginla.

Mr. Aiken spoke to the flooding problem 1n thls area. He asked that the Boar
be cognizant of this problém ’ T

Mr. Smith stated that if this 1s in connection with something Public Works
is involved with, the applicant has indlcated that they could provide re-
tenticn of runoff oin the premizses, so in view of that, hé stated that he did
not feel this particular applicatlon would have any effect on the flood
conditlon.

He showed the Board pictures he had taken on March 3, 1974,

Mr. Smith stated that the opposition has now had more time than the applicant
He, therefore, asked the future speakers to confine thelr remarks to aomethin@
that has not been said.

Mr. James C. Allen, 7400 Leesburg Plke, spoke in oppesitloh to thia applicatiJ
He stated that he concurred with the statements made by Mr. Zlmmer and Mr.
Alken,

Mr. Jim Scott, 713 Kinga' Crown Court, Supervisor:from the Providence District
appeared before the Board. He stated that thls 1s the flrst time he has
appeared before this Board and he did not really have a great deal to say.

He stated that he wanted to be sure the Board was in receipt of the letter
from the Idylwood Citizens Association opposing this application.

Mr. Smith stated that that letter was in the file and would be made part of tJ
record. '

Mr. Scott stated that he has read the staff and Planning Commlssioh recom-~
mendations, both of which are in oppésition to this application. He asked
that Mr. Pammel, Director of the Divislion of Zoning Adminlstration,; be allowe
to speak to the Board. He stated that he would like to point out that the
citlzens who have been here today are not e¢ltlzens who come before the Board
of Supervisors and Board of Zoning Appeals consistently oppesing this type

of operation. He stated that he was sure some citlzens agsoclations seem

to do-juat that, but not Pimmit Hills and Lemon Road Clvic Assocclatlons. He
stated that the Board should note the lack of cpposition to the zonlng case
which resulted in C-D. He stated that he thought the original owner 1l1s now
before this Board. There has not been a change of ownership. At the time,
the original owner went before the Board of Supervisors for rezoning to C-D,
it was indicated that 1t would be a nelghborhood shopping center. There 1s

a matter of faith with the Master Plan and the citigens. If it were a dif-
ferent owner involved, I think maybe you would not find that the case. He
stated that he understood the dilemms this Board faces but he hoped that this

-
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Board would glve a good deal of weight to the fact that the County staff is lﬂ
strongly opposed to this appllicatlon and the Planning Commission has reccmmend
denlal and the citlzens who did not oppoBe the rezoning are overwhelmlngly
opposed to this applicatlon. All the technical problems that could have been
Lraised have been ralsed and he stated that he would not dwell on that.

Mr. Runyon stated that he wanted to go back to the specific standards. This
Board's dilemma 1s nothing like the Board of Supervisors dilemma. This Board'#
dilemma 18 not really a dllemma as much a8 it i3 an interpretation of the
legal aspecta of the Ordinance. All we really have to find is whether 1%
meets the standards or not. He told Mr. Scott that his Board has a lot more
involved than this Board does. He stated that he 1s 8t1ll wrestling with a
lot of:vthese particular standards that theuopposi:}Engh&s stated the applicant
does hot ' :. . meet, and, yet, he stated that as/reads them, they do meet
them. He asked Mr. Secott if, maybe, he could sh&d seme llight on these
particular things or perhaps Mr., Pammel could do that, as to how they do not
meet the apecific atandards for thls particular use in this particular gzone.

Mr. Scott stated that he was 1n somewhat of a disadvantage to try and interpret
the Zoning Code. He stated that this is not an area or expertlse as he was
not a lawyer, or a person who 1s actively engaged in the real estate business,
or anything related to it. He stated that he would rely to a great extent on
the staff recommendation and the PFlanning Commission recommendatlon. He state
that they have reviewed the technlcal aspects of thils application. He gtated
that his reason for being here was to polnt out to the Board, #1. that there
is an overwhelming technical recommendation by the staff in opposition and, #2
there is overwhelming citizen opposition. Where there 1s some discreticn at
all, it seems that it would be a good 1dea to follow to the extent possible,
thelr adviee. On the question on the order of development, he stated, that

he felt this use 18 not consistent with thessplans. The applicant or at least
the owner is the same owner of the land that was involved in the original
zoning application for C-D and who made & commitment at the time with what was
in conformance with the plan and consistent with orderly development. He .
stated that he wanted to talk also about the sewer question, which 1s a matter
a little bit aside, but. someone made a polnt about 1977 when the lease runs
out, he stated that: even if this use was granted and the site plan was submittyd
for peview, to think the sewer would be avallable by 1977 when the lease runa
out would be really dreaming. The capaclty certainly is not there in the

Biue Plains Plant and any. of the efforts to upgrade the plant will not be
completed in time for a mowe from the Falls Church location teo thls locatlon.
Therefore, 1t seems there will have to be an extension of the lease or another
location in the interim.

Mr. Smith told Mr. Scott that the Board Just recelved the Planning Commission
recommendation this morning so the Board has not had an opportunity to study
it, but the Board has read it. As Mr. Runyon pointed out, this Board has to
base its decision on the merits of the case as far as the standards.and
eriteris set forth in the Ordinance passed by the leglslative body .

Mr. James D. Pammel, Director of Zoning Administration, gave a few brief
comments to the Board. He stated that he felt very compelled to ceme before
the Board to draw the Board's attentlon tc ene major aspect of the case and
that.was the fact that when thls case was brought before the Board of Super-
visors, and, he stated that he reallsed that this is not one of this Board's
speciflec criteria, but when it came before the Board.cf Supervisors in 1969,
it was rezoned by the Board .on the very basis that was represented to the
Board and that was for a neighborhsod retall center. It stated very clearly
in the applicant's Justificatlion that this would be a nelghborhood retail
center. There was no opposition expressed by the community, nome by the staffi
none by the Commlission, &hd none by the Board because thils was on the Jefferaq
Plan as a neighborhood retail center for this area of the County. It was to
be tled in with another nelghborhood retall center which was on the other side
of the street, the Pimmit Hill Shopping Center, so these two centers in concer
would provide the necessary nelghborhodd.retall shops for both sldes of Route

#7 without the neces#fyy &f people having to cross the street from, say the GJ
acuth side to the north_ side. It 1s an important thing and he asked the Boardys
earnest consideration of this matter that he brought before them. It 1s a
rapresentation made by an applicant. He stated that he realized fthat the
applicants here today were not a party totthat commitment, but it 1s a commit-
ment. ‘It was a. representation made before the Board, set forth 1n writing as
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part of that case. He stated that he thought this was important. He felt it
1s necessary to bring thls out and let the cltizens know that we are concerned
with the representation that was made. He =tated that .. they cannot conditign
zoning either, but he stated that he thought it is important and it is certainr
a moral issue involved when somebody says, "I'm going to do somethling, this is
my proposal”, And a few years later somebody else comes along and does some-
thing 180 degrees different, or maybe a different concept. The people do raise
questions and they are concerned of what 1& golng on,when somebody makes a
representation and that representation does not come true and this is why he
felt compélled to appear to thls Board to let this Beard know that these
representations were made. He stated that he was a member of the sgtaff that
reviewed that zoning request and addressed it when it did come in,’and made:the
presentation before the Board when the property was rezoned, :

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Pammel 1f the owner of the property has made an attempt
to gevelop 1t in the retall shopping center category.

Mr. Pammel sald not to his knowledge. The most recent activity was the parcel
immediately to the rear which 1s indicated on the map as C-N.

Mr. Smith asked 1f that parcel 1s controlled by Mr. Hall.

Mr. Pammel answered No, that that 1s a free standing facility. The staff was
hopeful that that parcel could be combined with the plece 1n front and developgd
as one ceénter, but 1t was represented as a free standing, small scale shopplng
center.

Mr. Smith stated that in other words, the owner of the property has, %o the
best of Mr. Pammel's knowledge, ... made no attempt to develop this parcel 1n
questlon.

Mr., Pammel stated that none as far &s he was aware.

Mpr. Barnes asked 1f the owner of the property at the tlme of the rezonlng for
tha! ¢«D, stated definitely it was golng to be a shopping centen:

Mr. Pammel, stated that he has the justiflcatlion.
Mr. Hobson asked to see 1t.

Mr. Smith asked Mr. Pammel if he had the minutes of the meeting of that case.
Mr. Pammel stated that he would read it. He stated that 1t is a Justificatlon
that 18 included 1n every rezoning applicatlon that is submitted to the County
It is not under $lgnature, none of these are.

Mr. Smith asked 1f Mr. Hall made the statement or his agent.
Mr. Pammel stated that he would have to asgume that 1t was made by hls agent.
Mr. Smith asked who that agent was.

Mr. Pammel stated that the attorney of record was Mr. Hazel. He stated that
it stastes simply, "The subject property is ideally situated by a neighbarhood
pretall shopping use, and is planned for such use on the Jefferson Comprehensiv
Plan adopted October 27, 1965, by the Board of Superviscers..." (Statement 1in
file) Mr, Pammel Stated that it goes on to. say that the property 1s bounded
by several streets. .

Mr. Smith stated that it also stated that all uwtilities are available.

Mr. Pammel stated that that was correct and they were availablé at that polnt
in time. They are not avallable now. .

Mr. Smith asked Mpr. Mitchell to see that Mr. Hobsen recelved a copy of the
justification they were dlscussing.

Mr. Runyon stated that getting back tc his original gquestlon he asked Mr. Pamle
1f he felt that 30-7.1 1s the one the applicant really doesn't meet. And ‘that)
the applicant does not meet the general requlrements of the character amd
development in harmony with the purposes of the Comprehensive Plan, ete.

/60
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Mr, Pammel stated that fhat 1a correct and that there is no question in his
mind that this was definitely establlished on the plan and has been as long as
he has been with the County as a neighborhood commercial center and an auto-
mobile dealership does not depend on the nelghborhood for its support. It
depends on a much larger geographlec area.

Mr. Runyon asked Mr. Pammel 1f that 1s the criterla that he wanted the Board
to hang their hats on;

Mr. Pammel anawered "Yes".

Mr. Kelley thanked Mr. Scott and Mr. Pammel for coming forward and talk abeut
exactly what he was golng to ask about. March 18, 1969, this was zoned from
RE-1 to C-D with the express purpose that was fust read by Mr. Pammel. The
Board of Supervisors did this in good faith and Dr. and Mrs. Hall hawe owned
this for 35 or 40 years. He stated that it was clear to him that this 1s not
the type of commercial center contemplated in‘that area. He stated that he
felt that we owe these people——the Board of Zoning Appeals, the Board of
Supervisors and the Planning Commisslon, as 1t was 8pecifically- zoned for a
neighborhood commercial,center. .

Mr. Hobson stated that he lnew he couldn't persuade him otherwlme and he
wouldn't even try, but he wanted to talk about 1t. He stated that he appreci-~
ated what Mr. Kelley says, but what he 18 saylng to the Board is that that 1s
not what this Board 1s designed to de. He read the same sentence in Mr. Hazel
justificatlon that was turned in with the rezoning applieation,, "... the
subject property 1s ideally situated for a neighborhocd retall shopping c¢enter
use and 18 planned for such®use on the plan..." That is not a commitment.

He. stated hit is saying that - "my plan-1s within the scope of the plan®, it
18 not Dr. Hall saying, "I'm going to bulld a shopping center on my property”,
that. 1s just saying "I come within the scope of the plan" and that 1s a
justification for zoning 1t for a new zone, The Board did not zone it PDC
zone, which 1s conditlonal zoning with a development plan for a shoppling cente
They .zoned 1t for C-D and any use permitted by right can go in that C-D zone.
There is & multitude of uses that can go into a shopping center and one of
them is an automoblle sales facility. ST

Mr. Smith stated that that did not need a Use Permit.

Mr. Hobson stated that 4f this Board uses the standard of the repfesentation
made by Dr. Hallls attorney  at the time. The Board granted C~D, thls 1ia not
proper. He asked 1f Dr. Hall could come down and tell the Board that he didn’
do that. . W

Mr. Smith said Mr. Hobson had stated the case well for Dr. Hall. He sald the
Board. has spent enough time on that and he agreed with Mr. Hobson that the
Board should move on to the merits of the case..

Mr. Hobson stated in answer to some of the other points that were ralsed by
the opposition, that they were not golng to have wrecks outside the bullding,
but with an automobile facility that might go in by right in a shépplng centen
zoned C-D, one cauld have wrecked automoblles in there and the only control
one would have 1s the nuisance laws. If there 13- & complaint about any
violatione of the Ordinance, 1t can be brought tp the attention of the Zoning
Administrator. - There 1s a faclllity for wrecked cars lnside the bullding and
that 1s indicated on the plat in the folder. The dralnage 1s irrelevant.

We have sald that onsite drainage can be accommodated the same as for a shoppl
center or any other use permitted by right. There have been some figures on
traffic and he could have Mr. Peterson.come back up to make some gtatements

on that.

Mr. Smith stated éhat Mr. Peteraon had answered all the questions on traffic
and sinece he is a traffic expert and in view of nothing more than an opinion
from Mr. Zimmer, the Board will accept Mr. Peterson's statement.

Mr. Hobson stated that the statements that have been made of the lnappropriat
of this in this nelghborhood, that this 1s a residential neighborhood and thi
use is intruding into a residential neighborhood. This is zoned C-D in 1969.

/
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He agaln went into the zoning of the surrounding areasand they are not intrudi
into a residentlal: situation. He stated that he respects Mr. Kelley's views,

but he does not feel that the zoning case 1s a proper basls for thils Board toam
ce

deny- this Special Use Permit which meets the standards specified iIn the Ordin

Since 1969, PDH-20 has been located across the property which ls in accordance
with the residentlal density. PDH-20 includes 70,000 square feet of retaill
space with direct access right out on Pimmit Drive right. opposlte this propert
He put that site plan in the record. Since that time the Boggs property Just
off up to the left of. the site plan has been zoned C-O0L under Court order.
That is not in accordance with the residential neighborhood . in this plan. He
stated that there are many things that have happened and have been done by the
Board of Supervisors since 1960 that are agalnst the comprehensive plan of
Fairfax County and that the plan as a general gulde does not allow. The land
immediately to the west is zoned C-N and has a service statlon under a Special
Use - Permit thereon. The evidence before the Board shows that there is no
necessary relationship between one dealershlp and another and there ls no
problem with putting a dealershlp next to a service station. Now, that's what
the standards in the ordinance seem to speak about, the proximity of Group 10
uses t¢ one another. I3 there any problem? Are they consistent with one
another, or compatible? There 1s no evidence here that there 1s any incompat-
ibility with the service station and this use.. They respectfully submit that
Falls Church Chrysler Plymouth 1s in a lecation 1n Falls Church and they need

by commerclal except for 240 feet in the back of the property which 1s zoned
RM-23, C~N.on the back, C-D on the east, C-N to the left, and C-N across the
road, #c i1t 1s entipély surrounded by commercial zonlng except that portion

in the back. The Board c¢annot say that the appliecabtlon is intruding into a
residential situation., The property can be screened alehg the boundaries of
the residential land. He pointed out that Dr. Hall made no such commitment,
but even 1f he did, he stated that he didn't think that that i1s a basis for
this Board's denying a use whloh meets the standards of the Opdlnance. I will
admit that if he made a commitment, there 1s a moral problem but he didn't mak|
that commitment and we will have him, for the purpcses of the record, come
forward and tell you that he didn't.

a new location in the County. They come to thls Board in a C-D zone surrounder

Dr. Hall said that Mr. Hazel got the property zoned commercial. He said that
the only opportunity that he had had was Dr.Katzen: who 1ls the father and
mother and grandfather of all of Idd&pood Village and the shopping center to
be built right behind me, proceeded with Mr. Mozel inte his living room maybe
6 month -intervals to try to get him to go intc cahoots with him with a 99 year
lease or 49 year leame and said that the value of hls property wasn't gulte

as valuable as his (Dr. ¥atzen}. He said that with his frontage on Route #7
he couldn't help but fesl #¥at his property was just as valuabie as, wlth its
greater height and terrain, the property in back. He had not placed it in the
hands of any real estate man. He stated that he i1s only a denkist and not a
real estate operator.

Mr. Hobson asked him if he made any commitment at the time of zoning?
Dr. Hall stated, "No, I didn't open my mouth at that particular appearance.”

Mr. Hobson stated that a drive-in restaurant or an office bullding would be
more intense use than this use would be. He restated his position that (1)
no commitment was made by Dr. Hall, (2) if he dld make a commitment that 1s
not a legal basis for aome reason connected with the Master Plan, that the
Plan is a general guide, not a specific gulide, a more specific gulde is the
zoning, which is C~D.

Mr, Runyon moved to defer this case until May 8.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlion and stated that since 1969, the County has chanLed
hn

a lot and'as Mr. Hobson pointed out,they have not stayed with the Jefferson Pl
at all. This County 1s growlng so thére. are bound to-barchangesiin it.

The motlon passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was absent.
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11:00 - GOOD SHEPHERD CATHOLIC CHURCH, app, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
Ordinance to permit addition to church facility, 8710 Mt. Vernon
‘Highway, 110-2((1})224, (11.026 acres), Mt. Vernon District, RE-C.5,
Owner: Catholic Diocese of Richmond, S-17-74.

Notices to property owners were 1n order. The contiguous property owners weréd
Lt. Col. Michael J. Myers, 8714 Curtis-Avenue, ‘Alexandria and Dana S: Klerstea
8720 Braddock Avenue,. Alexandrla. ) T

Rev. Thomas Qullan represented the appllicant before the Board. He stated that
they wish to add an addition to each slde of the exlsting church. The area
of the tract i1s 11.026 acres. The origlnal site plan for the church was
9.1726 acres. This addition willi:be used for normal church activities. The
proposed number of seats for the church is 1,000. They are providing 411
parking spaces.

Mr. David Gallagher, 116 North St. Asaph Street, Alexandrila, spoke to the BoarJ
regarding the archltecture of the additions, He stated that the proposal as
it stands now is to use brick painted white, or use stuceco.

In application number-S-17-T4, application by Good Shepherd Catholle Church
under Section 30-7.2.6,1.11 of the Zonlng Ordinance, to permlt additlon to
church facility on property located at 8710 Mt. Vernon Highway, Mt. Verncn
pistrict, also known as tax map 110-2((1))22A, County of Fairfax, Mr. Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng resalution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applicatlon has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning “Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlge to the public by advertisement in a lecal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th
day of April 197h.- )
WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the followlng findings ol fact;

1. That the owaer of the subjJect property 1s Cathollic Dioccese of Rich-

mond.

2. That the present zoning is RE-0.5.

3. That the arma of the lot is 11.026 acres,

4, That compliance with all applicable County Codes 18 required.

of law: ;

1. '"That the applicant has presented teatimony indicating compllance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses In R Districts as contained 1n Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordlnance, and :

AND, WHEREAS, the.Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusionw

N@W, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
is hereby granted with the followlng limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted to the appllcant only and is not transferabld
without further action of this Board, and is for the location Indicated 1n the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2, fThis permit shall-expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by actien of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval i1s granted for the buildings and uses lndicated on the
plans submitted with this application, Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additicnal uses, or changes in the plans approved by the
Board-of Zoning Appeals:{other than minor engineering details) whether or not
thesze additional uses or changes require a Speclal Use Permit, shall require

approval -of -the Board of foning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permltteq

to -apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such .approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering detalls) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation -of -the conditions of this Speclal Use Permit.

k. The granting of this Special Use Permlt does not constitute an exemptiTn

from the various legal and established pProcedural requirements of this County
and State. The Permittee=shall be responsible for complying with these

requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Realdentlal Use Permft

1s obtained.

Mr. Barnes Seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 0, Mr. Baker was abse
BT N
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11:40 - CENTRAL FAIRFAX SERVICES POR RETARDED PERSONS, INC., application under
Seetlon 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance, to permit school of general educatidgn
9019 Little River Turnplke, 58- #((1))1 Annandale Distrlct, RE-1,
Providence Uhited Presbyterian Church, S-~18-T%.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contlguous property owners were
Vilimantas Valtas, 36159 0ld Post Road, Eairfax, Virginla, Annandale Methodlat
Church, c/o Vernon Lynch, 6935 Columbia Pike, Annandale, and E. Preston and
Rena XK. Hunt, 9111 Little River Turnpike, Fairfax, Virginia.

Mr. Art Zieregg, attorney with Hazel, Beckhorn and Hanes, 4084 University Drivq,
represented the applicants befors the Board.

Mr. Zleregg stated that the applicants are expanding their program. They now
have an operation at the Lutheran Church. The Special Use Permit for this
location was granted In September of 196%, to have 20 children. They would
1ike to have 25 chlldren. This is a. private, non-profit school that provides
training, education and superviston for retarded adults who reside in Fairfax
County. The adults will be transperted to and from the bullding by Falrfax
County school buses. The program will.be 1n session 5 days per week, 12 monthj
per year from 10:00 A.M. te 4:00 P.M. During the schocl year, all Falrfax Counyly
public school closings will be observed.

Mr. Smith asked if there 1s an agreement wilth the church.
Mr. Zieregg stated that there 1s a letter in the file regarding this.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board would need a more formal lease agreement than
the letter is. It should set forth the detalls of how many roems and the
definite or lndefinite perlod of time that is involved.

Mr. Paul Dougherty, Director of Mental Retardatlon with the Falrfax-Falls Churﬁh
Communiity Mental Health and Mental Retardation Services Board, which 13 an
arm of the Falrfax County Bovernment spoke in support of this appliecatilen.

Hev. Kenneth Holmstrup, Pastor of the Providence United Presbyterlian Church,
apoke in support of the application. -

It was the Board's decision to defer this case until April 24, for information
on the agreement with the church.

V4

12:20 - TYSON REGIONAL SHOPPING CENTER INC AND ROTH ENTERPRISES, INC.. app.
under Seetion 30-7.2.10.3.4 of Ordinance to permit motion pilcture
theatres, Tysons Corner Reglonal Shopping Center, 29-4((1))36, Dranes-
ville District, C-D, 2229 Chaln Bridge Road, S-19 74,

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners Were Herbert
Spruill, 1924 Dogwood Lane, Vienna, Virginia and Mrs. Isola K. Bloxton, 1928
Dogwood Lane, Vienna, Virginia.

Mr, Jeffrey B. Dierman, attorney for the applicant represented them before thJ
Board.

He stated that this 1s an applleation to permit operation of a moticn pleture
theatre with five (5) separate audltorlum® having a comblned seating capaclty
of 1,107, to be located in a portiem of the commercial floor area of Tysons
COrner Regional Shopping Center.:‘He stated that the center furnishes Roth wit
a bullding and Roth doea the rest. There will:be no outside structumal change
This i8 located in the existing lower mall of Tysons, acress the street from 3
Giant Food Store. They have gubmitted a rewvised parking plan to Preliminary
Engineering as per thelr request.

The Board then discussed the hours of eperation.

Mr. Paul Roth, 6309 Havaland Drive, Bethesda, Maryland, spoke regardlng the
hours. He asked that they be allowed to open at 9 A.M. and they do a great
deal of work with the schpdls and churches and PTA's where students are brough
to see a film 1r the morning and they would not want to be prohibited from doimg
that .
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DEFERRED CASES;

W. HOWARD ROOKS, applicatlon under Seetion 30-7.2.10.5.9 of Ordinance to permld
motel, 2908 Belvoir Drive, 93-3((2))1, 2, 3, 9, 10 & 14, Mount Vernon District
Hybla Valley Farms, (168,80%.66 square feet) C-G, S- 263 ~73, (Deferred from 1
1-22-73 because of the Emergency Ordinance; March 27, 1974, for plats and
elevations of building and rendering showing color panels, April 10, 1974, for
change 1n rendering and change 1n plats. )_ Plats have been received.

The applicant presented elevations of the building and a rendering as the
Board had requested. The plats had also been revised to show the Special Use
Permit limitation line outside the 22 feot travel lane.

In application number S-263-73, application by W. Howard Rooks, under Section
30-7.2.10.5.9 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit motel on property located at
2908 Belvoir Drive, Hybla Valley Farms, also known as tax map 93-3({2))1, 2,
3, 9, 10, & 1, Mount Vernon District, County of Falrfax, Mr. Keiley moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirement® of all applicable State and County Codes amd in accordance
with the by-laws of the Falirfax County Board of Zonlhg App#sls, and

WHEREAS, following proper notige to the public by advertlsement 1n & local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contlguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 27th
dayuof MaﬁCh 197% and deferred for further informatlon to 4-10-74 and again
to 4-1T7-T7

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Lester and Leah Wilcex and
Dorson W. and Beatrlee B. Wilgox.

2. That the present zening 1s C-G.

3. That the area of the lot is 77,666 square feet.

k., That compllance with all County and State Codes applicable thereto
is required.

5. That compllance wlth Site Plan Ordinance is required.

6. That property is subJect to Pro Rata Share for offsite drainage.

of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compllance with
Standards for Special Use Permlit Uses In C or I Districts as contained in
Seetion 30-7.1.2 in the Zonlng Crdinance, and

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following_conclusienj

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicatlon be and the same
i3 hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. Thls approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferale
without further action of thls Board, and is for the locatich indicated in the
application and is not transferable toc other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless constpuction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This epproval is granted for the bulldings and uses 1ndicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any addltlonal structures of any kind,
changes in ude, additloral.uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appe&ls (other than minor engilneering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva

of the Board of Zoning Appeals., It shall .be the duty of the Permittee to apply
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. . Ahy changes {othéx than min
engineering detalils) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall constitut
a viclation of the conditions of this 3Speclal Use Permit,.

/8¢

4. The granting of this .Special Use Permit does not constitute an exempton

from the various legal and established procedural requirements of this County
and State., The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with these requir
ments, Thia permit SHALL NOT be walid untlil a Non-Residentlal Use Permit 1=
obtained. ’
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ROTH THEATRE
Mr. Smith stated that he "felt 1t should be no later than 2 A .M,
Hearing no one to speak in favor or 1n oppositicn, the public hearing was cloEGL

In application number S-19-74, application by Tysons Corner Regionel Shopplng
Center and Roth Enterprises, Inc. under Sectlen 30-7.2.10.3.4 of the Zoning
Ordinance, to permit operatlon of a motion pleture theatre with five separate
auditoriums on property located at 2229 Chain Bridge Road, also known as tax
map 29-4((1))36, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zonlng
Appeals adopt the following resocolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publlec by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguocus and nearby property
owners, .and a publlc hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17 th-
day of April 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the fellowing findings of fact:

. That the owner of the subJect property is Tysons Triangle Ltd, Part-

nership.
2. That the present zZoning is {-D.

3. That the area of the lot is 78.1103 acres.

4. Compliance with 8ite Plan Ordinance required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng conclusionﬂ
of law: -

1. That the applicant has presented testlmony 1ndlcating compllance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contained in
Seetlon 30-7.1.2 in the Zoning COrdinance; and

NOw, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject_application be and the same
is hereby granted with the followlng limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the appllcant only and is not-transferabiJ,

without further #@otién of this Board, and is for the location indlecated in the
application and is not transferable to other land. :

2. This permit ‘shall expire dne year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or:unless renewed by actlion of this Beard prior $o
date of expiration.

3. This approval 18 granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plens submitted with this applicatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additlonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by.the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or fhangea require a Special Use Permit, shall require approva
of the Board of Zonlng Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor englneering detalls) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval,
shall constitute a violatlon of the conditions of this Special Use Permit,

4. The granting of this Speclal Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State., The Permittee shall be responsible for complying wlth
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Residentlal
Usze Permit 1s obtalned.

5. The resolation pertalning %o the grantlng of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conasplclous place along with the Certificate of Occupanc
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

: The seating capacity shall be 1107 seats.

7. Hours of operation: shall be 9:00 A.M. to:2:00 A.M.

8. A retabulatlion of-parking will be submltted to County Development.

9. This permit will run. f#8r 15'years with:the Zoning Administrator.
empowered to extend with new ledse. '

|

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was abse

s
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5., The resolution pertalning to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspiclous place along with the Certlificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of motel units shall be 88.

7. 'The minimum number of parking space shall be 96.

8. Landscaplng, screening and/or fencing shall be as approved by the
Director of County Development. ' Standard Fairfax County screening is required
along the east property line to screen proposed commercial use from abutting
residential property.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motlon passed 4 to 0.  Mr. Baker was
abgent. '

4

NO. VA. COMMUNITY COLLEGE FACULTY WIVES CHILD CARE CENTER, application under
Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit renewal of exlsting SUP for child
care center, 60 chlldrem, ages 2-12; T7:00 to 5:30 P.M., Monday through Frigay
Mason Digtrict, R-12.5, S=-12-T4, 61-2({1))254A, Culmore Methodlat Church.
(Deferred For formal agreement between day care center and church a&nd for a
revised letter from the Health Department regarding the number of children.}

The Board was in recelpt of both items.

In appliecation number S$-12-T4, applicatlon by Northern Virginia Community
College Paculty Wives Chlld Care Center, under Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.3 of the
Zoning Ordinance, to permit renewal of exlsting SUP for child care center,

60 children, ages 2-12, on property located at Culmore Methodist Church, alsc
krnown as tax map 61-2((1))25A, Mason District, County of Falrfax, Mr, Kelley
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the captloned applicatioﬁ has 5éen properly filed 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertisement 1n a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby- property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 10th.
day of April 1974, and deferred to the 17th of April, 1974, for letters from
church and Health Department. e

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of faet:
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Culmore Methodist Church.
2. That the present zoning 1s R~12.5. )

3, That the araa of the lot 1s 2.2626 acres.

4. That compliance with all applicable County and State Codes 1s require

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclﬁsion
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicatling compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectlon
30~7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicapion be and the same
1s hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval i1s granted to the appliecant only and 1s not transferabl
without further action of thils Board, and is for the location 1ndicated in the
application and 1s-not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from thig date unless censtructioen
or operation has started or unless renewed by actlon of this Board prior to
date of expiration.

3. This approval 18 granted for the bulldings and uses indlcated on the
plans submitted with this applicatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changez 1in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor engineerlng details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes.require & Special Use Pemrlt, shall requlre approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering detaills) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditions of this Specisal Use Permit.
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4, fThe granting of this Special Use Permlt does not constitute an
exemption from the various.legal and established procedural requirements
of this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying
with these requirements. ‘Mhis permlit SHALL NOT be valld until a Non-Re-
sidentlal Use Permit 1z obtained.

. The resclution pertaining to the granting of the Speclal Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTEP in a conspicloms place algng with the Certificate of Occupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Falrfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The maximum number of children shall be 65, ages 2-12.

7. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 5:30 P.M., Monday
through Prilday.

8.. The operation shall be subfect to compliance wlth the inspection
report, the requirements of the Fairfax County Health Department, the State
Department of Welfare and Institutlions and obtaining of a Certificate of
Occupancy.

g This permit shall be limited to the termination of the agreement with
subjJect church.

Mr, Barnes secdnded the motion. The motion passed & to 0. Mr. Baker was abseft.

/7

APTER AGENDA ITEMS:

Request for out-of-turn hearing. Greenbriar Clvie Assoclatilon, $-39-T4.
My. Smith read the request.

Mr, Kelley moved that the request be granted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was absent.

’

Request for Extension to Speclal Use Permit for B. P. 0il Corp., S8-50-73.
Granted April 18, 1973; located at Lee Jackson Highway and Galesbury Lane,
Chantilly. Mr. Smith read the request.

Mr. Barnes moved that they be gramted a f-month extenslon and that they be
reminded’ that this 1s the only extenslon that they can be granted.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motlon and the motion passed 4 to 0. Mr. Baker was
absgent. : .

/’

The hearing adjourned at 6:10 P.M.

/7

By Jane C. Kelsey
lerk - '
Dana Brandt, Typist

DATE APPROVED June 5, 1074
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Was Held on Wednesday, April 24, 1974, in the Board
Room of the Massey Bullding. Present: Daniel 3mith,
Chairman; George Barnes, and Charles Runyon. Mr.
Joseph Baker and Mr. Loy Kelley were absent.

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals / g7

The meeting was opened with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.

10:00 - FAITH BAPTIST CHURCH, application under Secotion 30-7.2.6.1.11 of
Ordinance to permlt use of office type trailer, 12' x 50' as an
office and Sunday School space on Sundays, 5723-5725 Telegraph
Road, 83-1((1))12, 23%,756 square feet, Lee Distriet, R-10, $-20-T74.

Rev. Rakes, 5723 Telegraph Road, represented the applicant before the Board.

The notices to property owners were in order. The contigucus property owners
were Mabel Ridgeway, 5721 Telegraph Road, Clarence Ellsworth, 5717 Telegraph
Road and Rozler C. Bayly, Bpx 136, Waterford, Virginla. Rev. Rakes stated
that they have submitted & photograph of the type of traller they wish to

put on their church- property. They wish to use this traller as an office

and for Sunday School classrooms. They were not sure as to the length of
time they would need to use this traller. ’

Mr. Smith stated thet thls Board only has authorlty to grant a 2-year
temporary use. He asked Mr. Covington to confifm this.

Mr. Covington stated that this is not in the Ordinance, it is just a policy
under Site Plan.

The Board discussed the letter from the bank glving the church permission to
park on their lot.

The Board then discussed the letter from Mr, Bayly stating that they did not
have permission to park on the parking lot of his shopping center, Which the
bank is a part. Mr. Bayly stated that the Chureh has revivals there durlng
the week and causes a congested parking area where the merchants' customers do
not have room to park.

Rev. Rakes astated that they dec have a parking area in the front of the Church,
but they were not able to put that on the plats because of the specilal re-
quirements in the Ordinance that says they cannot park in the front setback.

Mr. Smith read the letters in support of the application into the record. One
wasg from the Pullmans who live directly across the street and the Rldgeways
who live 1n the area. ’ .

There was no one present 1ln favor of thls use. There was no one present in
oppositlon to this use.

Mr. Runyon moved that thia application, 8-20-74, be deferred until May 8, 197hgd
for clarification on parking locatlion, and having those parking spaced indicat
on the plats, and information regarding the owner tenant relationship for the
parking.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and the motlon passed 3 to 0. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Kelley were absent.

/7

10:20 - MERRIFIELD MONTESSORI PRESCHOOL, INC., appllcation under Seetion 30-7.
2.6.1.3 of Ordinance to permit community center to be used for
Montessori preschool, 30 children, ages 2 1/2 to 7, flve days per
week, 2722 Pleasantdale Road, Merrifield, 49-2((1))53, Merrifield
Village Apartments, Providence Distriet, RM-2, S=21-T4.

Mr. Smith read a letter from the appllcant requesting that the case be with-
drawn as Merrifield Village Apartments have suddenly refused to rent to them fqr
their school.

Mr. Barnes moved that the case be withdrawn.

Mr. Runyon seconded the motion. The motlon passed 3 to 0, Mr. Baker and
Mr. Kelley were absent.

/7
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10:40 - GREATER ANNANDALE RECREATION CENTER, INC., applicatlon under Section
30-7.2.6.1,1 of Ordinance to permit additlon to tennis courts to
existing facility, 7530 Little River Turnpike, 71-1 & 60-3({1))75,
approximately B8.146 acres, Annandale Distriet, R-17, 8-~22-T4.

Mr. Ted Stark represented the applicants before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Mcleak,
4115 Woodland Read and Claude Breeden, Jr., 3908 Malcomb Court, Annandale,
Virginia.

Mr. Stark stated that the appllcant has been operating a rec¢reation center on
property located on the north side of Little River Turnplke approximately 200
feet east of 1ts interseetion with Woodland Road in the Ruasell C. Wood Sub-
division. The Special Use Permit was granted August 17, 1954, and was Number
4922. The purpcse of this applieation is to add two tennis courts to the
exlsting facilities, The courts will setback from Route #236 100 yards and
will oecupy a space of 120' x 156'. They will be enclosed with a chaln 1ink
rence, the sldes of which will be 10! high and the ends will be 12' high.
There are no plans to light the courts.

Mr. Breeden, 7538 Liviler Street, Annandale, Virginia, testified before the
Board in support of this application. He stated that hé 1s one of the

together and he wiahed to ‘speak in favor of this application. He stated that
he feels this 1s a compatible use with the recreation center.

contiguous property owners. He stated that he and Mr. Breeden own this properTw

Mr. Smith noted that there 18 a letter in the file from Carol Farley In suppor#
of this application.

There was no opposition to this applieation., Mr. Smlth inguired as to whether
not this property was still being used for a Little League fleld.

Mr. Smith stated that 1t 1s not. It could atill be used for that, however,
even after the courts are built as there 1s plenty of room.

Mr. Smith asked whether or not they are Ilncreasing thelr membershilp.

Mr. Stark stated that they are not. They now have 700 stockhoclders and they
average between Y00 and 450 maintenance fee members, or people who use the
pool each year. It is possible that they may increase the number of people
who pay the maintenance fee. .

In application number S-22-T4, application by Greater Annandale Recreation
Center, Inc., under Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit
addition of tennis courts to exlsting facility on property located at 7530
Little River Turnpike, Annandale District, alsc known as tax map Tl-1 &
60-3((1))75, County of Falrfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of' Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the ¢aptloned application has been properly filled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codea and in aceordance
with the by-laws of the Failrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publiec by advertisement In a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Beard of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th
day of April, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zonimg Appeals has made the following findings of fact:

1, That the owner of the subjJect property 1s Greater Annandale Recreatioq
Center, Inc.

2. That the present zonlng is R-17.

3. That the area of the lot is B.146 acres.

4. That compliance wlth Site Plan Ordinance is required.

5. That the property is presently operating under SUP #4522, granted
August 17, 1954.
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AND, WHEREAS, the Bospd of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law: ' . :

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicatlng ecompliance with
Standards for Special Use Permlit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application be and the same
is hereby granted with the followlng limitatlons:

‘1. This approval is granted to' therapplicant only and is not transferabl
without further actlon of this Board, and 1s for the leecation indlcated in the
application and 18 not tranaferable to other land.

2. 'This permit shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by action of thls Beard prior to date of expira-
tlon.

3. Thils approval is granted for the bulldings and uses 1indiceted on the
plans submitted with thils applleation. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additicnal uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by the Board
of Zonihg Appeals (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changeg require a 3pecial Use Permit, shall requlre approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to appl
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
mincr englneering details) without Beard of Zonlng Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the condltions of thls Speclal Use Permit.

4§, The granting of thls Speclal Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural reguirements of
this County and State., The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valld until a Non-Residential
Use Permit-1s-obtalned. .

5. The resclution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplclous place along with the Non-ReéSidential Uge  Pe:
ori the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departments of ‘the
County of Pairfax during the houra of operation of the permitted use.

. This approval is for.two (2) tennls courts.
7. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect,.

Mr. Barnes seconded the hotion.

The motion passed 3 to 0. Mr. Kelley and Mr. Baker Were absent.

/7

11400 - WILLS & VAN METRE, INC., appiication under Sectlon 30-7.2.6.1.1 of
ordinance to permit addition of tennis courts . (2) to exlsting e
swimming poocl facllity, corner of Edinburgh Drive and Edinburgh COurt
98—2((%))part 13, 3 49596 aeres, Springfield District, RTC—lO
5-23-7

Mr. Gene willa, 5929 WOodléy Road, McLaan,'represented the applicants. He
stated that the nobices were given to Carla Turner on the 7th floor and they
did not get to the 5th floor Zoning Office. .

The hearing was redessed until he could get coples of .the notices.

The Board took up # other cases and then recalled thils case.

The contiguous property. owners were D, J. Cullen, 8107 St. David Court,
Saratoga Community Association and Wills & Van Metre.

The notlces were ruled in order.

Mr. Wills stated that this is an additlon to an existing Special Use Pemmit.
They plan to use stucco with Spanish detail for the bath house they are
constructing under the orlginal SUP, They plan to have a 24' x 10' klddy
pool, the regular peol, and these tennls courts.

The Board discussed the location of these as there was a slight difference freo
the original plats

Hearing no one to speak in favor, nor in oppositlon, the public hearing was
closed.
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In application number 5-23-T4, application by Wills & Van Metre, Inc. under
Section 30-7.2.6.1.1 of the Zoning Crdinance, to permit addition of tennis
courts (2) to existing swimming pool facllity, on property located at corner
of Edinburgh Drive and Edinburgh Court, also known as tax map 58-2((1)) part
13, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals
adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Fairfpx County Board of Zonling Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publle by advertisemens in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous: and nearby property
owners, and a publie hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th
day of April, 1974. -

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the following findings of faet:
1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Wills & Van Metre, Inc.
2.  That the present zoning 1s RTC-10.
3. That the area of the lot is 3.49596 acres.
I, That complian¢e with Site Plan Ordinance 18 required.
5, That the property 1s presently operating undegBHP 3-1k1-72, granted
September 27, 1972. i .

AND; WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusiol
of law: ’ :

1. That the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section”
‘30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

:NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Bubject application be and the same

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only and: is net transferab
without further action of this Beard, and is for the loeation indlcated dn th
application and 18 not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall explre cone year from this date unless construction
has started or unless renewed by actlon of thils Board prlor to date of expiraw
tion.

3. Thils approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind
changes in use, .additlonal uses, or éhanges in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor .engineering detalls) whether or not these
additienal uses or changes require a Speclal Use Permit, shall require approvg
of the Board of Zoning Appeals.. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to app
to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other than
minor engineering detaila) without Beard of Zoning Appeals approval, shall
constitute a violation of the conditicons of thls Speclal Use Permit.

The granting of this Special Use Permit does not constitute .an
exemption from the various legal and established procedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permlittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit :SHALL NOT be malld untll a Non-Resldentlal
Use Permit 1s obtained.

5. The reolution pertaining to the granting of the Special Use Permit
SHALL. ‘BE BOS®ED in a coniplecious place along with the Hon<hds Lasnt DL Use Pat
on the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departments of the
County of Pairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. This approval 1s ror the additlon of two (2) tennls courts.

7. All other provisions of the existing SUP shall remain in effect.

Mr, Barnes seconded the motion.. The motion passed unanimously.
Mr. Baker and Mr. Kelley were absent.

is nereby granted with the following limitatlons: :#

/9%
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11:40 - D. B, JOHNSON, applieation under Section 30-6.6 of Ordilnance to permit
bullding to be erected closer to front property line than allowed by
Ordinance, 2800 Juniper Street, 49-1((1})29, .476 acres, Providence
DMstriet, I-L, Y-EH-TU.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contliguous property owners were
P. L. Walker, 2799 Merilee Drive, and Fpee and Blasser, 2810 Juniper Street.

Mr. Johnson stated that Section 30-2.2.2 of the Falrfax County Zonlng Ordinanc
requires that bulldings on land zoned Il be aetback 50 feet from the street.
In this instance, the County Staff has interpreted said requirement to apply
to the end of an undeveloped street right-of-way which has served no purpose
ginece 1ts inceptlion over 20 years age and which wlll not be extended 1in the
future because new construction has been approved that will block 1lts extension
(Site Plan Number 378-2). He stated that he was appeallng thils interpretation
which has the effect of conflscating land that he purchased to bulld upon
while serving no public purpose, This area was a housing development laid ouf
in 1950 and this street went the other way. Someone vacated the other part.

He stated that the original bullding and the addition now at lssue are both in
harmony with current development in the area and have the approval of the
adjacent land owners. It is very unlikely that this right of way will ever be
lan actual street.providing access.

He stated that the variance 18 necessary in order to afford- him the reasonable
use of his land.

The proposea addition is 39' x 25°.

Mp. Runyon staked that he knows the site and thils road and there 1s nothing
beyond there. The Board has a Preliminary Englneering Branch comment of

YNo comment". It. would have been helpful for the Board to have had & comment
from them of whether or not there 1s going to be a building at the end of
this road.

Mr. Covington stated that there 1s a site plan with the building golng Tight
in 1t. The number or the site plan 1s 378~-2. It is now 1n bond which is the
last step. s SPwsan

Mr., Smith read a letter from Mr. Montgomery whose land 1s édJacent saying that
he has no objectlion: tquthis application and that there 1s no:.need for any
screenling or setback requirements

There was nc one present to speak in favor or 1n oppositicn to this applicatio
Mr. Steve Reynolds from Preliminary Engineering Branch spoke ‘before the Board.

He stated that thelr offlee had no comment in that there 1s no present action
to vacate that road that 1s not bullt there. It was their determinatlon that
the setback requlrement would have to be met because this 1s a dedicated publi
right-of-way-. .

Mr. Smith stated that he would like to get some additlonal information on this
The applicant isn't being deprived the reasonable use of the land now.

Mr. Covington stated that thls so-called street ‘does not provide prlnciple
access to abutting property owners.

He atated that. the Board coculd be assured that if-there iz &, bullding across
the road, there 1zn't golng to be a road put 1ln later.

Mr. Smith stated that there 1sn't a bullding there yet. When they start
construction on it, 1t will be ‘different.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until May 8 for additional inform-
ation. Mr. Smith asked that the Boatd be provided with the status of the
bacation and get clarification on the existiny building variance requirement sinbe
t doesn 't appaaHM*o ncetwthe setback requirements.

r. COVingtqn atated that he suspected that it was an oversight since this is
ust a paper street,

. Barnes seconded Mr, Runyon's motion to defer.

Fhe motion passed unanimously.
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1:30 - GULF OIL CORP. applicatlon under 3ectlon 30-7.2.10.2.1 of Ordinance to
permit gasollne service atation, renewal of SUP §-20- 72, 8009 Lorton J
Road, 107({1)}77, 40,000 square feet, Springfield District, C-N, $-25-7

Mr. 0. G. Cramer, 95-5 Park Street, Manassas, Virginla, represented the
applicant.

The notlces to property owners were in order. There was onhly one contiguous
property owner and that was the 0'Neal Estate, c/o Emma 0. Gaasonh and the
closest next property owner was Joseph Dunavan, ¢/o Shell 0il Company P. O.
Box 2237 Princeton, New Jeraey.

Mr. Cramer stated that Gulf had a Special Use Permit and had all their permits
for construyctlon, but they falled to construct within the prescribed time 11mi1
and ‘thelr permits expired. This 1s a new ‘applicatior and what they hope to be
able to do 18 renew their old permit, The site plan has changed 1n that they
were golng to have a three bay colonial style:* building and now they are
planning a no-bay self service station.

Mr. Smith stated that they would not be allowed a free standing sign then.

Mr, Cramer stated that they d1d not show a sign, however, the ¢ld application
was permitted a sign,

Mr. Smith stated that they have a canopy so they could put a sign on the
bullding.

Mr, Cramer went over the plat and stated that 1t showed 2 pump 1slands with
4 dual pumps with 4 single dispensing unlts on each i1sland. These are con=-
trolled at the little buillding electrenlecally. The cashier will be 1n that”
building and people would walk up to the cashier's house and pay for the.’
gasoline. The septic tank has been approved by the Health Department, The
1ittle butlding will be faced with brick on the lower third and metal board
on the upper: half.

There was no one present to speak in favor or in oppositien.

Mr. Govington stated that on the silgn, 1t was ruled previously by the Zoning
Administrator that this had direct access to a primary highway and thererore
were éntlitled to a free starding aign.

Mr. Smith stateq that as far as he 1is 00ncerned they are not. They ean put
it on the building and this will give them the aame advantage. There is no
lproposed sign on the plats. The Board has not allowed a free standing sign in
other C-N- commerclal areas.

Mr. Covington stated that free standing signs are permitted in a C-N zoned
Mon any highwéy corridor,

Mr. Cramer stated that across from the proposed Gulf ntation, there 1s the
entrance and exit ramp to I-95, to the west 1s another 8hell statlon, and
immediately to the west i1s Route #95, to the east 1s the RF & P Rallroad, to
the north 1s light -industrial, the auto train. He therefore, requested that
the same permisstan be granted on the sign as was previously granted.

Mr. Runyon stated that the sign should be handled by the sign ordinance.

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has been getting the requirementg for the
sign for service stationswans ~he -

Mr. Runyon read a resolutlion to grant.

Mr. Smith asked that there be a condition to thls granting that there will be
no free standing sign.

not
He stated that he would/support the application without this dendition.

Mr. Runyon stated that he was looking at the previous minutes and that resolutfon
granting the use sald that compliance with the sign ordinance would be require
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Mr. Barnes stated that that should take care of it,
The vote on the resolution was 2 to 1 in favor of the application.

Mr. Smith stated that he would not support the applleation unless it had as a
condition that no free standlng sign would be permitted.

The resolution diad az there needed to be a majority Boafd vote.
Mr. Runyon moved that they reconsider this applieation, 5-25-74.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

Mr. Runyen then moved that they grant the same resolutlion as he had previously
read with the conditien that no free standing sign be permitted. The motlon
then would read as follows: . .

In application number S-25-T4, applieation by Gulf 0il Corp. under Section
30-7.2.10.2.1 of ‘the Zoning Ordinance to permlt gascline service station
renewal of $UP 8-29.72, on property located at 8009 Lorton Road, Springfleld
District, also known as tax map 107((1)}77 County of Falrfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements  of all applicable State and County Codes and 1n accordance
with the by-laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlce to the public by advertisement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a publie hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th
day of April, 197h.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has made the followlng findings of fact:
1. 'That the owner of the subject property 1s @ulf 011 Corp.
2. That the present zoning is C-N. .
3. That the area of the lot 1s 40,000 square feet.
4§, That compliance-with Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND,. WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following concluaion+

of law: .
: 1. That the applicant has presented testimony indlcating compliance with
Standards for Special Use Permit Uses in C or I Districts as contalned in
Seetion 30-7.%.2 in the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applic&flion be and the same
1a hereby granted with the following limitations:

1. This approval 18 granted to the applicant only and 1s not- traneferabl
without further action of this Board, and-ls for the location indlcated in the
application and is not transferable to other land. . :

2. This permit shall expire one year from this date unless construction
or operation has started or unless renewed by action of thls Baard prior to
‘date of explration.- ‘ o .

‘3., This.approval:is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, addisional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the
Board of Zoning Appeals (other than minor englneering details) whether or not
these additlonal uses or changes requlre a Special Use Permit, shall require
approval &f the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permitte
to apply to the Beard of Zoning Appeals for -such approval. Any changes {other
than minor engineering details) without Boaed of Zonlng Appeals approval, -
shall constitute & violatilon of the conditions of this Specisl Use Permit.

4, The granting of thls Special Use Permit does not constitute an
exemption from the varioua legal and established progedural requirements of
this County and State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complying with
these requirements. This permit SHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Resldential
Use Permit 1s obtained.

1490
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5. The resclution pertalning tc the granting of the Speclal Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a conspielous place along with the Certificate of Oecupancy
on the property of the use and be made avallable to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. There shall be no storage, rental, sales or leasing of automobiles,
trucks, recreational equipment or trallers on the premises.

7. No free standing slgn 1s permltted.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motlon passed 3 to 0 with Mr. Kelley and
Mr. Baker absent.

s

1:50 - JAMES & PHYLLIS EDWARDS, JR. applicatlon under Sectlon 30-6.6 of
Ordinance to permit construction of residence on lot less than 2
acres in RE-2 zone and lot with leas than required width at
bullding setback line, 11620 Stuart Mill Road, Oakton, 36-2((1)})6,
62,998 square feet, Centreville District, RE-2, V-26-T4,

Mrs. Phyllis Edwards appeared before the Board.

Notices to property owners were in order. The contiguous owners were Thomas
E. Frame, 11700 Stuart Mill Road, and Cox, 11701 Blue Smcke Trail, Reaton:

Mrs. Edwards stated that this parcel of land was origlmally part of a ten-acre
tract owned by her parents, Before they divided the property, they consulted
the County about the requirements and were told that this was RE-1 that the
requirement was a minimum of 1 acre and a minimum of 150 feet frontage. They
cut the property and deeded it to her and it was recorded in Degember, 1964.
Now, they are considering bullding thelr house on this lot. They find that it
i3 not zoned RE-1, but RE-2 and therefore does not meet the minimum acreage

requirement of two acres or the proper frontage. They, therefore, are requesting

/76

this variance, so they will be able to build theilr house. The acreage originagly

was approximately 10 acres and it was divided and they were glven 62,998
square feet. Later the remalning acreage was subdivided and sold. All of the
lots have been bullt on exeept one. The Dalton property is Just about two

person. This was the on)y one with less frontage then allowed by the Ordina

acres and the other five aecres of the ten acres is bullt on and owned by one n#
e,

Mr. William A. Sincox, 11600 Stuart M1ll Road, spoke 1n oppositien to this
application. He stated that he was not notified.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant has satisfied the notification requirement

Mr. Sincox's main oppositienwas that thls whole area 13 on wells and he was
afeald thas bullding on this lot would affect the existing wells 1n the area.
He also objected to bullding on lot wlth lesa than 2 acres.

Mr. Smith stated that the applicant should have the reasonable use of the lan

She has owned this land for ten years, and her family owned this land for many
years before that.

e

There wae no other person to speak in faver or 1n oppeosition,

Mr. Runyon stated that he hag gone over all the materlal in the fille and the
doesn't seem to be much othér reiler that they Board could glve except to gr
this variance.

--T

Mr. Smith agreed.
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In. application number V-26-74, application by James and Phyllls Edwards, Jr.

under. Section 30-6.6 of the Zonlng Ordinance, to permit constructlon of reside*ce

oh lot less than 2 acres in RE-2 zone and lot with less than required width,
on property located at 11620 Stuart Mill Road, Oakton, Centreville Distriet,
also known a&s tax. map 36-2((1))6, County of Falrfax, Mr. Runyon moved that
the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned applicatlon has béen properly filed 1In accordance with
‘the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with. the by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public by advertlsement in a local
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a public hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 24th
day of April, 1974.

WHEREA3, the Board ef Zoning Appeals had made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the subject property is James E. Jr. & Phyliis M.

Edwards.. - R .

2. That the present zoning is RE-2.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 62,998 square feet.

AND, WHEREAS, the Bedrd of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng conclusiond

of law: Lo .
1. That the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditione
exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would result
in practical difficulty or unnecessary hapdshlp that would deprive the user
of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE,- BE IT RESOLVED, that the sublect application be and the same
is hereby granted with the. following iimitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location indicated in the plat
included wilth thls application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one}wean from this date unless constructilo
has started or unless renewed by actlion of this Board prior to date of ex-
piration.

FURTHERMORE, the applicant should be aware that granting of this action by thi
Board does not constitute exemption from the varlous requirements of this
County. The appliecant shall be himself responsible for fulfilling his
obligation to cbtain building permits, certificates of occupancy and the like
through the established procedures.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon. The motlon passed 3 ta 0. Mr. Baker and
Mr. Eelley were absent.

’’

DEFERRED CASES:

CENTRAL, FAIRPAX SERVICES FOR RETARDED PERSONS, INO., application under Section
30-7.2.6.1.3 of Ordinance te permlt school of general education, 9019 Little
River Turnplke, 58-4({1))1, Annandale District, RE-1, Providence United
Presbyterian Church, S-18-T#, Deferred from April 17, 1974, for Agreement with
Church. - -

The applicant had submitted an Agreement between them and the Church for this
use.

In application number $-18-74, application by Central Falrfax Services for
Retarded Persons, Inc,, under Section 30-7.2.6.1.,3 of the Zoning Ordinance, to
permit. a school of gener&l educatlon for.25 retarded adults, on property
located at 9019 Little River Turnpike, also known as tax map. 58-4((1)})1,
County of Falrfax, Mr, Runyon moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resclution:

194
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WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in aceordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws of the Falrfax County Beard of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public by advertlaement in a loeal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and a publie hearing by the Board of Zoning Appeals held on the 17th
day of April, 1974, and continued to April 24, 1974.

WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has made the followlng findlngs of fact.:
1. That the owner of the subfect Pproperty is Trs. of Presbyterian Church
2. That the present zoning 1s RE-1.
3. That the area of the lot is 5.2079 acres.
4. That compliance wlth Site Plan Ordinance 15 required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusior
of law:

1. That the applicant has presented tegtimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Speclal Use Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectlon
30-7.1.1 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application be and the same
i1s hereby granted with the following limitatilons:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant enly- &nd-da not transferabl
without further actlon of this Board, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This permit shall expire one year from thls date unless operaticn
has started or unless renewed by action of thlis Board prior to date of ex-
piration.

3. This approval ias granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans subhmitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by the Board
of Zoning Appeals (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Use Permit, shall requlre approva
of the Board of Zoning Appeals. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to
apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals for such approval. Any changes (other
than minor engineering detalls) without Board of Zoning Appeals approval, shal
constitute a violatlon of the conditions of this Special Use Permit.

4. The granting of this Speclal Use Permlt does not constitute an
exemption from the various legal and eatablished procedural requirements of
thig Counfiy. &hd State. The Permittee shall be responsible for complylng with
these requltteénts, This permitszSHALL NOT be valid until a Non-Resldentlal
Use Permit is obtained.

5., The resoluti%n pertaining to the granting of the Speclal Use Permit
SHALL BE POSTED in a consplclous place along with the Certificate of Ocecupancy
on the property of the use and be made available to all Departments of the
County of Fairfax during the hours of operation of the permitted use.

6. The number of students 1s 25,

7. 'The ages are 16 years and older.

8. The school will operate Monday through Friday, 8 A.M. to 5 P.M.

9. The permit shall run for 2 years with the lease with the Zoning
Administrator beilng empowered to extend the use for a period not to exceed
5 years upon presentatlon of & valid lease extension.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motlon passed unanimously.

/7

CAPITAL CARS AND CAMPERS, 5-259-73, deferred from 3-27-T4 for new plats.

The applicant requested that this case be deferred until May 15, 197L4.

Mr. Runyon moved that the case be deferred until May 15, 1974, providing

the addltlional l1riformation 1s avallable by Friday prior to Wednesday's meeting
on the 15th.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed 3 to 0. Mr., Kelley and Mr.
Baker were abaent.

Vs

/7§
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EVANS .FARM INN, 3-10-74

Mr. Smith stated that the Board has recelved a communicatlon from the McLean
Planning Commission indicating support of the application. They are concerned
that this case not.create a precedent for strip zoning along Delley Madilson
Boulevard, therefore, they want tc emphasize that thelr support 15 based on
the following conslderations:

"We recognize that Evans Farm Inn 18 a great asset to the communlty in many
ways Including the high callbre, low density development, and the well land-
acaped open space made acceBsible to the public. We further recognize that thi
open space can only be preserved and malntalned 1f economlcally feasible, The
use permit requested for the garden shop along Dolley Madison is for a commercipl
activity permitted in residentlal zones. It 1z particularly appropriate here
where a farm has been operated for many years and some of the produce to be
s801d will be ralsed on the premises.

FMr. Evans has indicated that he would consider ways t¢ make the parklng as
inconspicuous as possible through plantings or moving the parking away from
Dolley Madison Boulevard, The Commlttee endorses thils goal.”

In application number S~10-T4, application by Evans Farm:Inn, Inc. under
Sectlon 30-7.2.9.1.2 of the Zoning Ordinance, to permit restaurant addition
and farm products /sale. 8hgnd, on property located at 1696 Chain Bridge Road,
also Known as tax map 30-1((1))37, 38, 39, & 41, County of Fairfax, Mr. Runyon
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned -application has been properly flled 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and in accordance
with the by-laws .of the Falrfax County Beca®d of Zoning Appeals, and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publle by advertisement in a loeal
newspaper, posting of the property, letters to contiguous and nearby property
owners, and -a public hea¥ing by the Board of Zonlng Appeals held on the 1