The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Building
on Tuesday, November 21, 1978. All Board Members
were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John .
TiGinlian, Vice-Chairman; George Barneg (arriving
at 11:15 A,M.); John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis,

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:20 A M, led with a prayer by
Mr, Harvey Mitchell,

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 a'clock case:

10:00 «~ DAVID HAWKS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to allow sub-

A.M, division info 3 lots, opne of which has 15 ft, width (150 ft,
required by Sect. 3-106), located 10600 Marbury Road, 47-2((1))1,
Centreville Dist., 6.73873 acres, R-1, V-257-78, )

Mr. Charles E, Runyon of Runyon Associates, 152 Hillwood Avenue, Falls Church,
represented the applicant. Mr. Runyon stated that this was a request for a
gubdivision with an existing house on the property situated in such a way
that the frontage requirements for three lots was not sufficient. Originally,
Mr, Hawks had intended to divide the land into five lots as allowed under the
R-1 zoning category. Instead, it was decided to divide the land into theee
lots, Mr, Hunyon stated that because of the limited frontage, a variance was
requested for a 15 ft, pipestem to allow frontage on Marbury Road for the
back lot coneisting of 3 acres,

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatidn and no one to speak in
opposition to the application, .
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DAVID HAWKS
RESOLUTION

In Application Mo, V-257-78 by DAVID HAWKS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit subdivision into 3 lots, one of which has 15 ft. lot width
on property located at 10600 Marbury Road, tax map reference 47-2((1})1,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGilulian 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 with the
by-laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on November 21, 1978; and

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

1, That the owner of the Property is the applicant.

2, The present zoning is Bwl.

%, The area of the lot is 6,73873 acres.

L., That the applicant's property is exceptiocnally irregular in ghape
and has an unusual condition in the location of the existing building on the
subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
ligted abovewxid which under a &rict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would resuit in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following iimitations: -

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats
included with this application only, and is not transferable to o ther land.

2, This variance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to O (Mr. Barnmes being absent).
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10:10 = CHARLES & JOY RUNYON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to

AM, allow subdivision in%o % lots with proposed lots 2 & 3 having
width of 10.07 ft, (150 ft. required by Sect, 3=106), located
931 Walker Road, Hickory Run Subd., 13-3((7)}B, Dranesville
Dist., 6.84 acres, R-l, V-253-78.

Mr, Charles Runyon, an engineer at 152 Hillwood Avenue, Falls Church, stated
that this property was zoned R-1 which would allow the user to have a maximum
density of 6 lots, Ha stated that this parcel contained approximately 7 acre
of ground and that because of the llmited amount of frontage a veriance was
requested to provide frontage on Walker Road. Mr. Runyon stated that they
have subdivided this property into 3 lots. He stated that the topography was
such that it was difficult to develop the property in any other way.

Mr, Runyon informed the Board that he had petitioned Preliminary Engineering
for a weiver to the street frontage requirement and to have access along the L

o

existing easement but was informed by them that a variance was the better
route, A variance was necessary for lots 2 and 3 each having pipestem access

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no ome to speak in
opposition to the application.
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CHARLES & JOY RUNYON -
Lo RESOLUTION

In Application No, V-258-78 by CHARLES & JOY RUNYON under Section 1840l of
the Zoning Ordinance to permlt subdivision into 3 lots with proposed lots

2 & 3 having width of 10,07 ft, (150 ft., required by Sect. 3-106) on
property located at 931 Walker Road, tax map reference 13=3((7))B, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk mecved that the Board of -Zoming Appeals
adopt - the following resclution: L

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been preperly filed in accordatce with
the requirements of all applicable State amd County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Board & Zoning ApPpeals; and

WHEREAS, .following proper notice.to the public, a public héaring was held by
the Board on November 21, 1978; and

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

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

2. - The present zoning is R=1,

3, The area of the lot is 6,84 acres.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shapse,
including narrow. , )

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
c¢lusions of Taw: .
THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as £
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinanc
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would °
deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or buildings involyed.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE I RESOLVED, that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the' following Jimitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats
included with this application only, and isnot transferable to other land,

2, This variance shall eXpire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County,

Mr, DiGiulian seconded the motion,
The motion passed by a vote of L4 to O (Mr. Barnes being absent).
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10:20 -~ RODERICK M, &% VIRGINIA M, GILLIES, appl., under Sect, 18=-401 of the
AWM, Ord, o allow subdivision into 2 lots, one of which hac width of
20 ft. (150 ft, required by Sact, 3—i06) located 3126 BRarbara
Lane, Oak Spring Village Subd., 48-4((6))19, Providence Dist.,
68'?59 8q. ft-, R-l’ v"259—781

Mr, Richard Allison of Matthews & Wheatland, an engineering firm in Falrfax,
represented the applicants, The required wtices were in order, Mr, Allison
informed the Board that Mr., Gillies was the owner of a 2,03 acre parcel of
land in the Oak Spring Village subdivision, The zoning is R-1l. He stated
that the majJority of the other lots in the area were in the R-1 zoning
category. Mr. Allison stated that Mr. Gilllies desires to divide the property
into two lots, one of which meets the zoning regulations and the other which
the varlance was requested for as there was not sufficient frontasge becaunse
of the configuration of Barbara Lane, Mr. Alliscn stated that Barbara Lane
makes a 90 degreoe angle halfway through Mr, Glllies property. A pipestem
access was requested to the back lot, Both lots would use the same driveway
entrance off of Barbara Lane, There is no other actess to the back lot as
all of the land surrounding this parcel is developed into single #mily homes.
In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Allison stated that most of the
lots 1n this area are one gcre or a little larger than one acre lots. He
indicated that both of the proposed lots would be greater than one acre.

There was no cne to speak In faver of the application. ..The.fellewingspersons
spoke 1n opposition to the application. Mr. Dennis Thurman of 8815 Arlington
Boulevard, owner of lot No., 1 stated that he would like & continuance of this
hearing in order to review the subdiviszion plat. He stated that he was
unable to obtain one and was not mailed a copy of the plat with the notifica-
tion letter. Chalrman Smith explained the request and stated that the Board
would 1like to handle the application today. Mr. Abe Spero of 3127 Barkley
Drive stated that he was opposed to the change because the did not belleve
that this application met the eondltions under which the Board of Zoning
Appeals could grant a varlance. He stated that there were n¢ unusual condi-
tions involved in this applicatlion. Chairman Smith explained that the owner
was entitled to reasonable use of the land and that as this was a two acre
parcel and the zZoning was R-1, he could subdivide into two one acre lots.
Mr. Sperc¢ argued that reasonable use should not mean the maximum amount of
galn for profit. He also stated that this reqguest would change the character
of the surrounding area and deprive the other owners of the reascnable use of
thelr land. Mr, Spero stated that he purchased hls lot on the basis of the
lovely wooded area surrounding his property. He stated that the owner does
not have a hardship as he was aware when he purchased the property af the
physical characteristics of the property. Mpr. Spero stated that a papestem
was defined for a subdivision and should not be used for a small pancel.
Ms. Ardis Inquired if Mr. Speré’s house backed up to this propertywﬂas Informef
that it does. When asked if the wooded area was between hls house and the
property lime, Mr. Spero stated that the wocded area was off to the side.
There was no one dlse to speak 1n opposition to the application.
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RODERICK M. & VIRGINIA M. GILLIES

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-259-78 by RODERICK & VIRGINIA GILLIES under Section
18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permlt division of property into 2 lots, one
of which will be 20 ft. wide on property located at 3126 Barbara Lane, Oak
Spring Village Subd., tax map reference U48-4((6))19, County of Fairfax, Vir-
ginla, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zonlng 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 with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Boapd of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlee to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on November 21, 1978; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The areg of the lot 1s 2.038 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has limited road frontage because of 1its
location at the intersec¢tion of Barbara & Chichester Lahnes.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board ¢f Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
clusions of law:
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-fence was because the nedghboring children use the property aseéshorstcut
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RODERICK M. & VIRGINIA M. GILLIES .
{(continued) . .RESOLUTION

THAT the applicant has satisfled.the Board that physical conditlons as
listed, above exist which under a-strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordi-
nance would result in practical difficulty or unnecegsary.hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the follewing llmitations

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon indlecated in the plats
ineluded with this application only, and 1s not tranaferable to.other land.

2. This wvariance shall explre cne year from.this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. DiGiulian seeconded the motion.‘
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes belng absent).
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10:30 - JOHN 0. BECK & CHARLES SAMPSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord|

AM. to allow subdivision into 11 lots with proposed lots 1, 2 & 3
having width of 10 ft., § having width of 12 ft. and 5 having width
of 8 £t., (100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), located 6836 Braddock
Road, ‘71=4((1))29, Annandale Dist., 5.76 acres, R-2, V-260-78

Mr. Charlea E. Runyon, an englneer at 152 Hlllwoocd Avenue in PFalls Church,
represented the applicants. The required notices were not 1n order as the
property owners acr a8s the street were not notified. The Board deferred this
application until December 12, 1978 at 11:20 A.M. for proper notifieation.

//
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10:40 - MR. & MRBE.S ROY J. DEWEY, appl. under Sect. 18-#01 of the Ord. to

AM. allow a 7 ft. fence to remain in front yard (¥ ft. max. helght
provided by Sect. 10-105), locsted 8529 Betterton Court, Tysons
wOogs Sgbd., 39-3((28) Y46, Providence Dist., 11,229 sq. ft., R-l,
V-261-78.

Mr. John Mardula of C.P. Montgomery englneering firm, represented the appli-
cant. He stated that the fence was ohly 6 ft. high and was & cedar stockade
fence. Mr. Mardula stated that the violatlon notice was given under a prior
Ordinance. . He stated that he was not awgre of the new Code.sectlon regardlng
fencing. Under the previous Ordinance, tke sectlon atated that a slde yard
on the corner lot shall have the same setback as a slde leot. Under the new
Ordinance, 1t atated that both atreets an a corner lot are front yards. He
atated that he did not belleve that thils sectlon was very clear before. He
stated that thlia fence wviolates a front setback now inztead of a slde set=
back. Mr. Mardula stated that a strict applicatlon of the Code would camse
undue hardship on the applicants. He Indicated that the purpose of the fence
was to provide some safety due to the size of the lot and the location of the
house. The applicants belleved that the front door was too wvulnerable to
burglars and felt that a 6 ft. high fence would impede anyone from entering
the yard. Another reason for the 6 ft. fence was to provide some privacy

as the rear yard 1s very small. The slde yard Is opposlte the street. In
addition the Yot slopes down about 4 £t.. If therg was only a 3 ft. fence,
1t would be level with ##e basement of the house. Another reason for the

after school when getting off the bus. He stated that a U4 ft. fence would

not really put a stop to this problem.as the children could e¢limb over it but
1t was felt that & 6 ft. fence would definitely keep the children out. Also,
a & ft, fence would help cut down on traffic noise and ailr pollution from the
atreet. Mpr, Mardula stated wisilbility would not be affected at Lhiis locatlon

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Mardula stated that the appli-
cants were not aware that they were in violatlon of the Ordinance. when they:
gonatructed the fence. He atated that the applicants were informed bv the
fence company that 1t wasg no problem.

There wa® 'no ane to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition to the application.
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MR. & MRS. ROY J. DEWEY e
RESOLUTION

In Applicatlon No. V-261-78 by MR. & MRS, ROY J. DEWEY under Sectlon 18-401 of]
the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6 ft. fence to remain in front yard on property
located at 8529 Betterton Court, tax map reference 39-3((28))46, County of
Pairfax, Virginla, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following reselution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed 1n accordance with
the requirements of all appllcable State and County Cddes and with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publiec hearing was hedd by
the Board on November 21, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.
2. The present zoning 1s R-4,

3. The area of the leot 1s 11,229 sq. ft.

of éhe exlsting bulldings on the subject propersy.

That the applieant's property has an unusual condition in the loeation

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

THAT the applicant has aatisfied the Board that physical conditionas as
listed above exist whlch under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

=

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect applicatlon is GRANTED with
the followlng limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifie structure
indicatgd in the plats included with thls application only, and is not trana-
ferah3}®™€o other land or to other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shall expire one year from thils date unless construction
has started and 1s diligentlyopursued or unless renewed by action of thla
Board prior tc any expiration.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion,
The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 0 with 1 abatention {Mr. Smith){Mr. Barnes
belng absent).
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11:10 - THE SALVATION ARMY, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend
AM. existing use permit to allow day care center, located 4915 Ox Road,
68-1((1))11, Annandale Dist., $.00544 acres, R-1, S-269-78.

Mr. Barnes arrived at 11:15-A.M. and was present for the remalning cases.
Major Robert Griffin of 4915 Ox Road represented the Salvation Army Head-
quarters. He stated that the Salvation Army was granted a speclal permit on
October 10, 1976, under Sections 5 and & of the Zoning Ordinance. The Salva-
tien Army was under the impression that their day care center was sovered by
this speclal permlt under Section 5 of the Code. They were informed by

Mr. Knowlton of the Zoning Office that they were not covered and that 1s why
they are now applying to the Board for an amendment to the existing permit
to include the day care center. In response to questions from the Board,
Mr. Griffin atated that the original permit allowed a church. Under the
church category, the only 1limit on the day care center was a maximum of 60
children. Mr. Griffin stated that the problem with the church operated day
care genters was that the minister of the churech or volunteers of the church
had to operate the day care center. He stated that is why they ran into
difficulty., He 1ndlcated that nothing has changed with thils request. The
Health Department has stated that they could have a maximum of 120 children
and that 1s what they were requesting according to Mr. Griffin. In response
to questlons regarding trensportatlon, Mr. Griffin stated that the ehildren
would be brought by the parents at the present time. He stated that there
may be & pes3sibllity of providing transportation in the future. Mr. Griffin
stated that the ages of the children would be from 3 to 12 bt would he
primarily for prescheool children whose parents work.
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THE SALVATION ARMY
(continued)

There was no one to speak in favor of the application. The. following persons
apoke 1n opposition to the application. Ms, Sara Harrison of 5114 Portsmouth
Road #tated that she has owned her property for two years and 9 months. She
stated that she was fearful that 1f a day care center was granted that 1t
would be turned into a rehabilitation center. She stated that at the pre T
hearing, Captlon Geddings had stated that no children over the age of 12
would be using the complex as a temporary shelter. Mrs. Harrison was cons
cerned about the atorm dralms. She stated that every time there is a heavy
rain her property floods. She stated that this was caused by the Salvation
Army property belng rassed 8 to 10 ft. which makes her property the reciplent
of all the runoff. She asked that the County solve the problem of the drailn-
age and that a atudy be made to determine whether a day care cemter was needed
in this area. She was Iinfommed by the Board to contact Preliminary Engineer-
ing regarding the problem with the drains.

The next speaker in opposition was Mra. Buckley of 5116 Portamouth Road. She
stated that she has owned her property for ten years and that her property
adjoins the Salvation Army complex. She stated that in 1976 she was informed
by Mr. Eubanks that the buildings were to lneclude a chapel and an emergency
chapel for the housing of children ofor a maximum of 30 days. 3he stated
that she was not informed that they would elevate these buildings. She stated
that she also receives runcff from the property of the Salvatlon Army and tha
this 1s the first time In ten years that she has ever had a provlem wilth
flooding in her home. She stated that Mr. Eubanks had stated that the comple]
would be used for 150 parishners. She stated that she would like to make her
position clear in that she would agree to a day care center for a maximum of
6¢ children not to exceed 12 years of age. 3She stated that she would willing
to work on a wvolunteer basis.

The next speaker in opposition was Mr. Rodney F. Young of 10736 Marbury Road
who llved just down from the Salvatlon Army complex. He presented the Board
with his letter of oppositlon and read 1t Into the record. He stated that he
would agree to a limited day«rcare and that he would not want any expansion
of the use permit other than the day care center.

The next speaker in opposition was Mrs. William L. Evans of 5118 Portsmouth
Road who 1lived east of the Salvatlon Army facility. She stzated that she would
like to offer support for the day care genter provided that i1t was limited to
no more than 60 children from the ages of 2 to 12 with operating hours of

7 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday through Friday on a year round basis. 3he stated
that she would support an open ended amendment wlthout any future discusalon
with the surrounding area. She stated that she welcomed the Salvation Army
Anto the community and felt that 1t -should be maintalned as in the original
special permit.

The next speaker 1n oppositlon was Sharon T. Hedgepeth of 4926 Princess Anne
Court whose property was directly adjacent to the Salvatlion Army faellity.
She stated that she supported the objections of the people who had spoken
before her. She stated that she was 1n support of the day care center as long
as 1t is limited to 60 children, ages 2 to 12. She stated that her property
also gets the s8ilt and the water runoff from the Salvation Army property.:

The next speaker was Mrs. Sizemore of 1072% Marlborough Road who stated that
the only thing that she had fo add to the previous statements was the fact
that her house was 17 years old and that now after the construction of the
Salvation Army complex, every time it rains, her basement floods:. 1In
addition, she stated that her well has gone dry since the Salvation Army
moved next door. She stated that she couldn't prove that the well on the
Salvation Army was connected to her water line but she had always had water
before even when everyone else's well ran dry.

The next speaker was Mr. Jim Polumbo who stated that he had lived directly
behind the S8alvation Army property. He stated that he was surprised that the
day care center was open ended. He stated that he was in favor of the day
care center.

For clarification purposes, Ms. Ardls inquired if the Salvation Army was
requesting a day care center for a five day week, Monday threough Friday and
was informed by Mr. Griffin that that was correct. With regard to housing of
the children, Mr, 4riffin stated that the program was not 1n operation and
that the Salvation Army had never housed any c¢hildren. He stated that 1f the
day care center was limited to 60 children that they would be under utilized
and may not be able to get the program golng at all. Mr. Yaremchuk ingquired
as to the size of the building and was informed that 1t was 21,000 sg. ft.
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r. Yaremchuk stated that he could not see why the Salvaticn Army should be
limited to a maximum of 60 children as they had a large bullding. He stated
that he could not see any problem with a limit of 90 children. Mr, Griffin
stated that the Health Department would allow up to 120 ¢hlldren. Chalrman
Smith suggested that the use be limlted for a perilod of time and then allow
the community to reexamline 1t. Chairman Smith suggested that it be limited to
a maximum of 90 children to include the 30 day occupants if that program was
ever initlated. He stated that when the time came that a greater number was
needed, then the Salvation Army could come back before the Board or the Board
could set an automatic reevaluation period. Mr. Griffin stated that the
suggestlon sounded reasonable as they could come back when they reached the
limit of 90 children.

Page 7, November 21, 1978 ‘ Board of Zoning Appeals
THE SALVATION ARMY

RESOLUTION
mz. Ardis made the following motion:

EREAS, Application No. S-269-78 by THE SALVATION ARMY under Sedtion 3-103 of
the Pairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt operation of a day care center
on property located at 4915 Ox Road, tax map reference 68-1((1))11, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly flled 1n accordance with all applicable
requirements; and,

EREAS, followlng proper notice to the public and a publliec hearing by the
oard of Zonlng Appeals held on November 21, 1978; and

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

l. That the owner of the aubJect property 1s the Salvation Army.
2. That the -present zoning i1s R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 5.00544 acres.

I, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

JAND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following concluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony 1ndicating compllance with
IStandards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance; and

|[¥OwW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatilon is GRANTED with thg
following limitations:

1. Thls approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1a not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and is Tor the location indicated in the
appllicaflon and is not transferable to other land.

2. This speclal permit shall explre one year from thils date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed

y action of thls Beoard priler tec any explration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additlonal uses, or changes In the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional

ses or changes requlre a Speclal Permit, shall requlre approval of this
;

pard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Beard for such
pproval., Any changes (other than minor enginsering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a viclatlon of the condltlons of thils
Special Permit.

4. This granting does neot conatitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
ldural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT I3 NOT VALID
[UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT I3 OBTAINED,

5. A copy of thils Special Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place 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 and sereening shall be requlred and must satlsfy Sect.
13=-109 and Seet. 13-110 of the Zonlng Ordinance.

7. The number of children shall be limited to no more than 90 at any one
time, ages 2 to 12, inecluding any children 1n the foster care program.

The hours of operation shall be T A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday thrsugh Friday.

9. This special permit is subjJect to all provislons of 3-281-75.

'20. This special permit shall require an automatlec reevaluation in one year.

IMr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to O.

- o e . . S i o B . o o . -
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11:30 - SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under 8Sect, 3-103 of
A.M. the Ord. tc permit construction of a new church sanctuapry and
educational unlt, located at.B508 Hooces Road, 89-3((1))15, Spring-
fleld Dist., 4.9075 aeres, R-1, S-264-78.

IAs the required notices were not in Order, thls application was deferred until
December 12, 1978 at 11:30 A.M.

/
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11:30 - SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of
lA. M. the Ord. to allow gravel parking lot (dustless surface required by
Seet. 11-102}, locabted 8508 Hooes Road, 89-3((1))15, Springfield
Dist., 4.9075 acres, R-1, V-265-78.

As the required nctices were not in Order for thls hearing, the applieaticn
was deferred until December 12, 1978 &t 11:30 A.M.

/
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12:00 - REGLA ABMENGOL-LA DANSE ACADEMY OF BALLET, appl. under Sect. 3-303

P.M. of the Ord. to permit school of speclial education (ballet), located
4319 Sano Street, 72-2{((1))20, Mason Dist., 4.819330 acres, R-3,
53-272-78.

ra, Armengol of 7300 Glen Carlyn Road in Falls Church informed the Board that
he school that she owns operates out of the basement of her home and was very
mzll. She stated that she had eeached an agreement with the Sisters of the
ay care center to lease a room for the sdvanced students. BShe sthated that 1t
a3 her intent to operate at this location only for her advanced students whicl
he limits to about ten students at a time. The proposed hours of operatlion
ere from 6:30 P.M. to 9:00 P.M. after the closing time of the exlsting day
care center. She stated that these hours would be from Monday through Friday
nd sometimes on Saturday for a demcnstratlion lesson.

ere was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlion and no one to speak 1n
ppesition to the application.

Page 8, November 21, 1978 Board of ioning Appeals
GLA ARMENGOL-LA DANSE ACADEMY OF BALLET ’
RESOLUTION

3. Ardls made the following motlon:

EREAS, Application No. 3-272-78 by REGLA ARMEN(ZOL-LA DANSE ACADEMY OF BALLET
under Seetlon 3-303 of the Failrfax County Zoting Ordinance to permit ballet
classes in existing day care center on property located at 4319 Sano Street,
tax map reference 72-2((1))20, County of Falrfax, Virginla, has been properly
filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on November 21, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findipgs cof fact:

1. That the owner of the subjJect property is Poor Sisters of St. Joseph
ICatholie Church.

2. That the present Zoning 1is R-3.

3. That the area of the lot 1a 4.677 acres.

4. That compliance with the Slte Plan is required.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following concluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Speciel Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordilnance, and :

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

Oog



Page 9, November 21, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
GLA ARMENGOL-LA DANSE ACADEMY OF BALLET
{continued) RESOLUTIGCN

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
rithout further action of this Board, and 1s for the loeation indicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed

y action of this Beard prior to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted wilth thls application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this

oard (other than minor englneering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall reguire approval of this
oard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board Pr such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without this
card's approval, shall constltute a violation of the conditlons of this
Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
IVALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permlt SHALL

E POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avail-
able to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Seet.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance.except as

7. The hours of operation shall be 6:30 P.M. to 9:00 P.M., Monday through
Friday, 11:30 A.M. to 4:00 P.M, on Saturdays and occasional use on Sundays
from 18:30 A.M. to 4:00 P.M.

8. This permlt is granted for a period of three (3} years.

M. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 9, November 21, 1978, Scheduled caase for

12:20 -~ WALDEN GLEN SWIM CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 6-303 of the Ord.

P .M. for addition of two (2} lighted tennis c¢ourts and paved parking lot
to exlsting community recreation facilitles, located P.0. Box 2452,
tardinal Forrest Subd., 79-U4({9})90, 91 & part of 14P, Springfileld
Pist., 78,822 aq. It., PRC, S-263-78.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred hearing of this
application until December 12, 1978 at 11:45 K.M

/
Page 2, November 21, 1978, EXECUTIVE SESSION

t 12:20 P.M., the Board convened into Executive Sesslon to discuss legal
toers with Philip Yates, Zoning Administrator; Mary Dricki; and George
ymanski, Assistant County Attorney. At 1:35 P.M., the Board reconvened into
ublic session to continue with the scheduled agenda.

/
Page 9, November 21, 1978, Scheduled case for

12: 145 BARRY D. STAEBLER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
IP.M. subdivision into 7 lots with proposed corner lot 3 having wldth of
172.96 £t. (175 ft. required) and proposed interiler lot & having
width of 125.03 ft. (150 ft. reguired), located 10300 Dumfries Road,
Oak Knob Subd., 37=-4((1))38, (68,095 sq. ft.}, Centreville Dist.

R-1, V-220-78. (Deferred from 10/31/78 for Notices).

The reguired notices were in order. Mr. Barry D. Staebler of 2621 Clyde Court
Hn Oakton stated that he wanted to develop the property and make 1t economlsallly
feasible. In order %o do that, he needed a2 varlance on a typical pipestem lot|
He informed the Board that he was proposing a subdlvision with 7 lots and that
proposed lot 6 needed a variance. He stated that hils problem was that 1f he
developed the propepty down the middle that all of the perculation area would
be on lot 6 and lot 7 would not have any perculation area at all.

IThere was no ohe to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak l1ln
lopposlitlion to the application.
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age 10, November 21, 1978 Board of Zonlng Appeals
ARRY D. STAEBLER
RESOLUTION

n Application No. V-220-78 by BARRY D. STAEBLER under Section 18-401 of the
oning Ordinance to permit subdivision into 7 lots with proposed corner lot 3
aving width of 172.96 ft. {175 ft. required)} and proposed interior lot 6
aving width of 125.03 ft. (150 ft. required) on property located at 10300
unfries Road, tax map reference 37-4((1)}38, County of Palrfax, Virginia,

r. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng
esolution:

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

HEREAS, following proper notice the public, a public hearing was held by the
card on November 21, 1978; and

HEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 68,095 st. ft.

4. That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including long and narrow.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following concluaiond
cf law:

THAT the appllcant has satlafled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst whilch under & strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance

Would reault in praetical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would deprivd
he user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVEL, that the subJect application 4s GRANTED with
the followlng limitationa:

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated 1n the plats
included with thls application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall explre cne year from this date unless thils sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

#Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motion.

IThe motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

e e e e 0 . e -

Page 10, November 21, 1978, Scheduled case for

1:00 - GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to amend

P.M. Zoning Administrator's refusal to approve bullding permlt for a
greenhouse for a commerclal nursery on property in an RE-1- diatrict,
located 10614 & 10618 Leesburg Plke, 12-3((1))11 & 12, (3.5776
acres), Dranesville Dist., R-l, A=217-78. {Deferred from 11/14/78
for Zoning Administrator's resonsideratiocn of 1ssuance of building
permit).

Chairman Smith 1nformed Mr., Graham that the Board had arrived at a decision
and inquired as to whether he had seen a copy of Mr. Yates' memorandum regard-
tng the request for reconsideration. Mr., Graham stated that he was aware of
he memorandum. Chairman Smith stated that negardless of any decision of the
oard in this matter that Mr. Graham would still beé required to apply for a
peclal exception to the Board of Supervisors before a bullding permit could

e 1ssued.

. ARDIS MOVED THAT THE BOARD OF ZONING APPEALS FINDS THAT NO ERROR HAZ

EEN MADE BY THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR GIVEN THE FACTS PRESENTED TO HIM AT THE
IME OF THE DECISION. MR. YAREMCHUK SECONDED THE MOTION FOR DISCUSSION PUR-
POSES.

r, Didiulian stated that it was his understanding that Mr. Graham was to be"
iven an opportunity to speak at this hearing.

S. ARDIS WITHDREW HER MOTION AND MR. YAREMCHUK WITHDREW HIS SECOND TG THE
OTION.

010



age 11, November 21, 1978
ECRGE V. GRAHAM, JR.
(continued)

r. Graham lnformed the Board that he did not belleve that Mr. Yates' memoran-
um had any relevancy to his appeal. He stated that if it was relevant, he
felt he should be allowed to appeal that declsion today. Mr. Graham was
informed by Chalrman Smith that 1t was not a decision of the Zoning
dminlstrater but of a provision under the Zoning Ordinance that requires a
speclal exception. He further stated that the only thlng before the Board
oday was whether the Zoning Adminlstrator errored in making the decision that
e did back 1n August when he denled the building permit. He stated that the
oard could only rule on that lssue.

r. Graham stated that he questioned Mr. Yates Interpretation. He stated that
e 3t1ll did not where he had vioclated the Zoning Ordinance on August 11lth
hen Mr. Yates refused to slgn the building permit.

In response to guestlons from the Board members as to whether he had. .-~ -
anything new to add, Mr. Graham read a statement as to the history of his
pplicatlon for the benefit of Ms. Ardiz who was absent from the previoua
eeting. Mr. Graham stated that no cne was opposed te his proposed greenhouse.
e further stated that he could show that 1t was his intent to operate a
reenhouse at this locatlon sirce April of 1978. He stated that the land was
seless to him 1if he could not operate a greenhouse. Again, Mr. Graham stated
hat noc one has shown him where he is in vioclation of the Zoning Ordinance.

hairman Smith agreed that no one has stated that Mr. Graham was in viclaticn.
e indlcated that apparently the Zoning Administrator made his decislon based
n an action of the Board of Zoning Appeals on an eariler case back en July 20,
1978 where it was indlicated to the Zoning Administrator that the majority of
he Board did-net-feel that thls was a3 use allowed by right. Chalrman Siith
%plalned that a shadehouse was a use allowed by right under the ©ld Ordinance.
e indicated that he dld not support the resolution ln the previcus case.
hairman Smith informed Mr. Graham' that the Board would like to walt in making
ts declsion pending ."the flnal order from Judge Middleton in the DeAngelis.
ase. He further stated that whatever the coutcome of the Board, that Mr.
raham would st1ll be required to flle for a speclal exception before the

card of Supervlsors. Chairman Smith stated that he would be willing to

ppear before the Board of Supervisors on Mr. Graham's behalf and that there
Was nothlng else that the Board of Zonlng Appedlds could do in hithlas matter.

Mr. DiGiullan atated that even though the Board did not have a final order fron|

Judge Middleton that there was a long letter from him regarding the DeAngelis

case, Mr. DiGiulilan stated that he had a problem with the earller motlon .
tating that the Zonlng Administrator made a correct decidsion. He stated that
e made g correct decislon based on the information at the time but now there
a a letter from Judge Middleton that says that the Board made an erroneous
ecislon in the DelAngells case.

halrman Smith stated that Mr. Graham's situatlon was different in several
apects. All Mr. Graham was putting in was a greenhouse. He stabed that he
nderstood the Zoning Administrator's pesitlon and that that was the ohly way
o interpret it but stated that it dees net.meet-the-oréteris.of thes Grdinance
t thizcwdmes-..Mr. DiGiulian stated that it was permitted under the old
rdinance by Sect. 30-2.2, Column 1 uses. He further stated that as far as he
as concerned that Judge Middleton's letter has to be taken into consideration)
halrman Smith..atated that the Zoning Adminlstrator did not make hils decilaion
ased on Judge Middleton's decislon. Judge Middleton's declsion was wriltten
ust a few days before Mr. Graham's appearance béfBre the Board of Zoning
ppeals. He stated that Mr. Yates made his decision based on the Beard's

ction of July 20, 1978 and that ‘this Board has to make a declsion based on
the information that Mr. Yates hdd at that time. He stated that Mr. Yates
could not have made any other deelsion at that time. Chalrman Smith stated
that he agreed with Judge Middleton.

r. Graham argued that Mr. Yates made his declsion before the adoptlon of the
ew Zoning Ordinance. He stated that he applied for the building permit beforg
the effective date of the Ordinance. In addition, Mr. Yates refused the
uilding permit before August li4th. Chalrman Smith stated that Mr. Yates
efused the permit based on the information from the Board of Zoning Appeals.
IPhe memorandum from Mr. Yates states that Mr. Graham would have to apply to theg
Board of Supervisors for a Special Exception.

[For clarification purposes, Ms. Ardis inguired as to the scope of the Board

in an appeal decision. BShe inquired as to whether the scope was to decide
Wwhether the- Zoning Adminlistrator made a correct decision glven the informatlion
[that he had before him on August 1lth or whether it was broadened to say that
the information that was relied on may not have been accurate. She requested




Page 12, November 21, 1978
GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR.
(continued)

Ehe Clerk to provide some directive from the County Attorney's Cffice in this
atter.

Chairman Smith peolled the Board to determine whether they had arrived at a
Heclslon yet or whether this hearing should be deferred. Mr. DiGiullan stated
hat he thought a decision should be made today as he did not see how the

oard could lgnore Judge Middleton's decisicon. He further stated that the
oard had heard testimony today and the week before on information that was

of part of the information that the Zoning Administrator based his decision
mn.

3, Ardis stated that she was not satisfied with making a de¢isicn until she
ould determine the scope of the Board ln appeal cases.

r. Yates stated that Judge Middleton's decislon was not germalne to the appeaﬂ
efore the Board. Chalrman Smith agreed wilth Mr. Yates and stated that the
eclsion from Judge Middleton should not be made a part of this record.

e Board discussed a possible deferral of this hearing sc that the County
ttorney's Office could partleclpate in the discusslon. After much discussion,
he Board deferred this case until December 12, 1978 at 11:45 A.M. az an
fter agenda item. Chairman Smith stated that additional oral and written
eatimony would be allowed.

Mr. DiGiulian stated that he felt thls case was lmportant and moved that it be
Heferred untll December 12, 1978 and that the Board le&ve the record open for
pdditional oral argument from all parties. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 with 1 abstention.

/
Page 12, November 21, 1978, After Agenda Items

Uohn P. Forest, D.D.3., S-203-78: '™he Board of Zoning Appeals granted a use
permit for a home professional dental office to Dr. Forest on November 7, 1978
ubject to revised plats showing the locatlon of the reguired ten parking
paces that the Board made a condition of the permit. The plats were submitted
othe Broard showing a 10 ft. setback for parking from the property line. The
oard deferred actlon on the plats until staff could present with the sethack
equirements for parking under the new Ordlnance.

/
Page 12, November 21, 1978, After Agenda Items

Nernon M. Lynch & Sons, $S=196-77: The Board was in receipt of a letter from
ayne M. Lynch regarding a aspeclal permit granted by the Board on October 18,
977 for a golf course. Mb. Lynch was requesting permiisslon from the Board
o change the location and deslgn of the golf green. It was the consensus of
he Board that Mr. Lynch would have to submit revised plats showing what was
riginally granted and how he proposes to change the design. It was stated
hat at that time, the Board would consider the request to determine 1f 1t was

minor engineering change.

/ There being ne further business, the Board adjourned at 2:45 P.M.

e s ALk T A

Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith,-Ghairman
Board of Zoning Appeals - _
Submitted to the BZA on magg /Qﬂ. appROVED: Wy (S, 7T

Submisted te the other deparftments, " DATE

Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commission on m;};/ 8,7
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals was
held in the Beard Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, November 28, 1978. All Board Members were
present: Daniel Smith, Chalrman; John DiGiullan, Vice-
Chairman; George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and

Barbara Ardils.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 8§:05 P.M. and Mr. Barnes led the

pbrayer.
The Chairman called the scheduled 8 o'clock case:

8: 00 - REHEARING - JAMES D. ASHBAUGH & JERRY SCRRAGER, appl. under Sect.

P.M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision with proposed lot 3 having

15 ft. lot width (200 ft. required), located 1442 Crowell Road,
Whispering Pines (future) Subd., 18-4((2)})1, #7.73 acres), Dranes-
ville Dist., R-E, V-216-78. (Original hearing held on October 17,
1978 and denied.

Mr. David Lane, of Lewls, Mitchell & Moore, 8320 0ld Courthouse Road in
Wienna, represented the appllicants. He presented the Board with a letter from
he surrounding property owners statling that they were in fawor of thils
pplication., Mr. Lane informed the Board that this property was trapezoid in
hape. The property is located adjacent to an extension of Browns M1ll Road.
ere are several lots located on this road extenslon. As the road was
rivate, these property owners were not in a pesitlon to dedicate or construct
new road. In addition, the property owners statéd that they enjoy the
rivacy of thls road and do not want 1t changed. The Board previotialy denled
his application because of informatlon from Preliminary Engineering that
edlcatlon for the construction of a road to serve the back lot #3 should be
conditlon of the granting. Mr. Lane pointed out that 1t would not be in the
est interest to require auch a condltion. He stated that the property
djacent to lot #3 was recently subdivided and that there was an easement
ranted across the front two lots to the serve lot #3. In additlon, -he stated
hat the property immediately behind the subject property 1s undeegoling develop
nt and access will be provided by Hunters Mi1ll Road. Mr. Lane stated that
t was felt that the most reasonable use of the properfy was to grant a
ariance for the pipestem drive. He 1ndicated that for the Board to require
edicatlion would be a severe hardship on the applicant and would not serve
y lot and, therefore, he requested the Board to glve favorable reconslderatig
d grant the varlance.

ere Was no one to speak in favor of the appllcation and ne one to speak in
pposition of the application.

age 13, November 28, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
HEARING - JAMES D. ASHBAUGH
% JERRY SCHRAGER

RESOLUTIORN

n Application No. V-216=-T78 by JAMES D. ASHBAUGH & JERRY SCHRAGER under
ection 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision with proposed
Egt 3 having 15 ft. lot wldth on property located at 1442 Crowell Road, tax
p meference 18-4({2))1, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved

that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the ecaptioned application has been property filed 1n accordance with
lthe requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
bf the Failrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, & publiec hearing was held by
the Board on November 28, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 13 the applicant.
2., The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of %the lot 1s 7.73 acres.

4., That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape and
has an unusual condition in that the donflguration of the property will not
Ellow development in accordance with the existing zonling without thls variance .

ND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has pehched the followlng con-
clusions of law:

1J
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Page 14, November 28, 1978 Beoard of Zoning Appeals
REHEARING - JAMES D. ASHBAUGH &

JERRY SCHRAGER

continued) RESOCLUTION

THAT the appllcant has satlsfled the Board that physical conditions as
isted above exlst which under a strilct interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
Eould result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship tat would deprive
he user of the reasonable use of the land and/or hulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the lecatlon indicated In the plats in-
pluded with this application only, and 12 not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless this subdivisig
has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

mh. Barnes seconded the motion.

e motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremchuk belng absent).

Chairman Smlith stated that the reason that he changed hls vote since the last
hearing was because it was apparent that there was no other way to develop the

property 1n a reasonable manner.

B:10 - PATRICIA A. BERARDI-HARRIS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
F.M. allow a 6 ft. privacy fence in a front yard (4 ft. maximum height
provided by Seet. 10-105), located 8101 Viola St., Winter Forest/
Rolling Forest Subd., 89-2((12))274, Springfield Dist., 10,384 =g.
ft., PDH-3, V-275-78.

Ms. Pat Harris of the above address stated that when she moved to thls house
En April 1978 she had been assured that there were no restrictions in having

6 ft. privacy fence installed in the bask pard. Ma~ Harrls stated that for
afety purposes, & 6 ft. fence would be better than a 4 ft. fence as she has
kwo small boys who could c¢limb over a ¥ ft. fence. The unusual configuration

bf the let 1s that her back yard fronts on Rolling Road and is considered to
be a front yard. In additlon, there is a 12 ft. drop from her property to
Rolling Road. It is at this point, that Viola Street intersects with Rolling
Road making this hill a blind curve. Ms. Harris stated that trafflc 1s wvery
Hangerous at this location with the large trucks rolling by. 8he was con-
Ferned for the safety of her chlldren when they were out playing near the

N2 ft. drop. Ms., Harris stated that her house sita at-a angle on the property
brd that she has3front yards. 3She Informed the Board that the lot next door
was owned by the Ward Corp. and that they did not cbjeet to her proposed 6 ft.
Fence. In addition, she had submitted the plans to the Archltectural Review
Baogprd. She stated that there were plans to raise Rolling Road flush with her
property in the future. In summation, Ms. Harrls stated that because of the
topographlc condition of her property and tha fact that she has three front
yards, she was requesting the Board to grant the variance in order to construc
the 6 ft. fence. T

'here was no one to speak 1n favor of the application and no one to speak in
bpposition to the applicatlon.

Page 14, November 28, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
FAYRICIA A. BERARDI-HARRIS
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-275-78 by PATRICIA A. BERARDI-HARRIS under Sectlon 18-401

bf the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of & 6 ft. fence in the front
Fard area contiguous to Rolling Road on propepty located at 8101 Viola Street,
tax map reference 18-4((2)}274, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved
Ehat the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the folleowing resclutlon:

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

WHEREAS, following proper hotlce to the public, a publlic hearing was held by
khe Board on November 28, 1978; and
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Page 15, November 28, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
PATRICIA A. BERARDI-HARRIS

eontinued) RESOLUTICGCN
NHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning is PDH-3.

3, The area of the lot is 10,384 sqg. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condltlon in the location
of the lot bordering and fronting three streets. .

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physlcal conditions as
liated above exist which under a striet Interpretation of dhe Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the followlng limitations:

1. This approval 1s 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 cther structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by actien of this
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 15, November 28, 1978, Scheduled case for

B:20 - BOWL AMERICA, INC., appl. under Sect. 1-300 of the new Ord. &nd

P.M. Sect. 30-7.2.10.7.12 of the previous Zoning Ord. to permit Bowling
Center, located 5615 Guinea Road, 77-2{(1)}32, Annandale Dist.,
2.97 acres, I-5, $-268-78. .

Mr. Robert Lawrence, an attorney in Falrfax, represented the applicants. As
Mr. Yaremchuk was not present for bke hearing, Mr. Lawrence requested a
defapral until there was a full Board. Mr. Gary Donegal of the Glen Cove
Community Assoclatlon spoke to the deferral. He asked that if the Board
granted the deferral that the hearing be scheduled for a night meeting. As
the next available night meetlng was not until January 23th, Mr. Lawrence
requested that the Board hear the applicatlion but defer decislon in order
for Mr. Yaremchuk to particlpate. Chairman Smith stated that 1n vlew of the
number of people atSending thils hearlng, that the Board would progeed with
the case and, if possible, make a declslon. If that decilslon resulted 1n a
tle vote, then Mr. Yaremchuk would be contacted to participate in the declsion

Mr. Lawrence stated that this application was for a special permit to allow

a bowling center. He stated that the property was rezoned with certaln
proffers under the old Zonlng Ordinance. The bowling center ls permitbed

in thils zone under the old Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Lawrence explained that
Bowl America had filled for a specilal permit for a bowling center on Burke
Lake Road whiech is stlll pending in the Circult Court. BSubsequent to.that,
Mrs. Pelletleri of the Planning Commission suggested that Bowl America contact
Mr, Simon, the owner of thils parcel, to see 1if he would be interested in
selling the property for a bowling eenter. During the contract discussion,
the subject property came up for rezoning. It was clearly brought out at the
rezoning hearing that the property was belng consldered for a bowllng center.
It was made evident to everyone at that rezoning hearing, that an applieation
for a speclal permit for a bowling center would be applied for after the
rezoning.

Mr. Lawrenee stated that the property next door is owned by Mr. Joyner and is
a warehouse for a beer distributer. The property to the west was recently
rezoned and proffers were made that the land would be recreational ground.
Mr. Lawrence stated that resldences would never be bullt on this partlcular
parcel. He stated that there was a Site Plan submitted for basketball courts
for this property. The southem portion of the ppoperty would have a large
pond to control draingge. Immediately to the south 1s the Southern Rallway
Line.
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Page 16, November 28, 1978
BOWL AMERICA, INC.
(econtinued)

Mr. Lawrence read excerpts from the new Ordinance stating what the zone would
allow. He informed the Board that these particular uses were very intense
uses; much mere intense that what 1s belng proposed. With regard to the
development plan, 147 parking spaces are required. The pmoposed hours of
operation are 8:30 A.M. to 2 A.M, Mr. Lawrence stated that.they originally
wanted a 24 hour operation but because of the citlzen concern, they had
reduced the hours. In response teo gquestloning from the Board, Mr. Lawrence
stated that the reascn for remaining open past midnight was because of the
leagues. He stated that the bowllng center was dependsnt on the leagues and
that the peak period ends around 11:30 P.M. If there was a midnkght closing
time, the leagues would stop. Mr. Lawrence stated that they needed additional
time to practice. Mr. Lawrence dld state that Bowl America woilld be willing
to close ab midnight on weekdays and close at 2 A.M. on weekends and holidays.
He stated that 1t was very important to stay open until 2 A.M. as all of the
other bowling centers remaln open untll then and that in order to compete with
them for the leagues they would also have remain open until 2 A.M. In respons
to a question from the Board, Mr. Lawrence stated that the ABC Law has a

2 A.M. cloaing time. He informed the Board that Bowl America could only sell
beer and nothing else at thls center.

Mr. Lawrence showed slides of the facillity built in Florida and informed the
Board that thls proposed facility would lock identical. It would have a
brick facade in front. With regard to the sign, he stated that the lighting
would be in the interior of the slgn and be illuminated at night. Mr.
Lawrence submltted a sketch of the free-standing sign and the building sign.
The square footage of the free-standing sign was 70 and Mr. Lawrence informed
the Board that the Ordinance would allow BO sq. ft. Mr. Lawrence atated that
the proposed helght was 20 ft. and 7 ft. width. For the building, the asign
proposed was 116 sq. ft. and the Code allows up to 300 sg. ft.

M. Lawrence dlstrilbuted a traffic study with regard to the impact that this
ugse would have on the surrounding area. He stated that the bowling center
mlght generate a higher number of traffic but that the peak hours would not
occur during the normal peak hours for traffic. Mr. Lawrence stated that this
would not be the case If the property was used for residential purposes or
for the industrial use provided under the Ordinance. Mr. Lawrence .stated
that the bowling center would not generate truck traffic llke an industrial
uze would and that enly-venderd would be servieing the facllity. In con-
clusion, Mr. Lawrence stated that 1t has been determined that thls use would
be less hazardous than the uses allowed In the industrlal zone and that the
owling center would be a reasonable use of the site from a traffic impact
standpoint.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Lawrence stated that the lighting
in the parking lot would he directed towards the property and that the
applicants would adhere to 'the directional lighting as required by the 3ite
Plan Office. He stated that the reason for the poles being so high was becausd
of wandallsm. Chairman Smith stated that he felt a helght of 9 rt. would be
adequate so that the signs would not be damaged by trucks or ecars. Mr. Law-
rence stated that they were malnly concerned with wvandalism but agreed to werk
out a height with the Board. Mr. Fall stated that one concern about the helght
of the sign was that this site was located in such a topographic area that 20
ft. would not have lighting directed towards the property owners to the north
and should not be objectlonabile because of the topographle situation.

After discussion with the Board, Mr. Lawrence stated that the applicants
would agree to a sign area of 32 square footage.and a helght of 20 ft. The
32 ag. ft. was for the free standing sign and the bullding sign would be 116
sq. ft. When questioned the location of the free standing sign, Mr. Lawrence
stated that they proposed to place the slgn at the noftheast corner of the
property.

Mr. Russell Rosenberg, an attorney located at 940} Lee Highway, representing
Mr. Simon and the Guardian Constructlon Company spoke in faver of the applica-
tion. He stated that Mr. Simon was the owner of the subject parcel and that
Guardian Construction Co. was the owner of the vacant property zoned R-8
located acposs Gulnea Road to the west of the subject property. He informed
the Board that when the property was rezoned to R-8 in 1372, the Board of
Supervisors approved the development of 3 multl-purpose courts for the
property. He also informed the Board that he recalled sesslons with the
Planning Commisaion and the Board of Supervisors when the discussilon of
having a bowling facllity nearby arose. He stated that several usea for the
property were listed as proffers at the time of rezoning and that a bowling
facllity was not excluded from this 1list.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the applicaticen.
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Page 17, Novemper 28, 1978
Bowl America, Inc.
(continued)

The following persons speke in opposition of the application. Mrs. Audrey
Moore of the Annandale Distriet, Board of Supervisors, informed the Board of
the history of the applicatlon. She stated that the Board had fallen down on
its planning in allowing reaidential on one slde and Industrial uses on the
other. She stated that there was a problem in having townhouses next door to
industrial property. B3She felt that because 1t was zoned industrial that the
less intense industrial use should be on the property. There was a meeting
held with the Planning Commission, the County staff and the citizens in the
area. It was recommended to restrict the property to eommereial recreation
use or warehouse use. Prior to this meeting, Bowl America attempted to locate
a faclllity on Lake Braddock Road and was denied. Mrs. Moore attempted to help
them find another site in Burke and stated that she was looking for a site in
the Burke Center complex. Mrs. Moore informed the Board that no discussicen
regarding Bowl Amerlca took place at the Beard of Supervisors meeting at the
time of rezoning. Instead, the property was downzoned and rezoned to I-L.

At anothersmeeting with the citizens 1t was determined that a warehouse use
would be preferred over recreation usae a5 there would not be any beer drinking
Mrs. Moore stated that she thought that the Burke Center complex would be the
better location for a recreatlon facility. She stated that If the Board felt
that the use was Jjustifiled, then she would recommend that the condltions be
very restrictive as far as aereening and alccholle beverages and the hours of
operation.

Chalrman Smith informed Mrs. Moore that the Bowl Amerlica would only be allowed
fto sell beer and that if this was prohibited the faellity would not be very
sucecessful. He stated that the T-11s in the area also sell beer so that it
would st1ll be avallable to the kids in the area. He stated that he dld not
believe it was practical to restrict the beer In the bowling center. He
informed Mrs. Moore that Bowl America had agreed to limit their hours until

2 A.M. which also restricted the sale of beer.

AIMrs. Moore again stated that she belleved that the Burke Center complex would
be & better location for the bowllng center. In response to guestlons from
the Board as to a suggéstlon regarding the hours of operatiocn, Mrs. Moore
stated that 8 A.M. to 11 P.M. would be best for the cltlzens in the area.

Ms. Ardis stated that the staff report suggested 8 A.M. to 12 A.M. Ms. Ardis
also requested a response from Mr. Lawrence as to what the economic difference
would be to lemse property from the Burke Center Complex. Chalrman Smith
stated that they could respond to this question later in the meetlng.

The next speaker in opposition was Mr. Gary Donergal of 5070 Long Bow Court,
President of the Glen Cove Cltizens Assoclation. He presented the Board with
a statement from the assoeiation and informed the Beard that they were in
opposltion because of the eXxcess traffic which be coming from Burke Center

to Guinea Road. They were also opposed to alecoholic beverages being served.
They also opposed a 24 hour operation. He stated that if the Board grants
the permit, that the citlzens would prefer hours from % A.M. to 12 A.M., seven
days a week. He stated that a free standing sign was not needed as 1t would
rot be difficult to miss the townhouses surrocunding the bowling center. He
suggested that the facllity be moved to the Burke center complex. He pre-
sented the Board with a petition slgned by the residents in the area.

The next speaker in opposition was Ms. Lu Wright from the Planning Commission.
Ms. Wright guestioned whether the application had gone through the county
offices for staff dnput in the proper fashion. She stated that she understood
that the applicatlon had been accepted under the Old Ordinance but stated that
she was unclear as to whether the existing restrictions of the new Ordinance
would apply. She was concerned about the setback regulatlons. In addition,
Ms. Wright stated that Burke has had some problems with the beer llicenses and
indicated that the local T7-11 had been found to be selling beer to minors.

She was also concerned about the lighting and stated that the existing shopping
centers 1light up the area for U to 5 miles.

The next speaker was Mr. James Young, an attorney in Fairfax, of 4U06 Glen
Cove Street in Fairfax. He stated that the propcsed hours of operatlon for
lBowl America until 2 A.M. was totally incompatible with the surrounding resi-
dentlal area. He stated that moat of the cltlasens were agalnst the late hours
and the selling of beer and the area belng lighted. It would be more appro-
priate to have a warehouse located on the property according.to Mr. Young.

A cltizen of the Glen Cove Community presented a petition to the Board signed
by residents in the area who were opposed to the appllcation of Bowl America
for the following reasons: (1) wlll bring excess traffic into the residential
community; (2) will serve alcohollic beverages and beer; (3} willl have an

1/

017



Page 18, November 28, 1978
BOWL AMERICA
{(ebhtinued)

adverse effect on the youth of the community; (Y4) will operate 24 hours a dayj
and (5) wlll otherwise disrupt a residential community of approximately
2,000 homes.

Another cltlzen of the Glen Cove community was concerned about the large signs
for the Bowl America. He stated that 1f the slgns had to be placed s0 high

ecause of vandals, he worrled about the type of Individuals coming into the
Eommunity. When the reppesentatlive from Bowl America was questioned by the

oard regarding the slgns, he stated that the large slgns were necessary for
the pecple travelling to the slte In order to locate the Bowl America. The
cltizen argued that i1f the majJorlty of the people coming to the Bowl Amerlca
were 1n leagues that they would know where the bowling center was located
already; therefore, the sign would not be neceasary.

apeaker Crom the Village Park homeowners asscclation spoke In opposition to
ne Bowl America. He was coneerned that the recreatlion facility for Village
Park located adjacent to the Bowl Amerlca would sustaln damages which the
omeewners assoclatlon would be llable for. He also indicated that if the

Jority users of the bowllng center would be leagues then the center would nof
e beneficial to the community. He was also concerned about drag racing 1n
the area by the teenagers who weuld frequent the bowllng center. He presented
he Board wlth a petitlon signed by resldents from Village Park.

he next speaker was Gary Synder of 5512 Village Park. He stated that the
traffic pattern for the bowling center was more cof a non-working hour situationl
e was concerned about the safety of the echilldren playing after school. He
tated that the 1ncreased traffic would create a safety hazard.

he next speaker was Pete Campano of 5508 Paxford Court in Village Park. He
tated that the majJority of the people coming to the facility would be motorists
d as a Jogger he was concerned about that many vehlcles. He stated that the

nd questlioned whether there would be any screening provided. He also atated
hat Culnea was & very narrow road. He was also conseerned about the selling of
eer and the litterlng of the cans or cups.

e last speaker in opposition was Mr. Noel Sumner of Kingas Park West. He
tated that he waa concerned about the selling of beer or liquor con the
remlses. He asked that the sale of liguor be restricted and that the hours
f operation be restricted untll mldnight. He also suggedted that the facllisy
ot open until 10 A.M. He stated that 1f these conditlons could not be met
hen the speclal permlt should not be granted.

uring rebuttal, Mr. Goldberg stated that they never got a firm price from
urke ¢Center which is why they located down the road. In additlion, by bullding
he facility rather than leasing the facillity they could repealize more of a
rofit in the future years.. In the beglnning, they would nect make out quite

s well, Mr. Lawrence stated that the reascns negotlatlons started fer this
jece ©Of property was because Mrs. Pelletlerl suggested that they ‘get in

ouch with Mr. Simon. He stated that the problem with the Kinchloe property
was that even though 1t was zoned industrial there were no industrial uses

on the property. The Simon property was zoned industrlal and warehouses were
aiready existing. Mr. Lawrence stated the court case regarding the Kinchloe
property was scheduled for January 16th. He stased that the Simon property
was a more proper place for a bowling center. He stated that the reason

Mra. Moore would like to see the use located at Burke Center was because then
1t would not be in her district. Mr. Lawrence stated that the Zonlng Adminis-
trator had determined that thils use was grandfathered because of the proffers
made at the time of rezoning, He also stated that the Planning Commission did
not choose to pull this application. With regard to the petitions in opposi-
tion, Mr. Lawrence stated that some peopde probablg s{gned because they dlcd
not want a change. With respect to the beer, he 8 ated that was licenaed by
the State and controlled by &he ABC Board. If there were any vlolations, then
they would lose their license. Mr. Lawrence showed the Board some plats of
the. storm draina~iln relation to the elevation of Guinea Road. He indlecated
that they would do anything reasonable to make the use compatible, He stated
that they have already modified the sign and reduced the size and amended the
hours from a 24 hour operation to 8 A.M. to 2 A.M. on weekends and from 8 A.M.
to 1 A.M. on weekdays. Mr. Lawrence informed the Board that this was not an
unreasonable request and urged the Board to grant the speclal permit.

Mr, DiGiulian moved that the Board defer decizion in thls matter to allow the
members to view %he aite and té allow Mr. Yaremchuk time to review the tapes
of this hearing so he could participate in the declsion. Mr. Barnes seconded
the motion. The declsion was deferred until December 12, 1978. The vote was
4 to 0 on the motion.

/

itiaens from Village Park would have an unobstructed view of the bowllng centef
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Page 19, November 28, 1978
AFTER AGENDA ITEMS

The Board was in receipt of a memorandum from Harvey Mitchell regarding the t:) I c?
parkling space setback requirement for home professlonal offices. The staff. J
had been requested to research this matter and advise the Board of 1ts findingd.
The memorandum was addressed to Philip Yates for his interpretation of the
staff findings.

/7

Palmer Hartl, S-212-7T8: This case was deferred from November T, 1978 for a
deciszlon and to requeat informatlion from the Qulf Reston Assoclation. The
Board was in recelpt of a letter from the attorney for the Reston Home Orners
Asscciatlon and thls letter was placed in Mr. Hartl's file.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 10:20 P.M.

By < ' -
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith,” Chalrman
Board of Zonlng Appeals
APPROVED: :
Submitted to the BZA on é @ﬂ il DATE
Submitted to the other partments,

Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commission on o /Y




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

was h#dd in the Board Room of the Masasey Bullding

on 'Tuesday, Peeember 5, 1978. All Board Members

were present: Danlel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian,
Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and
Barbara Ardis.

The méeting opened at 10:1C A.M. 2ed with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.
The Chalrman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case.

i¢:00 - LAWRENCE R. & ELAINE M. FLAKE, appl. under Sect. 18-3401 of the Ord.

A.M. So allow subdivision into two (2) lots, one (1) of which has a width
of 10.57 ft. (225 ft. required), by Sect. 3~E06), located 416 Werner
Way, Beach Mill Hill Subd., 2-4{((2))9, Dranesville Dist., 5.2233
acres, R-E, V-266-78.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Lawrence Flake of Cinnamon Circle
Drive in Vienna informed the Board that he desired to dilvide lot 9. His
Justification was because this was an odd shapped lot. He informed the Board
hat Preliminary Engineering had no objectlons to the proposed division and

in addition, he submitted a detter of support from the neighbor across the
oad. Mr. Blake stated that by dlviding the lot into two lots 1t would be

cre compatlble with the surrounding lots. Mr. Flake stated that there was a
t.v. cable whlch blsects the property and stated that this was where they
roposed to divide the property. He stated that the area was cleared of trees
r. Flake read the letter from the property owner acroas the road, Fugate, who
as in favor of the appllication. In addition, Mr. Flake indicated that two
ther property owners were also in support of his applicatlon; these being

ne LopeZes and the Rlces. Mr. PFlake stated that this property division would
ot add any traffic to the subdivlislion because thls was the only lot in the
ubdivision which fronts on Seneca Road and that they would use Seneca Road
for ingress and egress. Mr. Flake stated that he desired to bulld his home

d ralse hls famlly on the back portion of the property on the 3 acres and
sked the Board for thelr favorable conslderation in this application.

n response to gquestions from the Board, Mr. Flake stated that Goodall Street
d Werner Way are private roads now exlsting in the subdivision. '

ere was no one to speak In favor of the application. The following persons
poke 1n oppesition to the application. Chairman Smith infeormed Mr. Flake that
he Beard had recelved letters in opposition from Mr. Nye, Mr. Curtis, Mr.
urrane and Mr. Curry. Mr. Curry informed the Board that he was speaking on
ehalf of the Homeowners Alllance of Beechmill Hill and Great Falls. He

tated that there were three reasons why thls varlance should not be granted.
1) discrepancies exist in Mr. Flake's letter of Justification, (2) the
pplicable Zoning Ordinance would prohobit the granting of thls request, and
3) the general feeling of the eltizens in the area are in opposition to the
equest. Mr. Curry stated that less than 15% of the lots in the area are two
eres or less, Mr. Curry stated that subdivlsion of this five acre parcel of
and would deatroy the scheme of the surrounding aresa in that 90% of the lots
n Beech M11l Hills are made up cof five or more acrea. W1ith reapect to the
able running through the property, Mr. Curry stated that same condition
xists for all of the lots in the subdlvialon and, therefore, does not consti-
ute an unusual hardship for Mr. Flake. Mr. Curry stated that Mr. Flake'‘'s
rimary reason for requesting thils varlance as stated in the justificatlon was
ecause he suffered financlal hardship. Mr. Curry reminded the Board that thew
annot conslider finaneial hardship. Mr. CQurry stated that this plpestem lot
equest was not 1n accordance wlth the Comprehenalve Plan. Mr. Curry stated
hat the area residents are in opposltion to this applicatien and stated that
his was supported by the number of letters of oppositlon recelved by the
oard. He presented the Board with a petitlon signed by approximately 50
esldents who were in opposition to thls request.

r. Burt Nye of 421 0ld Dirt Road spoke on behalf of the Great Falls Citizens
sgociatlon who were in opposition to the applicatlon of the Flakes. He stated
hat this property was in the Jefferson Branch Water Shed. He satated that the
aster Plan calls for 10 acre zonlng. Mr. Nye stated that Mr, Flake could

ake reasonable use cof the land as it now exlistas. He informed the Board that
his property was up for downzoaing at the present time to protect the water
hed.
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Page 31, December 5, 1978
LAWRENCE R. &k ELAINE M. FLAKE
{continued)

During rebuttal, Mr. Flake stated that there wasg a precedent for two acre lots
He stated that some of the lots had Just been divided recently along the length
of Seneca Road. With regard to the cable dissectling other people's property,
Mr. Flake showed the Board aerlal photographs which showed that the cable
followed thelr property lines. Mr. Flake stated that as he desired to build
on the back lot he had perc tests done on the property. He stated that he was
genuinﬁlg interested in bullding a home on the property. The property is
zoned R-2.

In response to gquestions from the Board, Mr. Flake atated that he purchased

the property in April of 1978. There were no other gquestions from the Board.
Page 21, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
LAWRENCE R. & ELAINE M. FLAKE

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-266-78 by LAWRENCE R, & ELAINE M, FLAKE under Sectidn
18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance %o permit subdivision into two lots, one of
which has a width of 10,57 ft. (225 ft. required by Sect. 3-HO6) on property
located at 416 Werner Way, tax map reference 2-4((2))9, County of Falrfax,
Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian 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 with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; end

WHEREAS, following proper notiée to- the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of facf:
1. That the owner of the property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning is R-E,
%, The area of the lot 1s 5.2233 acres,

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

THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditlons as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinanc

would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the lamnd and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ESOLVED that the subject application is DENLIED,
Mr, Yaremchuk seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Ms. Ardis).

Page 21, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:10 _ g, M, BAKER COMPANY, INC., appl. under Sect. 18-40l of the Ord. to

AM. allow reduction in side yard requirements as provided by Sect.
2-417 for a group of three (3) contiguous lots in the same Owner-
ship, located 1634, 1636 & 16384 LaSalle Ave,, Hunting Ridge Subd.,
30-30(2))198, 199 & 200, Dranesville Dist., 6,500 sq. ft..each,
R1, V-267-75.

Mr. Patrick Gallagher of 1333 Park Streot in Vienna represented the applicant|
The required notices were in order. Mr, Gallagher stated that the subject
land was subdivided in the 1920s and that all of LaSalle Avenue is now sub-
gstandard lots. The lots are 50' ¥ 130' deep., The most recent construction
was four houses built in 1966, The size of the houses were 30' x 42', An
administrative variance was granted in order to build these particular homes.
Mr. Gallagher stated that tie property is presently zoned R-1l. The total slde
yard requirement for this zone is 40 ft. The property was purchased in March
of 1977, They are buildable lots but only if the house was 10' x 55' long.
Mr, Baker has plans for such houses but it would be very dfficult. Such
congtruction would not conform to the type of homes already existing in the
area and, in addition, would have severe market value, The structurs that
Mr. Baker proposes to build would be 30,6' x 40' which would leave 11t on one
side and &3' on the other side. Mr., Gallagher stated that this was not an
unusual request as the Board had granted similar variances on identical lots.
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Page 22, December 5, 1978
T, M., BAKER COMPANY, INC,
{continued)

He indicated that the homes that Mr, Baker proposes to build would be in the
$112,000 to $125,000 range. This construction would be in keeping with the
neighborhood of iarge, nice homes.

In response to questlons from the Board, Mr, Gallagher stated that this
subdivision was recorded prior to 1941, In response to how the other homes
were built, Mr, Gallagher stated that he believed an administrative variance
was granted. He indicated that Mr, Baker could not obtain an adminlstrative
variance as he owned three contiguous lots, He stated that 65% of the land
was developed,

There was no one to aspeak in favor of the application. The following persong
spoke in opposition to the application., A speaker from McLean Hamlet stated
he represented his mother who was an adjoining property owner, He indicated
that she has cancer and that this property was her only income, She remts
the property., He stated that they might have to ®11 the home., It was his
belief that a project such as proposed by Mr. Baker being located next door
would detract from and decresase the property values of the surrounding lots.
He stated that he was 100% opposed to. a bullding 8§' from the property line,

The next speaker was Mrs, Vera Carter of 1612 Colonial Lane in McLean,
Hunting Ridge Subdivision. She gated that she has owned her property since
1929, She stated that the landowners in the area take pride in their homes.
She stabed :that each of the homes have a certain charm, Mrs, Carter re-
quested that the Board look at the homes built on LaSalle Avenue and furiher
requested that the Board disapprove the variance. She indicated that fhe
property owners own several lots in this area, Mr. & Mrs, Fisher own 3 lotq
Mrs, & Mrs, Barnes own 3 lots; Mr. & Mrs, White owmn 3 lots; and Mr, and Mra.
Herbert own 5 lots. Mrs. Carter stated that she was the oldest property
owner in this area.

The next speaker was also in opposition to the application. She stated that
she owns five lots on the {orner of Seneca and 014 Courthouse Road and dees
not plan to construct a house on thils property in the future.

The next speaker was Ward Cobbfwho'stated thaf he owned three lots on Chain
Bridge Road and was also opposed te this variance reguest,

The next speaker was Raymond Wells of 1610 Great Falls Street in MekLean. He
stated he owns -~ lots 14 and 15. He was in opposition to the application
because it would ruin a good neilghborhood. Mr. Wells stated that the
community was belng threatened with a 10 ft. house. Mr. Wells complalned
about the way the T. M. Baker Company was daing business in thls area.

The next speaker was Jeffrey Kidwell of 1629 Hunter Avenue. He atated that
he was in oppecsiticn to the variance gpplieation. He Comprehensive Plan
calls for a maximum density of 2 to 3 dwelling units per acre. He indlcabed
that people in this area have to use several lots 1lnorder to obtain a bulldad
ble lot. In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Kidwell stated that
he owned 6 lots on Hunter Avenue with only one house on them. He indicated
that he intended to stay at this location. In additlon, he stated that the
average number of lots owned by one person wepe about three and that on

La Salle the average was two to three lotas.

The next speaker stated that Mr. Baker would ruln the neighborhoocd 1f he put
up small houses on thease lota.

During rebuttal, Mr. Gallagher stated that the opposltion was considerable
but not substantial. He stated that there were letters in the flle from
contlguous property owners who were in favor of this application. He stated
that Mr. Cobb and Mr. Carter both llve on Chain Bridge Road and were helding
out for commercial zonling to come through. Mr. Gallagher stated that the
proposed houses were not cheap houses ag they wouldisell in the $125,000
range. He stated that what they planned to build may not be to the taste of
the .people in the area. Mr. Gallager stated that 1f the emoticnal and well
organized civic opposition resulted in the denial of thils application that
Mr. Baker could still conatruct a 10 ft. x 55 ft. house on the lot. He
stated that this was not a threat to the neighberhood but only what 1is
allowed under the Zoning Ordinance. He reguested that the Board grant the
variance application. '

C13
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Page 23, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
T. M. BAKER COMPANY, INC.
RESOLUTICOCN

In Application No. V-267-78 by T. M. BAKER COMPANY, INC. under Section 18-401
of the Zoning Ordlnance to permit reduction in side yard for three (3) con-
tiguous lots in the same ownership on property located at 1634, 1636 and 16384
LaSalle Avenue, tax map reference 30-3((2))198, 199 and 200, County of Fairfaji
Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publde hearing was held by
the Board on December %, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact;

1. That the owner of the property i1s the applicant.
2, The present zoning 1s R-1.
3. The area of the lot 1s 6,500 sq. ft.

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

THAT the applicant has not satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinancd
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasconable use of the land and/or bulildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 23, December %, 1979, Scheduled éase for

10:20 - RANDALL C. FOLTZ, appl:. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. - gonstruction of garaﬁe 3.5 ft. from side lot line (8 ft. side yard
required by Sect. 3-407), located 2310 Malraux Drive, Tysons Woods
Subd., 39-3((28))81, Prowidence Dist., 8,407 sq. ft., R-4, vV-270-78

The required notices were in order. Mr. Foltz of the above address informed
the Board that he would like to construct a two car garage. He stated that
the sbhape of his property was irregular and that would prevent one corner
of the proposed structure from meeting the requirements of the Ordinance. He
stated that the other corner dces fall within the 8 £, setback requirement.
He requested that the varlance application be approved. In response to
questions from the Board, Mr. Foltz stated that he has owned the property
sinee July of 1978. He further indicated that he has an existing carport
and that he proposes to censtruct a 18 ft. garage. He indicated that he had
verbal approval from his neighbors. Again, he stated that three corners of
the structure met the 8 ft. requirement but that one corner did not.

There was no cne to speak in favor of the application and no cne to speak 1n
opposition to the application.

Page 23, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
RANDALL C. FOLTZ

RESCLUTION

In Application No. V-270-78 by RANDALL C. FOLTZ under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of a garage 3.5 ft. from side %ot ling
(8 ft. slde yard required by Sect. 3-407) on property located at 2310 Malraux
Drive, Tyscns Woods Subd., tax map reference 39-3{(28))81, County of Fairfax,
Virginla, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in aceordance with
the requirements of all applieable State and County Codes and with the by-
lawz of the Fairfax County Board of Zonihg:Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a publie hearing was neld by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and
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Page 24, December 5, 1978 Board. of Zowing Appeals.
RANDALL C. FOLTZ {conbtinued) o - )
RESOLUTION

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

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

2. The present zoning is R-4.

3. The area of the lot 8,407 sq. ft.

] That the applicant's property has an unusual condltion 1n the locatlon
of the exiating buildings on the subject property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beoard of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
clugions of law:

THAT the applicant has satlsfied the Board that physlcal conditlons =as
listed above.exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinancd
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or builldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subJect applicatlon is GRANTED wilth
the following limitations

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with thls 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 unlesa construction
has started and l1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any explratlon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motlon passed by a vote of 5 to 0,

Page 24, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:30 - WILLIAM B. BECKER & ROBEAT E. STEIN, appl. under Sect, 18-1401 of

A.M. the Ord. to allow a subdivision with proposed lots 23, 24, & 33
each having a width of 10 ft. (80 ft. required by Sect. 3-306),
located 1756 Greek Crossing Road, Wexford South Subd., 28- H((l))MD,
Centrevlille Dist., 14.0 acres, R-3, V-271-78.

The required notices were In order. Mr. Charles Runyon of 152 Hillwood Ave.
in Falls Church represented the applicants. Mr. Runyon informed the Board
that this property had been recently rezoned. At the time of rezoning, Mr.
Becker's .attorney agreed to contribute some land for open space to the Wex-
ford community. In return for this, Mr. Becker was allowed to request .
pipestem }ots for the project. Mr. Runyon stated that they could not get-a
public street to serve this area because of the location of the house on lot
33. He stated that the justification for the varilance was the location of
the exlsting house and the construction of the street between the house and
the street would not permlt aznother additional street.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon. The followlng persons
spoke in opposition to the appllcation. Mr. Charles F. Burhenne of 910

Ridge Road 1n Vienna, informed the Board that this property had been rezoned
earlier in the year from R-1 to R-3. He stated that this was quise a dis-
tinetive revislon. He did not feel that the plpestem lots being conly 10 ft.
wide should be allowed to add to the disparity. He stated that he was not
¢lear whether these three lots were included iIn the 36 lot subdivisiocn or
whether they were in addition to 1%, He stated that the Board of Supervisors
turnaed down the plpestem situatlon earlier this year.

The next speaker in opposition was Mr. Eugene Crichfield of 9104 Ridge Road.
He stated that this property had been downgraded and that under the previous
zoning category, pilpeatem iots would not have been allowed. Mr, Crichfleld
stated that Mr. Becker ruined the neighborhood and he felt that the zoning
laws should not be varied. He indicated that Mr. Becker could have developed
this property under the R-1T7 category. He further indicated that the reason

the Wexford community approved this plan was because they were awarded $18,000|

The next speaker was Mr. Russell Thompson of 800 Park Street, owner of lot 11
in Vienna. He stated that his only opposition was the 10 ft. pipestem lots
which would detract from the project. He stated that thls was an area of
single family homes and that by plpestemming these lots, it would jam everyone
together too chosely.
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Page 25, December 5, 1978
WILLIAM B. BECKER & ROBERT E. STEIN
{continued)

During rebuttal, Mr. Runyon shkated that he was not aware that the Board of
Supervisors turned down any pipestem lots at the time of rezoning. He stated
that the intention was that they come to the Board &£ Zoning Appeals for
approval. The Board of Supervisors granted the rezoning on the basis of this
project being 36 lots. He indicated that the denslty of this project was
8lightly above the mlddle density. The property ls not:..wide.enaugh for two
lots without a varlance and too wide for one lot by itself. In addition,

Mr. Runyon stated that because of the physleal constralnts of the property,
the owner of the property had agreed to convey some of the land to the Tysons
Briar Swim and Racquet Club in order to help wilth the traffic situation.

Mr. Runyon informed the Board that he himself lives on a pipestem lot 1n
Great Falls. Mr. Runyon stated that the 36 lot development remains the same.
He stated that the property was zZoned R-3. Mr. Runyon stated that he sympa-
thized with Mr. Crichfield but ¥hat Fairfax County has changed and would get
even denser. Mr. Runyon stated that his Justification for the pipestem lots
wers reasonable and urged the Board to grant the varlance.

Page 25, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeald
WILLIAM B. BECKER & ROBERT E. STEIN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-271-78 by WILLIAM B. BECKER & ROBERT E. STEIN under
Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivisjon with lots 23,
24 and 33 each having a width of 10 ft. (80 ft. required by Sect. 3-306) on
property located at 1756 Creek Crossing Road, tax map reference 28-4((1))40,
County of Falrfax, Virginla, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the followlng resclution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applleatlon has been properly filed 1n accordance with
the requirements ¢f all applicable 5tate and County Codes and with the by-lawyg
of the Falirfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals) and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the appllicant.

2. The present zonlng 1Is R-3

3. 'The area of thelot is 1ll.acres,

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlionally Irregular 1n shape
ineluding narrow and has an unusual conditien 1n the lecatlon of the
existing structures on the subjJect property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusions
of Jlaw:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
1listed above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinancs
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limltations:

1. This approval is granted for the lecation indilcated in the plats
included with this application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2, This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
divislon has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motilon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).
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Page 26, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:40 - WILLIAM & VIOLET HAUNSTEIN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.

A.M. to allow enclosure of existing carport such that side yards total
21.5 ft. (total min. of 24 ft. required by Sect. 3-207), located
4317 Wakefield Drive, Truro Subd., 70-1((12))20, Annandale Dist.,
10,548 acres, R-2(c¢), V-273-78. .

Mrs. Violet Haunsteln of the above address informed the Board that she was
requesting a 2% ft. varlance to enclose the existing carport into a garage.
She stated that the garage was desperately needed for securlty and atorage.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak in
opposition to the application, There were no questions from the Board memberdl
Page 26, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appesls
WILLIAM & VIOLET HAUNSTEIN

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-273-78 by WILLTAM & VIOLET HAUNSTEIN under Section 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to permlt enclosure of existing carport such that
side yards total 21.5 ft. (total min. of 24 ft. required by Sect. 3-207)} on
property located at #317 Wakefleld Drive, tax map reference 70-1((12))20,
County of Falirfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resclution:

WHEREAS, the captloned applicatlon has been properly flled 1n accordance with
the requlrements of all applicable 3tate and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the PFairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1ls the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-2(C}.

3. The area of the lot 1s 10,548 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has ar unusual condition in the locatiocn
of the existing bulldings on the subject ppoperty.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Abpeals has reached the following con-
cluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditlons as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretatlon 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 bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

l. Thls approval is granted for the lccatlion and the aspecific structure
indlcated in the plats iIncluded wlth thls appllcatlion only, and is not
transferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. Thls varlance shall expire one year from this date umless construction
has started and is dillgently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any explration,

Mr. DiGiulilan seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanlmously by a vote of 5 to 0.

10:5¢0 -~ JOHN R. MOYSEY & MARY H. MOYSEY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of'the

A.M. Ord. to allow addition ta.dwelling 27.9.ft. from front property
line (30 ft. min. required by Sect. 3-1I07), located 1011 Cup Leaf
Holly Court, Holly Knoll Subd., §-3((4))81, Dranesville Dist.,
21,563 sg. ft., R=1(C), V=-2T4-78.

Mr. John Moysey of the above address stated that his house was next to a plpe-
stem drive. With the construction of the addition, they would encroach on

the setback by 2.1 ft. He indicated that the proposed addltion was slmilar
to other additions in this nelghborhood. In response to questlons from the
Board, Mr. Moysey stated that the addition would be a 14'x18' library. He

stated that he would not be encoaching on anycne's property. Mr. Moysey statefl
that his house sits at an angle and that the house was parallel to the road.
This additton would balance the effecta of the house and would not be detri-
mental to the neighborhocod.
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Page 27, December 5, 1978
JOHN R. MOYSEY & MARY H. MOYSEY
{(continued)

There was no one to speak ln favor of the application and no one to speak in
¢pposition to the appiicatlon.
Page 27, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
JOHN R. MOYSEY & MARY H, MOYSEY

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-274-78 by JOHN R. & MARY H. MOYSEY under Sectlon 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit addition to dwelling 27.9 ft. from front
property 1line (30 ft. min. required by Sect. 3-107}, on property located at
1011 Cup Leaf Holly Court, tax map reference 6=3({4))81, County of Fairrax,
Virginia, Ms, Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follow-
ing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been preperly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applleable State and County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-1(c}.

3. The area of the lot 1s 21,563 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant’'s property has an unusual condltion in the location
of the existing bulldings on the subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has 3atlsfled the Board that physical conditlons as
1isted above exlst which under a strict ilnterpretation.of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable uge of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon 1is GRANTED wilth
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this applicatilon enly, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thils dafe unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of thls
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motilon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 27, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:00 - MARTIN D. & BARBARA A. COOK, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.
A.M, to allow 6.8 ft. hilgh fence to remain in front yard (4 ft. max.
helght required by Sect. 10-105), located 6219 Bren Mar Dr., Bren
¥a§3£ar1§ Subd., 81-1((4))(B)3, Mascn Dist., R-4, 10,312 sq. ft.,
- -78.

The requlred notlces were in order. Mr. Martin Cook of the above address
requested the Board to allow the 6.8 ft. fenece to remain as they had no prior
knoiledge of heilght restrictions for fences in the frent setback area. r.
Cook 1nformed the Beoard that he had contacted Montgamery Ward for the fence
and was advised that there was not any problem. Mr, Cook stated that the
fence was only a small section erected between two hedges to connect them.
Mr. Cook stated that part of the hedges had dled out and they declded to
replace it with a fence. Mr. Cook stated that the hedges have been this high
for some years and were there when he bought the hcocuse. After belng assured
by Wards that there was not a problem wilth the fence, Mr. Cook constructed it
himsazf.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatien and ne one to apeak in
opposition to the applicatlon.

2f
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Page 28, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appezls
MARTIN D. & BARBARA A. COOK
RESOLUTION

In Application No, V-234-78 by MARTIN D, & BARBARA A. COOK under Section
18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit 6.8 ft. fence to remaln in frent
yard on property located at 6219 Bren Mar Drive, tax map reference 81-1((4))
(B)3, County of Falrfax, Virginia, ¥r. DiGlullan moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution: .

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

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

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

2. The present zoning is R-U.

3. The area of the lot is 10,312 aq. ft.

L, That the applicant's property by the granting of this variance will not
Impair the intent and purpose of the Zoning Ordinance.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst which under a strilct lnterpretation of the Zoning Ordlnancd
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivp
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the apecific structure
indiecated in the plats ilncluded with this appliecatlon only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and 18 diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any expiration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to ¥ (Mr. Smith).

Page 28, December 5§, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:10 - EDWARD M. STATLAND & BADMAN TEIMORIAN.CO., TR., appl. under Sect.

A.M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision into three lots, two of
which have lot width of 12 ft. (200 ft. required by Seet. 3-E06),
located at 8612 01d Dominion Drive, 20-1({1))56A, Dranesville Dist.,
8.79% acres, R-E, V-255-78.

Mr. Henry Mackall, an attorney representing the applicants, informed the Board
that he had a petition from the nelghbors supporting this application whiceh
he presented to the Board. He stated that thls property was long and narrow
and as a result was very difficult to divide 1t accordlng to the present
zoning category. Mr. Mackall stated that there were topographle problems.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Mackall stated that the property
slopes off steeply and that a common drive would be utilized for the lots..
With respect to construction, Mr. Mackall stated that even wilth the topographip
problems 1t was possible to construet a house on the flat knoll.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak 1n
opposition to the application.
Page 28, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
EDWARD M. STATLAND & BADMAN TEIMORIAN CO., TR.

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-255-78 by EDWARD M. STATLAND & BADMAN TEIMORIAN CO., TR.
under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordlnance to permit -pobdivision inte thres
lots, two of which have lot wldth of 12 ft.*(200 ft. required by Seet. 3-E06),
on property lecated at 8612 014 Dominion Dr., tax map reference 20-1((1))564,
County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zonlng
Appeals adopt the foellowlng resolution:
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Page 29, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
EDWARD M. STATLAND & BADMAN TEIMORIAN CO., TR.
RESOLUTION

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zonlng is R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 5.794 acres.

4. That the appliecant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow and has exceptlonal topographle problems.

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

THAT the appllicant has satisfled the Board that physlical conditions as
listed above exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinancy
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/cor buildings imvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application ls OGRANTED IN
PART #*(to allow subdivision into two lots, each lot having Lot width of 12 ft
wilth the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location 1ndicated in the plats
inecluded with this application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
divislon has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

3. A common entrance to-serve-pobh lots shall be in acecordance with the
standards for pipestem lots.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motlicn.

The motlon passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 29, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:20 - DALE L. THOMPSON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. addition to exlsting dwelling to be completed and to remain 26.6 ft.
from front property line and to a height of 18.8 ft. instead of
14 ft. as approved in the granting of V-106-77, and for clarifica-
tion on Board's previocus. intent regarding sundeck on rear of dwell-
ing, loecated 6422 Deepford Street, Montlcello Woods, 851-3((13))(D)
232, Lee Dist., 14,309 sq. ft., R=3, V=-262-78. ({(Deferred from
November 7, 1978 for Notices).

The required notices were 1n order. Mr. Claude Kennedy, Zonlng Inspector,
was present to answer any questions from the Board. Mr. Royce Spence, at
attorney from 311 Park Avenue in Falls Church, represented the appllecant.

For the purpose of informing the new Board members, Mr. Smith stated that the
Board had heard a variance raquest on thls property back in July of 1977 and
granted a varlance by a vote of 3 to 1, there beilng only four Board members
present. He further stated that Mr. Swetnam was very specific in his resolu-
tion that in granting the variance that the helght and the leocatlon was con-
ditioned on it being bullt according to the plans submitted and that the sun-
deck be removed. Mr. Smith stated that since that time, apparantly a Zoning
vioclatlon was issued. Mr. Smith asked Mr. Kennedy to bring the Board up to
date in this matter.

Mr. Claude Xennedy, Zonlng Inspector, stated that Ms. Kelsy started the case
just before the zoning violation was issued. He stated that they issued the
vlolation in a letter form based on the condition that the variance was
granted in accorddnce with the plats and drawings submitted to the Board.

The structure that Mr. Thompson bullt did not comply with what was granted by
the Beard. Mr. Thompaon ralsed the roof 4 ft. Mr. Kennedy stated that when
Mr. Thompson dld not ecmply with the original plats that he no longer had a
variance.

<
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Page 30, December 5, 1978
DALE L. THOMPSON
(econtinued)

Mr. Smith stated that Mr, Swetnam had inquired of Mr. Thompson at the earlier
hearing if the roofline would continue even with the 0ld roofline and was
aasured that the new additlon would eontinue the same reofline.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if the helght of the new addition was in violation of
the "Zéning Ordinance and was informed by Mr. Kennedy that it was not. Mr.
Kennedy stated that the only concern was that it did not comply with the
original conditicons of the variance granted by the Board.

Mr. Royce Spence submitted photographs to the Board showlng the new addition
and the roofline. He stated that Mr. Thompson raised the roof because of. the
rear elevatlion. There 1s a garage on the front and in order to keep it from
being fleooded, Mr. Thompson had %o ralse the structure 4 ft. in helght.

Mr. Smith atated that Mr. Swetnam had originally asked about the roofline and
was assured that Mr. Thompson would continue the same roofline. The reason
for these questlions was because there were objections at the origlnal hearing
to the additlon being bullt. Mr. Spence sald that only one lady objected at
the original hearling. He further stated that the addition was not any higher
than other homes in the area.

Mr. Smith shated that he was present at the origal hesring and Mr. Swetnam wag
concerned that the addition be constructed in harmony with the surrounding
community. .

Ms. Kelsy informed the Board that the reason the inspectors had 1ssued the
zoning violatlon was because Mr. Thompson did not bulld the addition in
accordance with the Beard's resolution.

Mr. Spence stated that Mr. Thompson had elrculated a petition recently and
everyone signed stating they did not have any obJectlén to his addition.

Mr., Spence went on to state that Mr. Thompson has spent over $10,000 on the
construction of the additlon. The work 1s not completed because of the
issuance of the violatlon. Damage has already begun on the unfinlshed work.
He stated that Mr. Thompson would like to complete the work as soon as possi-
ble. He went on to state that the only injury belng done was to the appll-
cant,

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicablon and no one to speak in
opposition te the application.

Page 30, Decemper 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
DALE L. THOMPSON
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-262-78 by DALE L. THOMPSON under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance bo permit additlon to exlsting dwelling to be completed and
to ramain 26.6 ft. from front property line and to a height of 18.8 ft.
instead of 18 ft. as approved in the granting of V-106-77, on property
located at 6422 Deepford Street, tax map reference 81-3((13))(D)232, County
of Fairfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardls moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the followlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance wlth
the requirements of all appllcable State and County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Beoard of Zoning Appeals;;and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publle, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 5, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-3.

3. The area of the lot 14,309 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptlonal topographic problems and
has an unusual condition in the location of the existing bulldings on the
subJect property. ’

AND, WHEREAS, the Boeard of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
clusions of law:
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Page 31, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
DALE L. THOMPSON .
{continued) RESOLUTION

THAT the appllcant has satlsfled the Board that physical conditions as listed
above exlst which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would
result if practieal 4ifficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or builldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED to
amend-Y=106-77 as above with the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the locaticon 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 varlance shall expire one year from this date unless construection
has gtarted and 1s diligently ptirsued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any explration.

3. All provislons of V-106-77 are incorporated by reference except as a
amended above.

Mr, DiGlullan seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. 3mith).

Chalrman Smith:inquirsd sbout-the giidvelk dy -the Zoning Inspectors had asked
for clarification on the deck. Mr. DiGiulian stated that the deck was built
wlthout a bullding permit and that Mr. Thompson had stated at the last
hearing that he was going to tear 1t down. Mr. Kennedy informed the Board
fhat at the last meetling, one of the BZAmembers had inguired 1f the deck met
the setback requirementa., Mr. Kennedy stated that i8 meets the setback but
that Mr. Thompson did not have a bullding permit for the deck. Mr. Thompson
had previously Indicated that the would remove the deck. The questlon arose
that on the bullding permit for the addition, it was also.requested to allow
the construction of a deck. There 1s no problem with any setback. Ms. Kelsey
stated that there was no problem with the constructlon of a deck a3 long as
the setback was met and he obtained a bullding permit.

Page 31, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:30 - EARLY LEARNING, 'INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to

A.M. permit private school of general education for maximum of 120
children, located 9012 Leesburg Plke, Woodsilde Estates Subd.,
19-4((4))a-1, 5.000 acres, Dranesville Dist., R-1, S-231-78.
{Deferred from November T, 1978 for revised plats and for
decision only.)

Mr. John Aylor, attorney for the applicant, submitted the revised plats to
the Board. He informed the Board that the plats met the setback condition
discussed by the Beard in connectlon with moving the Bullding and the private
drive. .

Mr. Smith inquired 1f anyone was Interested in examining the new plats.

Mr. William Sclomon of 897C Brook Road, an immediate neighbor, came forward.
He questioned the large amount of land and 3nguired as to 1ts future use.

He was informed by Chairman Smith that the entire five acresswould be under
the use permit and that no other use could be made of the property without
coming back before the Board. Mr. S¢lomn questioned whether any other school
would be allowed on thils property and he was informed that any change would
requlire future consideration of the Board.

There were no other questlons from the audience and none from the Board Me -
bers.
Page 31, December 5, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
EARLY LEARNING, INC.

RESOCLUTION

Mr. DiGlulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-231-78 by EARLY LEARNING, INC. under Section 3-103
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit private school of general
education on property located at 9012 Leesburg Plke, tax map reference
19-4({4))a-1, County of Falrfax, Virginla, has been properly filed in
accaordance with all applicable requlrements; and

Sl
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Page 32, December 5, 1978 Board of Zonling Appealq
EARLY LEARNING INC.
(eontinued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Alpeals held on November 7, 1978 and deferred to December 5,
1978 for decislon; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s Ellzabeth Bell and that the
applicant 1s the contract purchaser.

2., That the present zoning 1s R-~1l.

3. That the area of the lot 1s % acres.

4, That compllance with the Site Plan Ordinance is regquired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng concluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony lndicating compllance witﬁ
Standards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section 8-004
of the Zoning Ordilnance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject applicatlon 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations

1. 'This approval is granted €o the applicant only and ls not transferable
without further actlon of thils Board, and 1s for the location indicated in
the application and is not tranaferable to cther land.

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s dilligently pursued or unless
renewed by action of thls Beoard prior to any explratlon.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal atructures of any
kind, changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board {other than minor englneering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thils Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor englneering detalls) with-
out thils Board's approval, shall gonstlitute a viclation of the condltions of
thils Special Permit.

4, Thias granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made avallj
able to all departments of the Countycef Palrfax during the hours of operatilos
of the permltted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be requlred and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Seet. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordlnance except as qualified below.

7. The maxlmum number of puplls shall be 120.

8., The maximum number of employees shall be 10.

9. The hours of operation shall be 7 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday through Friday
Parent/teachers meetings shall be until ¢ P.M., Monday Shrough Fitday.

10. The number of parking spaces shall be 20.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motiecn.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes being out-of-the-room).

Page 32, December 5, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:50 ~ ST, BERNADETTEtS CATHOLIC PARISH, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the
A M. Ord., to permit a church, located ?600 0ld Keene Mill Road,
90=1({1)}1, Springfield Pist., 24,7310 acres, R=2, S-2?6-78.

The required notices were in order. Monsignor Edward Brown of 7600 0ld Keene
Mill Road in Springfield appeared before the Board to present the application
He stated that this was an application for construction of a church. In
responee to questlions from the Board, Magr. Brown stated that there was a
school presently on the site and that the church was using®gym for services
at the present time, The church was to be constructed of brick., There were
no more questions from the Board,.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition to the application.
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Page 33, December 5, 1978 . Board of Zoning Appeals
ST, BERNADETTE'S CATHOLIC PARISH )
RESOLUTION

Mr, Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-276=78 by 5T. BERNADETTE'S'CATHQLIC PARISH under
Section 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit a church on
property located at 7600 Old Keene Mill Road, tax map reference 90-1((1))1,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable requirsments; and, :

WHEREAS, follawing proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on December 5, 1978; and

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

1., That the owner of the smbject property is the applicant,
2. That the present zoning is R-2.

3, That the area of the lot is 24,7310 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
standards for Speclial Permit Uses In R Districts as contained in Section
8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

Now, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following {imitations:

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

2, This special permit shall eXpire omne year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless
renewed by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

%, This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application, Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board {other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval
of this Board, It shall be the duty of the Permittee tc apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) with-
out this PBoard's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of
this Special Permit. -

L. This granting does not constltute an exemption from the legal and
procedural requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS
NOT VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED,

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non=-Residential Use Peralt SHALL
BE POSTED in a consgplcuous place 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 and screening may be required and must satisfy Sect., 13-
109 and Sect., 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance gxcept as qualified below.

7. The hours of operation &all be normal church uses.

8., The number of parking spaces shall be 419,

Mr., DiGiulian seconded the motion,

The motion passed by a wote of 5 to O,

Page 33, December 5, 1978, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr, Barnes moved that the Minutes of the Board of
Zoning Appeals Meeting of June 20, 1978 be approved as amended. .

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 with 1
abstention as Ms, Ardis was not a Board Member at this time,

/7 :

$-203-78 Dr. John Forest, DeD.S.: The Board was in receipt of revised
plats pPertaining to the application of Dr. Forest Br a home dental office.
At the hearing of November 7, 1978, the Board requested that the plats be
revised showing ten parking spaces. Mr, DiGlulian moved that the revised
plats be accepted and it was carrled.

//
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Page 34, December 5, 1978, After Agenda Items

5+233-77 Rose Hill Baptist Church: The Board was in receipt of a letter
from the Rose Hill Baptist requesting an extension on the permit granted by
the Board on November 29, 1977. Mr. Barnes moved that the church be granted
a slx month extension, . Ardis seconded the motion. The moetion passed by
a vote of 5 to O, .

/7
Page 34, Dascember 5, 1978, After Agenda Items

Central Christian Church: The Board was in receipt of a request from the
church to allow the relocation of the building in order to move it back
further from the street, It was the consensus of the Board that this would
be a minor engineering change. Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the church be
allowed to make this change. Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion. The motion
passed by a vete of 5 to C. :

/Y

The Board was in receipt of a request from Mr. Patrick Gallagher, an attor-
ney for Mr. and Mrs, Hicks of Vienna, regesting that the photographs
submitted with the variance application be returned to his clients. After
this application had been processed and advertised, the Board received a
reguest from Mr, and Mrs. Hicks to withdraw the application., The Board
direetsd the Clerk to return the photographs to the applicants,

/
There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:00 P.M.

M%/Wm

BSandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

Smith, Chairman
APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on . " DATE
Submitted to the other departments,

Board of Supervisors and Planning

Commiassion on .
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appedls
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Building
on Tuesday, December 12, B78. All Board Members
were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John
DiGiullian, Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; John
Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis,

The meeting began at 10:10 A.M, led with a prayer by Mr. Barnes,
The Chalrman called the scheduled 10 ofclock case:
10:00 - JOAN H. QRIFFITH, appl. under Sect, 3=403 of the Ord. to permit

A.M, group Day Care Facility, located Belfield Rd., Hunting Creek
g‘t_lla‘)gé,?SB-B((l))Gj, 16,186.5 sq. ft., Mt., Vernon Dist., R-4,

JOAN H, GRIFFITH, appl. under Sect. 18=401 of the Ord. to allow
other than a paved parking area and driveway as required by

Sect, 11-102 for a group Day Care Facility, located 2001 Belfield
Rd., Hunting Creek Subd,, 83-3((1))63, 16,186.5 sq. ft., Mt.
Vernon Dist., R-4, V-277-78.

The required notices were in arder on bhoth applications. Ms. Elizabeth
Lewlis, ah attorney of the firm, Boothe, Prichard & Dudley, represented the
applicant, In addition, Mr., Lee Fifer was alsc present. Ms. Lewis informefl
the Board that Mrs, Griffith cares for her daughter, She stated that Mrs.
Griffith was born and raised in AleXandria and grew up at this reslidence.
She stated that Mrs. Griffith graduated from Groveton High School and has
been babysitting for the past nine years.

Ms. Lewis stated that the proposed day care facility would be compatible
with the surrcunding area. 5he indicated that the local civic association
has already supported the plan. Mrs. Griffith plans to sit on a regular and]
an occasional basis, There 1s a great need for sitiers for the working
parents, Mrs, Griffith's home would be an ideal site for a day care facll-
ity as there would not be a direct impact on the neighbors. Ms. Lewis
stated that there was a large play room in the basement and a large play
area outside with over 3,000 sq, ft., being three times the requiren: mize.

The property is located behind the Statesmens Motel which fronts on Richmond
Highway, The number of vehicular trips was estimated to be 18 trips per
day. In most of the families, there would be two or more children. The
property could be reached by driving to the cul-de-sac at end of Belfield
Road and off of Rt, 1. :

The justification for the requested variance was because the roads lsading
to & from the property are gravel and the volume and speed of the traffic
would not be sufficlent encugh to c¢reate dust. Traffic coming over the

bridge must travel very slowly. Ms. Lewis stated that this was a rural road
and that it would not make sense to pave it.

Ms, Lewle informed the Board that Mrs., Griffith would not have any employee
and that she wouldn?® post: slgns on the property, In response to questionj
from the Board, Ms. Lewls stated there would not be any weekend babysitting.
She stated that Mrs, Griffith is requesting permission to keep 8 children
outside of her own family., In response to a report from the Health Depart-
ment, Ms, Lewis stated that the water meter has been installed but that theﬂ
were awaiting the outcome of this hearing before calling the plumber becaus
of the eXpense involved.

The following persons spoke in favor of the application, In addition, the
Board was in receipt of approximately 30 letters in support of this applica-
tion, Mr, John Hums stated that he had submitted a letler in support of
this application., He stated that Mrs, Griffith babysits his children at
the prosent time. He indicated that the community needs this service and
that 1t does not bear any burden on the surrounding area. He stated that
the traffic impact would be minimal.

The following persons spoke in opposition to the application, Mr, Lewls
Bolger of 2003 Belfield Road stated that he lived next door to Ms,..Griffith,
He stated he was in opposition because there was mly 30 ft. between his
porch and the porch beltnging to Mrs., Griffith., He informed the Board that
he does not work a normal five day week., He stated that he did not feel
that a day care center was needsd for this area, He stated that he would
have to bear the burden and the noise if it was granted. Mr, Bolger stated
that the Belle Haven Civic Association had requested that all traffic go

JO
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‘Mr. Griffith was a Vice-President of a bank and, therefore, they were not

Page 36, December 12, 1978
JOAN H, GRIFFITH
{continued)

over the private road and the bridge. No repalrs have besn made to the bridge
for the past fifteen years., He indicated that anyone using the bridge would
be well advised to do so with caution, In addition, the private road is full
of potholes and has been that way since 1975, Mr. ﬁolger advised the Board
that a proposal had been made to the Va. Dept. of Highways to have the bridge
removed. This proposal was approved by the three property owners, Mrs..
Griffith's. father who owned the property at that time refused the proposal.
Mr. Bolger stated that he mailntalns the bridge without any cocperation from
any other people. in this area. Mr. Bolger stated that he wants to live on
hils property 1n peace and qulet. Since most of the children Mrs. Griffith
keeps are kept on the back porch from April. to late fall, he stated that he
would not be able to do so. He stated that Mrs. Griffith has been keeping as
many as 8 to. 12 children &Rl day long during the past summer.. In response to
a question from the Board as to whether a violation notice had been lssued,
Mr, Bolger stated that one had been lssued to Mra. Griffith.

The next speaker in opposition was Paul Connole of 6018 Grove Drive who stated
that the rear of his property adjoins the Griffith's property. He stated that
he agrees with everything Mr. Boley stated to the Board. He informed the
Board that no one in support of thls application lived anywhere near thils
property. As thils was hls back yard, he stated that it would bother his
family to have g day care facility next door. In additlon, it would lower
property values and he didn't feel that the neighbors sheould have to pay for
it. - : ’ . .

The next speaker in opposition was Mary Gallagher of 1909 Belfield Road. She
stated that she has two grown sons who grew up in this area. Mrs. Gallagher
informed the Beard that until Mrs. Griffith contacted her in August that she
had no 1dea that a day care facility was operating down the street and she
lives a % block away. She stated that she agreed with Mrs. Griffith that this
would be a great service for the area. However, to be able to continue the
gervice Mrs. Griffith needs the support. of the surrounding neighbora. Mrs.
Gallagher was concerned for Mr. Boley who needs his reat. and peace of mind.
She stated that the faeility would ereate nolse pollution as well as. other
inconveniences. [There was the bridge to be considered. She stated that it
was a filnancial burden on Mr. Boley and that she could not let the matter be;
therefore, she was changing her support to oppositicn. She stated that she
belleved the privacy and peace of mind for everyone concerned outwelghed the
interests of one iadiwvidual. She stated that when her.:children were little
she had €to arrangeffor gitters but that she ahad always managed gulite well.
Mrs. Gallagher didn't deny Mrs. Griffith's qualifications but stated that they
should have some kind of -conscience and refrain from this facillty for the
gake of common courtesy. She stated that she did not think 1t would aause a
hardship on either Mrs. Griffith or Mr. Boley 1if a compromise could be worked
out. She stated that Mrs. Griffith should be allowed to do what she wants to
do but by only keeping a total of four children besides her own. She stated
that Mr. Boley could cope with a maximum of four chlldren and still maintailn
peace of mind. She stated that she personally would not be affected by the
outcome as she lived % block away. She did state that ‘anyone living next
door would be greatly affected. Mrs. Gallagher gquestloned the Board regarding
the results of this appllcation 1f it was granted as to whether 1t would aset
a precedent for other similar operations 1n the nelghborhood. S3he was
Anformed by the Board that each case is consldered on ita own merits.

The next speaker in opposition was Ron Harbower from the Statemans Motel. He
atated that he opposed the appllcation of the Griffiths as they had turnned
him in twice for his dog barking for five minutes. When asked how long he
had owned the motel, he replied that he was only the manager of the motel and
not the owner.

The next speaker in opposition was Mrs. Brunhilde A. Eggleton of 1915 Belfield
Road. She stated that she was opposed to this application and has lived here
for 23 years and has owned her home for 17 years. She stated that she has two
grown children. She stated that her home was bhe most expenslve item she had
ever purchased and-felt that Fairfax County owed her a qulet resldential
neighborhood. She stated that she had known Mrs. Griffith a long time and
does not hold any grudges against her. She stated that the residents in the
ares should be.glven the first consideration. Mrs. Eggleton stated that

poor. In addltion, Mrs. Eggleton was conderned about the cul-de-sac turn-
around area with vehlecles parked there. If there was emergency, the emergency
vehlcles could not turn ground. Mrs. Eggleton was also congcerned for Mr. Bole
as he works shift work and would be annoyed by the noise from the day care
center. In additlon, Mr. Conncle 1s retired and has an 111 wife. Mrs.
Eggleton informed the Board that she was able to get along without a sitter
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Page 37, December 12, 1978
JOAN H. GRIFFITH
{continued)

for her children when her husband was overseas for two yearsz. In response to
questions from the Board, Mrs. Eggleton stated that the street was just wide
encugh for two cars. She stated that theilr street was not dedicated until
Just a few years 8g0. The nelghborheood chlldren were able to play along she
street and walk down to.the creek. Because it was a dangerous sltuatlion, the
residents had the street made into a dead-end. She stated that the people
using Mrs. Griffith's day care facllity use this dead-end to park and walk
the chllidren to the Griffith's property. 3She stated that sometimes the cars
are left for as long as an hour while they are dropping off or picking up the
children. Because of this, it 1s difficult for the realdehts of the cul-de-
sac to back out thelr ateep driveways. She stated that it was easler for the
people to use thls street than to use Rt. 1 or Ft. Hunt Road because of the
problems in making u-turns. BShe stated that 1t was a very dangerous situation
and urged the Board to deny the application.

During rebuttal, Mr. Lee Fifer stated that the plats for this application
show Belfield Road belng 35 ft. wide. With respect tc the noise problem, he
stated that they could correct the sifuation by not allowing the chlldren to
play on the porch at any time that would interfere with Mr. Boley's schedule.
Mr. Fifer suggested that the Board make 1t a condition that no children
other than Mrs. G#iffith's own play on the porch. Mr. Fifer reported to
the Board that the paat summer Mrs. Griffith had been keeplng 20 chlldren
and now they are only asklng for % that number so that in Ltself would out
down on the nolse ppoblem. In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Mifer
stated that the age group was made up mostly 1 to 5 year olds, some 3 to 4
year olds and a few 9 year olds after school. He stated that the children
comlng to the property after school could be kept inside rather than playing
outside.

With respect to %he bridge, Mr. .- Pifer stated that 1t was a wooden structure
on a steel and wooden foundation. He stated that he had talked with Mrs.
Griffith's un¢le who &s a brick mason and who had helped construet the
bridge. The brldge ls constructed over a small stream. Her uncle has the
materlal to help replace the materlal that the creek has washed away. He
stated that the Griffiths were willing to dc the work on the brldge and to
supply the materials.

With respect to testimony that no one supported this applieation, Mr. Pfeifer
stated that there were a number of letters in support in the file. He stated
that Mrs. Gallagher and the Belle Haven Clvic Assoclation had ralsed a good
many polnts. In addition, a witness stood up and testlfied that she was not
aware of a day care faclllty In thils area and Mra. Griffith has been sitting
for the past nine years. Apparently, Mrs. Griffith has been dolng this very
efficiently and very quletly. With respect to the traffic situation, the
people coming would be urged te vary thelr trips.

Mr. Sﬁith informed the applleants that all parking must be on the alte and
that the people would not be allowed to park on the cul-de-sac.

With respect to the varlance appllcation, Mr. Rlfer stated that the road
Wwas not paved. Because of the wooden bridge, people have to travel very
slowly. He stated that this 1s a well-maintasined gravel road. He stated
that 1t would be very expensive to pave this road. In response to questlons
from the Board, Ms. Lewis stated that the porch on the Griffith's property
was a acreened porch and would not be used during the winter at all. She
stated that the play area was not close to the property line at all. Ms.
Lewls stated that 1t would be difficult for Mrs. Griffith to watch two groups
of chlldren and suggested that If the Beard desired to Ximltodutaide play
activity that it be limfted in the length of time rather than number., 3he
stated that some of the children would there for a full day with others only
there parttime. She stated that Mrs., Griffith desired a maximum of 9 children
even though there would not be that many there at one time all day loms.

When Mr. Boley was questioned by the Beard as to whether he was aware that
Mrs. Griffith has been operating a day care facility for the past nine years,
he stated that she only kept one or two ¢hlldren then and not the great
numbers that she 1is keeping now. Mr. Boley stated that even 1f Mr. Griffith
was going to repair the bridge, he felt that the County should ilmspect 1t

to determine 1ts weaknesses. He atated that the County has never malntalned
the rovad because it 1s onlyl2 ft. wide.

S/
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Page 38, December 12, 1978 Beard of Zoning Appeals
JOAN H. GRIFFITH

RESOLUTION
Mr. D1Giullan made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-278-78 by JOAN H. GRIFFITH under Section 3-403 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordlnance to permit group day care facility on
property located at 2001 Belfield Road, tax map reference 83-3((1)}63, County
of Fairfax, Virginla, has been properly filed in accordance with all appllca-
ble requlrements; and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on December 12, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the appliecant.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-4.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 0,3722 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has preasented testimony indieating compliance with Stan-
dards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section B-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and .

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RE3OLVED, that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the followilng limitations:

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

2. This speclal permit shall expire one year from this date unless con=
struction or operation has started and 1s dilligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlion of this Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses Indicated on the
plans submitted with this applicatlon. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these addi-
tional uses or changes require a Speeclal Permit, shall require approval of
this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for
such approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering details) without
thils Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Speclal Permit.

b. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.
A copy of this Special Permlt - and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place an the property of the use and be made avall-
able to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

. Landscaplng and screening ahall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. 13=110 of the Zoning Ordilnance except as gualifled below.

7. The maximum number of children at any one time shall be 8, ages 1 to 9.

8. The hours of operation shall be 6:45 A.M. to 6:00 P,M., Monday through
Friday.

9. The minimum number of parking spaces shall be 3.

10. This speclal permlt is granted for a perlod of one year.

Mr. Barnes seconded the mdbtion.

The motlon passed by.a vote of 4 to 0 with 1 abstention (Mr. Smith).

[With respect to the above motion, Mr. Yaremechuk inquired 1f the maker would
agree that all ingress and egress be from Rt. 1. Mr. Di0iulian stated that
was a prerequisite anyway as they would have to park on the slte. He stated
that 1f they didn't, then it was a violation of the special permit,
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Page 39, December 12, 1978 Beard of Zoning Appeals
JOAN H. GRIFFITH
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-277-78 by JOAN H. GRIFFITH under Section 18-U401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit other than paved parking area and driveway as
required vy Sect. 11-102 for a group Day Care Facllity, on property located
at 2001 Belfield Road, tax map reference 8§3-3{(1)}63, County of Fairfax,
Virginla, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zonling Appeals adopt the
following resclutlon:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 12, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1ls the applicant.

2. The present zonlng is R-4

3. The area of the lot 1s 16,186.5 sq. f£t.

4 That the applicant's property has an unususal condition in the loeation
of the exlsting bulldings on the subject property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusiong
of law:

THAT the appllcant has satisfled the Board that physleal conditions as
liated above exist which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings invoclved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect appllication is GRANTED with
the follewing llmitations:

. 1. This approval is granted for the locatlon and the specifiec structures
indicated in the plats included with this applicatilon only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. Thils varlance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlion of this
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a wote of 4 to G with & abstention (Mr. Smith).

e f— —————— - —_————

Page 39, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:30 - PETER C. LAGANAS, appl.'under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal

A.M. Zoning Administrator's declsicon that an irregular shaped lot in a
proposed subdlvision needs a varlance to the minimum lot wldth
requirement even though it exceeds the minimum when measured in
the manner prescribed by Ord. Sect. 20-300, definitien of LOT
WIDTH, located 8414 Riverside Rd., Riverside, Section One,Subgd.,
102-3((20))1, 70,987 =q. fc., Mt. *Yernon Dist., R-3, A—279 -78.

Mr. Phillp Yates, Zoning Administrator, appeared before the Board to inform
them of his decislon. Mr. Laganas was represented by Mr. Victor Ghent of
Annandale. Mr. Yabes stated that hils positlon was stated in the memorandum

of December 8, 1978.addressed to the Board of Zonlng Appeals. Mr. Ghent based

his argument on the definltlon of lot width which does suggest that the
subdivision could be approved without a variance. However, Mr. Yates stated
that this was a literal lnterpretation of the definition. He informed the
Board that the concluding paragraph of the definition was erroneous and wWas
not the intent of the Board of Supervisors when adopting the Ordinance.

Mr. Yates informed the Board that the minimum lot width 1s measured at the
point where the front yard 1s established. He informed the Board that Mr.
Ghent's interpretation was very liberal but erroneous.

Mr. Ghent stated that he was only appealing Mr. Yates declsion on a frilendly
basis. He indlcated that he felt it would help both Mr. Yates and Mr. Hen-
drickson to have thlas 1ssue clarified or relayed to the Board 6f Supervisors
for an amendment to the Ordinance. Mr. Ghent Informed the Board that the

R-3 zoning cabtegory has a minimum yard requirement controlled by a 40° angle
of bulk plane but not less than 30 ft. He stated that there was no definite

S
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Page 40, December 12, 1978
PETER C. LAGANAS

(eontinued) 0 "{ O

front yard until one knows the topography of the land as well as the helght
of the bullding., He stated that the Ordinance 1s clear on what constitutes
a front yard, "a line between the front lot line and the bullding." Mr.
Ghent polnted ocut that nowhere in the definltion does 1t refer to the required|

frent yard. '

Mr. Ghent showed the Board a plat of the proposed division of the property.
The proposed two lots, one of which was regular shaped had a lot width of

105 ft. and the irregularly shaped lot had an-average*lot width of 109 ft.

Mr. Ghent stated that they proposed to place the bullding at a peint that is
,about 142 ft. wide. In Mr. Ghent's interpretation of the definition of a
r?ront yard a varlance would not be necessary. However, the Zoning Administra-
tor determined that a varlance was necessary deaplte the clear deflnitions. l

Chairman Smith questioned-Mr..Ghentvas o if . the lot wldtk at.khe- proposed
location ofeonstruction was not consistent with the frent width or parallel
width whether a variance would be needed under Mr. Yates' Interpretation.

Mr, Ghent stated that 1f you had a regular lot under the old Ordinance and the
same lot under the new Ordlnance where 1t was reectangularly shaped that there
was no real problem because & regular lot baslcally would have 100 ft. at the
front lot line and 50 ft. at the 50 ft. point. However, an irregular lot such
as the lot under questlon was 100 ft. at a 50 ft. polnt and then at the front
it was 90 ft. Under the new Ordinance, that same lot would ke requlred to
have 100 ft. at a point 35 ft. back and not 50 ft. back which was the previcus
requirements. Mr. Ghent stated that under the irregularly shaped lot
definitiona that lot does meet today's Ordilnance and there 1s no problem.
However, if you took Mr. Yates' interpretation that even under an iregularly
shaped lot that you still have to meet the requirements 35 ft. back then that
lot does not meet the requirements of the present Ordinance. Mr. Ghent stated
that was the questlon. .

Mr. Yates stated that if understood Mr. Ghent's position,thils particular lot
would not have qualified for a subdivision under the new Ordinance because the
front yard requirement had been reduced from:the 50 ft. to 35 ft. based on

the angle of bulk plane. As a consequence, the line of measurement 1s moved
up from a 50 ft. polnt to a 35 $£6,-polint.

the Zoning Administrator's interpretation based on the intent. However, based
on the writing of the Ordinance he could alse understand Mr. Ghent's positlon.
But what the Board and Mr. Yates was attempting to do was to try to read the
Ordinance and if there was a mistake or a question to go back and seareh out
the intent. .

Chairman Smith stated that there indeed was a question but that he understood l

‘Mr. Ghent stated that 1f you applied Mr. Yates interpretation to this lot then
{you create other problems. He atated that there was not a simple sclution to
substitute one word in the Ordinance. He stated that the whole sectlon needed
redoing. .

Chairman Smith stated that there was an alternative to the problem through the
variance route to the Board 1f a hardshlp could be established.

4 There was no further testimony,

Page 40, December 12, 1978 Board of'Zonihg Appeals
PETER C. LAGANAS
A-279-78 RESOQOLUTTION

Ms. Ardls made the following motilon:

In Application A-279-78 by PETER C. LAGANAS under Section 18-301 of the Fairfay
County Zoning COrdinance to appeal the Zoning Administrator's decision that an
irregular shaped lot in a propesed subdivision needs a variance to the minimum

lot width requirement even though it exceeds the minimum when measured in the

manner prescribed by the Ordinance Seetlon 20-300, definition of Lot Width,

on property located at 8414 Riverside Road, tax map reference 192-3((20))1, 4
County of Fairfax, Virginla, has been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and,

HEREAS, fellowing proper notice to the publiec and a public hearing by the
oard of Zoning Appeals held on December 12, 1978; and
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Page b1, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
PETER C. LAGANAS

A-279-78

{continued) RESOLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The métion passed unanimously by & vote of 5 to 0.

Page U1, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:35 PETER C. LAGANAS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub-
AM. dlvision 1ntoc two lots one of which has a width of 26 ft., (80 ft.
required by Sect. 3-307), located 841k Riverside Rd., Riverside
Subd., 102-3((20))1, 70,987 sq. ft., Mt. Vernon Dist., R-3, V-280-79.

The regquilred notlces were in order.

Mr. Vietor Ghent, an engineer from Annandale, represented the applicant. He
stated-that the lot has less than the required frontage on Riverside Road.
The average lot width 1s 176 ft. and there was enough land areaz for 5 or 6
lots. Mr. Chent-stated that this lot has 3 to I times the area of the other
lots 1n the surrounding vicinity. The parcel has an unusual depth. There
are public utilities avallable for the development of the land. The new
front lot weould have an average width of 109 ft. The house would be placed
on the rear lot at a point 140 ft. wide. The Board viewed the proposed
grading plan and the subdlvision plat.

There was no one to speak in favor  of the application and no cne to speak in
opposlitlon.

Page 41, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoding Appesls
PETER C. LAGANAS

RESOLUTION

In Appligation No. ¥-280-78 by PETER C. LAGANAS under Section 18-401 of the
Zonlng Ordinance to permit subdivision into two lots, one of which has width
of 26 ft. (80 ft. required by Seet. 3-307), on property located at 8414 River-
side Road, tax map reference 102-3((20))}1, County of Falrfax, Virginia,

Mr. DiGiullan meved that the Board of Zonlng 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 with the by-laws
of the Palrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 12, 1978; and .

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot 1s 1.63 acres.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow. :

AND, WHEREAS, the Beoard of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusiong
of law:

THAT the appllcant has satisfied the Board that physical condlticns as
listed above exist which under a strlet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result 1in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location indleated in the plats
included with this application only, and 13 not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

fhe motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

4l

O/



Page 42, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

10:45 GREAT FALLS ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH/BISHOP OF CATHOLIC DIGCESE, REV.

A.M, THOMAS J. WELSH,®*appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to permit a
church, located 1020 Springvale Road, 12-1((1)}32, 14.0344 acres,
Dranesville Dist., R-1, 3-281-78. (*AND HIS SUCCESSORS IN OFFICE}

The requlired notlces were in order.

Mr. Charles Runyon, 152 Hlllwood Avenue, Falls Church, represented the
applicant. Chairman Smith stafed that the applieation should be amended %o
read the Rev. Thomas J. Welsh and hils successors in office. Mr. Runyon
stated that his use would be & church and a mission for 5t. Lukea. He
stated that 1t would serve approximately 200 families. He indicated that
nothing special was belng requested at this time and that the operation
would be for a church. He stated that the church would operate under the
normal hours of church activity.

There was no one o speak In favor of the appllcation. Mr. Drew Gulse of
1032 Springvale Road spoke in opposition. He stated that he had a question
about the chureh access to the property. He wunderstood the acceas to be a
double land right at the corner of his property. He understcod that a 120 ft
gsectlion of the church property had been deeded to the Highway Department for
future road construction. He stated that there was a blind hill and a curve
on thils sectlon of Springvale Road. Mr. Gulse stated that he knew better
than moat about the traffle problems 1ln this area. The road 1s very narrow.
Mr. Guise informed the Board that he really was not in opposition of the
church but of the road situation. He stated that there should be some cther’
entrance where it was more readily vislble that there was an entrance at that
point. He Informed the Board that the Virginia Department of Highways did
not have any plans for the stralghtening of Springvale Road untill 1995. He
stated that he would be pleased te have a church in hls backyard. Mr. Guise
was Informed to work out the road entmance sltuation wlth Mr. Runyon and the
County staff at the time of Site Plan review.

During rebuttal, Mr. Runyon stated that he would address the question of
slte distance at the time of Slte Plan. He stated that they might have to
shift the entrance down a blt 1n order not to have to do a lot of extensive
road work, He stated that they needed approval of the use permit before they
could get some Indlcation as to the road sltuation.

There was no one else to dpeak 1n opposlitlon.

Page 42, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
GREAT FALLS ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH/
BISHOF OF CATHOLIC DIOCESE, REV. THOMAS J.
WELSH AND HIS SUCCESSORS IN QFFICE
RESOLUTTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-281-78 by GREAT FALLS ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH/BISHOP
OF CATHOLIC DIOCESE, REV. THOMAS J. WELSH AND HIS SUCCESSORS IN OFFICE

under Section 3-103 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt a church
on property located at 1020 Springvale Road, tax map reference 12-1({1))32,
County of Fairfax, Virginla, has been properly flled in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on December 12, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property Iz the appllcant.

2. That the present zoning 1s R-1.

j. That the area of the lot 1s 14.03LY4 acres.

4, fThat compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following concluslons of law:
THAT the appllicant nas presented testimony iIndicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section

8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the followlng limitations:
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Page 43, December 12, 1978 Board of Zonlng Appeals
GREAT FALLS ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH/

BISHOP OF CATHOLIC DIOCESE REV. THOMAS J.

WELCH AND HIS SUCCESSORS IN OFFICE

(continued) RESOLUTION

'l. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
wlthout further actlon of this Board, and is for the location indlcated in the
application and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire cne year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless
renewed by action of this Beard prilor to any expiration.

3. This approval 1is granted for the buildings and uses Indigated on the
plans submitted with this applicatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englheering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this Board
It shall be the duty of the Permlttee to apply to¢ this Board for such approval
Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without thils Board's
approval, shall constltute a violation of the conditlons of thils Special
Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thils, County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thils Special Permlt and the Non-Resildentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on:the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Palrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satlsfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zonling Ordinance except as quallified below.

7. The hours of coperatlion shall be normal church actlvities.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 140,

9. Adegquate sight distance shall be provided for the entrance of the
church at the time of the Site Plan approval.

Mr. Barnes segonded the motlen.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 43, December 12, 1978, Scheduled oase for

11:05 ANNANDALE BOYS CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 4-603 of the Ord. to

A.M. permit boys club adminlstration & bingo, located Virginla Plaza
Shopplng Center, Little River Turnplke, 72-4({1))3, 16,965 sq. ft.,
Mason Dist., C-6, 5-282-78.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Blaine Priedlander of 2018 N. 1l6th
Street in Arlington, represented the applicant. Chalrman Smith informed him
that the Board could not address the 1ssue of Blngo but would conslder the
administration office and storage and a meeting place for the coaches.

Mr. Friedlander stated that they felt that the site chosen was appropriate

and that the parking was adequate. Thils would glve the c¢lub adequate recom to
store records and to handle the necessary meetings of the leagues 1n order to
lhsure that the club activities are conducted properly. Mr. Friedlander
stated that the club has programs of baseball, football, scftball and riflery.
The location 1s 1n a shopping center wilth about 1900 parking spaces available.
He stated that there should be no real impaect on the surrounding community as
far as traffic. The other business in the center have been contacted and they
have no objectlions. As far as the club was aware, there 1s not any obJections
to thils application.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Friedlander stated the office
would be 1in the basement of the shopping center. The entrance was &t the
front of the shopping center with stepa down an ocutside entrance. You don't
have to enter the main building in order to reach the basement. Mr. Friledlan-
der stated that it was all open space wlth plenty of room for storage. He
informed the Board that the length of the lease was for seven years. The
Beard inquired 1f there were any other tenants in the shopping center.

Mr. Friedlander stated that the stores were Marshall's, Evans and Hecht's.

Ma. Ardis lnguired If the proposed hours of operatlon gonflicted with the
store hours. Mr. Friedlander stated that he was not smware of the store hours.
He informed the Board that ¢ A.M. to 9 or 10 P.M. was scheduled for meetings.
Semetimes the meetings run longer and therefore the club was asking for hours
of 9 A.M. to 12 A.M. Orlginally, they asked for a closing of 12 A.M. because
of the bingo. However, Mr. PFrledlander stated that hours of 10:30 B.M. or

11 P.M. would be sufficient for thelr needs.
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Page W4, December 12, 1978
ANNANDALE BOYS CLUB, INC.
f{continued)

Mr. Friedlander stated that at the present time they are operating at Bailleys
Crossroads. He gtated that no sports would be played at the new location.
The ¢lub would use the gymnasium facllity and the athletic facllities of the
Falrfax-County-public schools and the  Park Authority. He stated that the
club 1s planning to develop their own field facllities in the near future.

There was no one e¢lse to speak In faver of the appllcatlon and no one to speak
in opposition.
Page 44, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
ANNANDALE BOYS CLUB, INC.

RESOLUTION

Ms. Ardls made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Appllcation No. $-282-78 by ANNANDALE BOY¥S CLUB, INC..under Sectlion
4-603 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt boys club administratior
and meetings of parents, coaches, ete. relating to the operatlon and programs
of sald club, on property located at Virginia Plaza Shopping Center, tax map
reference 72-4({1})3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in
accotdance with all appllcable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publle and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on December 12, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is the Virginia Plaza, Ine.
2. That the present zoning 13 C-6.

3. That the area of the lot iz 16,965-8q. ft.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conditicns of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating ecompliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in C Districts as contalned in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordlnance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject aspplicaticn ls GRANTED with
the following 1imitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of thls Board, and 1s for the location indicated in
the appllcatlon and 1s not tranaferable to other land.

2. This speclal permlt shall explre one yeasr from thls date unlegs con-
struction or operatlion has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlion of this Beard prlor to any explration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses lndicated on the
plans submitted with thls appllcation. Any addlitlonal structures of any
kind, changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by
this Board {other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these
additlonal uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall requlre approval
of this Beoard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thils
Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls)
wilthout this Board's approxal, shall constitute a violation of the conditions
of thls Speclal Permlt.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permlt and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED ln a consplcuous place on the property of the uge and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

Landscapling and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualifled below.
7. The hours of operatlon shall be 9 A.M., to mldnight.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motlon passed unsnimously by a vote of 5 to 0.
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Page U5, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:20 CHARLES SAMPSON & JOHN O. BECK, appl. upder Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.
AWM, to allow subd. into 11 lots with proposed lots 1, 2 & 3 having wldth
of 10 ft., Y4 having wldth of 12 ft. & 5 having width of § ft., (100
ft. minimum required by Seet. 3-206), located 6836 Braddock Road,
71-4((1))29, Annandale Dist., 5.76 acres, R-2, V-26-078.
{Deferred from 11/21/78 for notices).

The required notices were 1n order. Mr. Charles Runyon of 152 Hillwood Avenue
in Falls Church represented the appllcants. Mr. Runyon stated that the reason
they were before the BZA was because of the County staff. He stated that it
was Preliminary Engineering's recommendation that ingress and egress met be
from Braddock. A variance would be necessary for the frontage requirements.
Mr. Runyon showed the Board a sketch plan of the proposed subdlvision with
ingress &,pgress<CEom-a:sirect-created within the subdivision.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlon and no one te speak in
opposltion.
Page 45, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHARLES SAMPSCN & JOHN O. BECK

"RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-260-78 by CHARLES SAMPSON & JOHN O. BECK under Sectlon
18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision into 11 lots with pro-
posed lots 1, 2 & 3 having width of 10 ft., lot 4 having width of 12 ft. and
lot 5 having width of 8 f£t. {100 ft. minimum lot width required by Sect.
3-206), on property loecated at 6836 Braddock Road, tax map reference Ti-4((1})
29, County of Fairfax, Virginla, Mr. DiGlulian moved that the Board of Zonlng
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 12, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R=2.

3. The area of the lot is 5.8306 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condltlon in the acute
traffic problem on Braddock Road and the request of the County staff.

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

THAT the applleant has satisfled the Board that physical eonditicns as liste
above exlist which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordlnance would
result in practical difficult or unnecessary hardship that would:ideprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or builldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1is GRANTED with
the following limltations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon indicated 1n the plats
included with this application only, and i1s not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire ohe year from thls date unless this aub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Failrfax County.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlan.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 wilth 1 abstentlon (Chairman Smith).
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Page 46, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:30 SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
A.M, Ord. to permlt construction of a new church sanctuary and educational
unit, located 8508 Hooes Rd., 89-3((1))18, Springfield Dist., 4.9075
acres, R-1, S=-264-78.
{Deferred from 11/21/78 for notlces).

SYDENS¥RICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCHE, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of
the Ord. to allow gravel parking lot (dustless surface required by
Segt. 11-102), located 8508 Hooes Road, 89-3({1))15, Springfield
Dist., B.9075 acres, R«1l, V-265-78

{Deferred from 11/21/78 for notices).

The required notices were in order. Mr. John Kirkland of Springfleld repre-
sented the applicants. He stated that the purpose of the speclal permit was
to allow the church to build a new sanctuary on land that 1s owned by the
church. He stated that the church staff presently conslsts of a part-time
secretary and the pastor. He informed the Board that at the present time

the church was not eonsidering a child care facllity in the church. He stated
that the structure would be brick and mason.and would be a two story colonial
design.

The other request of the church was for a varlance to the dustless surface
requirement to permit a gravel parking let. Mr. Kirkland stated that they had
worked with the County ataff and have provided the number of parking spaces
required for a 300 seat anctuary. Mr. DiGiulian informed the Beoard that the
plat indicated parking for 76 cars. In response to how the spaces would be
marked, Mr. Kirkland stated they would be marked at the time of paving which
would take place in about three years.

There was no one to speak in favor of the appllcatlon and no one to speak in
oppoaition.

_______ - _— i ————— e e

Page 46, December 12, 1378 Board of Zoning Appeals
SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METEODIST CHURCH '
RESOCLUTION

Mp. Yaremchuk made the following motlon:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-264-78 by SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST . CHURCH
under Sectilon 3-103 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit con-
struetion of a new sanctuary and educational unilt on property located at
8508 Hooes Road, tax map reference 89-3((1})15, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
has been properly flled 1n accordance with all applicable requlrements; and,

WHEREAS, following proper notlice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on Deaember 12, 1978; and

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

1. That the owner of the subj]ect property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 4.9075 acres.

4., That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 13 reguired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beoard has reached the following ccncluslonz of law:

THAT the appllicant has presented testimony indlcating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjJect application is GRANTEP with
the followilng limitations

1. This approval 13 granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
with out further actilon of this Board, and is for the location Indicated in
the application and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of thls Board priocr to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses Indlcated on the
plans submitted with thls application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additlonal uses, or changes in the pldna approved by this Beard
{other than minor engineering details) whether or not these addltlonal uses
or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this Board.
It shall be they duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Beard for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details} without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a wviclatlon of theccondlitlons of this
Speclal Permit.

oY¢&
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PAGE 47, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH
(Continued) RESOQLUTION

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thiaSpeclal Permit and the. Nen-Resldential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED in a conapicucous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments-of the County of Falirfax during the hours of
cperatlion of the permitted use.

. Landscaplng and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zonling Ordinance except as qualified below.
7. The hours of operatlon shall be normal church operatlions.
8. The number of parking spaces shall be 76.

Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motion.,

The motlon passed by a vose of 5 to 0.
Page 47, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-265-78 by SYDENSTRICKER UNITED METHODIST CHURCH under
Seetion 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit gravel parking lot on
property located at 8508 Hooes Road, tax map reference 89-3((1))15, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publlc, a public hearing was held by
the Board on December 12, 1978; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot 1s 4.9078 acres. 7
AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-'
clusions of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that pnysical conditlons as
listed above exist which under a atrict Interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinance
would result in practical diffieulty or unnecessary hardshlp that weuld depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESQLVED, that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structures
indicated in the plats included with thls applieatieon only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and 1s dillgently pursued or unless renewed bysaction of thils
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motion.

fhe motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 47, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

11:45 WALDEN GLEN SWIM CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 6-303 of the Ord. for

AM, addition of two (2) lighted tennis courts and paved parking lot to
existing community recreation facilities, located 79-4({(9))%0, 91 &
pt. 14P, Cardinal Forrest Subd., Springfield Dist., 78,822 sq. ft.,
PRC, S—263-78. (Deferred from 11/21/78 for Notlees).

Mr. David Johnson of Springfleld represented the c¢lub. He stated that she was
a member and that this was an existing élub. There ls a gravel parklng area.
He stated the purposeiof this application would be to construct two tennis
courts and to pave the parking lot and to landscape and to put in sidewalks.

4 f
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Page 48, December 12, 1978
WALDEN GLEN SWIM CLUB, INC.
(continaed)

Mr. Johnson stated that they met all of the requirements under the Ordinance
for the zone. The Ordilnance requires 43 parking spaces for a pool of their
size based on the number of people that can use the pocl and the number of
employees 1in addition to the tennis courts. However, the ¢lub would only like
to construct 37 parking spaces because of the land avallable.;. It would be
difficult to develop more than 37 spaces. He stated that:the slub had studied
thelr parking needs and that at the peak hours on Sunday there were only 34
cars. The average use is 24 cars. He informed the Beoard that as this was a
neighborhood pool most of:the members walk to¢ the facllity. FPorty-eight per
cent of the membershlp live within four blocks of the pool and slxty-eight

per cent live within slx blocks.

There was no one to speak 1in favor eof the application. The following persons
spoke 1n oppesition.

Mr, James Trumbul of 6119 Harmcn Place stated that he lived only two doors
from the club area. He stated that hils reservations concerned the parking
and the property values. With respect to the number of cars at peak hours,
Mr. Trumbul stated that a number of cars park on the street all through the
nelghborhood. He stated there was an average of six cars on the street. He
was also econcerasd about the membershlp belhg increased to 300. Mr. Trumbul
stated that he would like to see the parking lot paved and the tennls courts
constructed at the back of the property. It was constructed at the back of
the property, Mr. Trumbul stated that he would have no objJectlons. He
stated that he obJects to the present proposed locatlon because 1t 13 near the
street. Mr. Trumbul showed the Board a sketch he ~had drawn relocating the
tennis courts.

The next speaker was Arnom H. Harris, Jr. of 6121 Harmon Place, who lives
adjacent to the poel property. He stated that he supported the concept of
the ternis courts because 1t would add to the value of the property. However,
he shared Mr. Trumbul's congern on the proposed physical locatlon of the court
courts. He atated that he had seen Mr. Trumbul's drawing and from a tennis
player astandpelnt theught the relecation more effective. Chafrman Smith
inquired as to how he suggested the pool comply wlth 103 perking spaces and
st1ll have room for the tennis courts. Mr, Harrls stated that he did not

feel 103 parking spaces were necessary.

Ms.: Ardls inquired as to the number of employees and was told the club had
four. BShe then Ilngulred as to the reasons why the c¢lub could not comply with
the mintmum number of required parking:spaces. Mr. Johnson stated that it
would be difficult to get more than 37 spaces on the club's preperty. He
stated that he would 1like to keep the propesed tennls courts at the present
lacation because of the sun. He infeormed the Board that they had tried out
several layouts before declding on the present one. He stated that he had
seen the drawing of Mr. Trumbul's but stated that he had never seen any cars
park in front of the club. He stated that he could not keep membera of the
pool from parking in the street and that the club's parking lot was never more
than half-full. He informed the Board that the club could send out letters to
the members regarding parking in the street and perhaps this would sclve the
problem.

The next speaker was Mr. Elridge Eton of 6104 Harmon Place, President of the
Ciub. He stated that the club's# Board of Directors were having a meeting
this evening and would santtion agailnst member's parking in the streets. He
stated that he hoped the membership would support the tennls courts.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired that as the pool was under a use permit and showed
103 parking spaces orliginally, wouldn't it create a problem t& eliminate some
of the parking at this time. After much discussion, Chalrman Smlth stated
that the Board could not reduce the parking without a new appllcation to
reduce the parking under the old speclal permit. The Board stated that the
appllecant would have to come back with a2 new applicatlion to amend the present
use permit to reduce the parking and would have to Justlfy the reduction and
st1ll maintain the facllity with that reduction.

After more discussion regarding the parking situation, Mr. DiGlulian moved
that S-263-78 for Walden Glen Swim Club, I#c. be allowed to withdraw the
application without prejudice. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion. The
motlon passed by a vote of 5 te 0.
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Page 49, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

12:00 GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR., appl. under Sect. 18~301 of the Ord. to amenad
P.M. Zoning Administrator's refusal to approve building permit for a green-
house for a commerc¢lal nursery on property in an RE-1 district,
located 10634-10618 Leesburg Pike, 12-3{(1))1l & 12, (3.5776 acres),
Dranesville Dist., R=1, A=-217-T8. (Deferred from 11/14/78 for addi-

tional written and oral testimony and a decision).

Mr. Gary Sheehan of Lewis, Wilson & Jones, Ltd. of Arlington represented the
applicant. He informed the Board that he would have represented Mr. Graham
in the previous hearings except for Mr. Geaham's falth. Now, Mr. Graham has
asked him to represent him at the appeal proceedings to obtain a bullding
permit. Mr. Sheehan stated that he had spoken with Ms. Anderscn from the
County Attorney's Office and there was concern as to whether or not Mr. Graham
had a vested right on August 11lth when he was turned down on his bullding
permlt application. Mr. Sheehan stated that because of the time that action
was taken.thaf Mr. Geaham does 1ndeed have a vested right to construct a
greenhouse on the property. Mr. Sheehan stated that the Board of Zoning
Appeals themselves had stated that this case was not similar toc the DeAngelis
application. Large sume of money have been spent by Mr. Graham 1n this
endeavor, He was only followlng the laws of Pairfax County. In Mr. Yates'
memorandum, he stated that if the 1978 Zoning Ordinance was still in effect
that he would issue a bullding permit without delay. Mr. Sheehan stated that
is what Mr. Yates should have done the first time. Mr. Sheehan stated that
just because there was a echange in the laws Mr. Graham should not be refused
a bullding permit on the grounds that it might open up a floodgate of similar
applications. Agaln, Mr. Sheehan stated that Mr. Graham has a vested right
to construct a greenhouse and asked the Board to reverse the declision of the
Zoning Administrator.

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that as he understcod the sltuation, the bullding permit
is 1n another area now and the only ones who could authorized it were the
Board of Supervisors. He stated that the Boafd of Zoning Appeals had no
Jursidiation over it.

Mr. Sheehan stated that the BZA could reverse the declsion of the Zoning
Administrator and direct that he 1ssue -thewbiilding permit. Chalirman Smith
stated that in this case, it would he for the lssuance of a bullding permit
as the Board did not have the authority to direct that. They could only
direct the Zoning Administrator to approve the use. Chairman Smith then
inquired as to how you would direot the Zoning Administrator to approve the
use when a special exception was now required by the Board of Supervisors.
Again, Mr. Sheehan stated that Mr. Graham's vested rights began in August
prior to the effective date of the new Zoning Ordinance. He stated that if
the denial of the use was wréng back in Augusat then Mr. Graham should be
granted the permit. Mr., Sheehan stated that you can't change the laws on a
person when he was following the proper procedures-under the old laws.

Mr. Graham was entitled to the bullding permit. Mr. Sheehan stated that
perhaps Mr. Yates thought the.Board.of -Zenihg:Appeals would consider this use
not acceptable as in the DeAngells case but stated that 1t was not up to the
Zoning Administrator to interpret. -

Mr. Yaremchuk inguired if the Zoning Administrator should have ignored the

previous declslon of the Board even though this was*similar case. Mr. Sheehan||-

stated that there dissimilaritles between the two cases. He stated that |

Mr. Yates should have consldered it on 1lts own merit., Mr. Sheehan stated that
the Zoning Administrator's duty lay more to the ‘laws than to the Board of
Zoning Appeals.

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that after:the Board of Zonlng Appeals took the actlon
they did regarding the DeAngells case, he assumed the Zoning Administrator
received the advice of the County ‘Attorney as to this present application and
any precedents which might develop If the building permit was issued. He
stated that he was defending Mr. Yates because of the problem created by the
Board of Zoning Appeals. The final declsion in the DeAngelils came from the
judge. Mr. Yates did not have any cheice in the actlion he took.

Mr. Sheehan stated that the DeAngells case was & commercial nursery which was
not a permitted use in a RB-1 zone. As per Judge Middleton's decision, the
Board of Zoning Appeals was wrong. Mr. Sheshan stated that because -the BZA
was wrong, the decision of the Zoning Administrater to deny the building permi
to Mr. Graham was also wrong. The wrong has to be corrected even though the
Zoning Administrator made his decislon in good falth. Mr. Sheehan stated that
Mr. Yates could have conferred with the County Attorney but that he dld not
have beneflt of what the c¢ounsel might have atated. Mr. Sheehan stated that
the laws of Virginia has ruled and there 13 no reason to deny the building
permit.
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Page 50, December 12,.1978
GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR.
{continued)

Ms. Anderson from the County Attorney's Office stated that she only had one
comment. She stated that she sympathlzed with Mr, Graham's problem and had
researched to determine whether there was a way to authorize the building
permit but there was none. She further stated that there 1s no authority to
allow Mr. Yates to go back and retroactively approve the bullding permit or
to approve a bullding permit that would be in violation of the Zoning COrdilnanc

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the new Ordinance i1s in effect. However Mr. Sheehan
had argued that Mr. Graham had vested rights as he had filed prior to the
effective date of the new Ordlnance. Mr. Yaremchuk inguired if Ms. Anderson
was seylng bthat since the new Ordinance was in effect that Mr. Graham did not
have vested rights. Ms. Anderson replied that the filing of an application
did not grant vested rights. Ma. Ardis inquired 1f-Ms. .Andersoen.-was-aaying
that there are. nmeo-rights until the application was approved. Ms. Anderson
stated that was correect.

Mr. DiGiulian stated that in hls opinion Mr. Grzham does have vested rights
because the Zoning Adminlstrator's declsion was based on erroneocus informaticn
Chairman Smlth stated that the faet that Mr. Graham filed the application
prior to the effective date of the new Ordinance does not give him vested
rights. Mr. DiGiulaln stated that 1f Mr. Graham had flled the bullding permit
before the July 20th decision of the BZA the Zoning Administrator .would have
signed off on 1t. Mr. Barnes agreed.

Ma. Anderson informed the Beard that even L1f they overturned the Zoning
Adminlstrator's declsion Mr. Graham would still be required to file for a
3peclial exception., There was no precedent involved.

Mr. Sheehan stated that Mr. Graham's yIghts were indeed vested when he filed
the application and was denled. There was nothing else Mr. Graham coculd do at
that poilnt. Agaln, Mr. Sheehan stated that when Mr. Graham's appllcation for
a bullding permit was denied his rights were vested and that fact could not be
changed. - .

There was no further discussion.

Page 50, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR.

RESOLUTION

Mr. DiGlullan moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals overrule the Zoning
Administrator's decision in the case of George V. Graham, Jr.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Ms. Ardls stated that she supported the resolutlon even though Mr. Yates did
everything he could " but his declslon was based on iInformatlon that was not
correct.

Chairman Smlth stated that 1s exactly why the Zoning Administrator should be
upheld. He stated that Mr. Yates made hls decislon on what he thought was an
interpretation of this Board and it was based on information that he had befor
him at that time.

There were no fubther comments.

Page 50, December 12, 1978, Scheduled case for

12:20 BOWL AMERICA, INC., appl. under 3ect. 1-%00 of the new Ord. and
P.M. Sect. 30-7.2.10.7.12 of the previous Zonlng Ordinance to permit
bowling center, located 5615 Guinea Rd., 77-2((1)}32,.4nnandale
Dist., 2.97 acres, I-5, S5-268-78.
(Deferred from 11/28/78 for dedision).

Mr, DiGiulian inquired 1f the applicant had submitted a landscapling plan as
requested by the Board at the previous hearing. Mr. Lawrence, attorney for
the applicant, reported that the landscaping plan was submitted as a trans-
parency and was In the flle. He also reported that the archltectural design
of the bullding on all sides except the one facing the warehcuse would be

a mamreard roof with brick facing on the front. He stated that all phases of
the bullding that can be seen from the residential property would be of an
architectural design. There were no further questions from the Board.

Dso



Page 51, December 12, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeal
BOWL AMERICA, INC.
RESQOLUTION

Mn .§1Giulian made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. $-268-78 by BOWL AMERICA, INC., under Sectlon I-4Q0
of the Falirfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt bowling center on property
located at 5615 Guinea Road, tax map reference 77-2{(1})32, County of Falirfax,
Virginla, has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable require-
ments; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on November 28, 1978 and deferred for declsion
untl! December 12, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Bomrd nas made the following findings of fact:

. That the applicant is the contract purchaser.

. That the present zonlng is I-5.

That the area of the lot 13 2.97 acres.

That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

=wro

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard has reached the followlng conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony lndicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permlt Uses in I Districts as contained 1n Section $-C06
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT BESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with th
followlng limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1is not transferable
wlthout further actlon of thls Board, and is for the location indicated in
the applicatlion and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit  shall expire one year from thls date unliess con-
atructlion has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of thls Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thias application. Any additlonal structures of any
kind, changes 1in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering detalla) without this Board's appro-
val, shall constitute a vleclatlon of the conditlons of this Special Permit.

4. This granting does not censtitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
eadural requlrements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTTL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT I3 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SEALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operatlon of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be requlred and must satisfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualified helow.

7. 'The hours of operation shall pe 8:30 A.M. to 2:00 A.M., seven (7) days
a week.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 189.

9., The effects of all parking lot lighting shall be confined to the site
and maximum helght of all 1lights shall be 12 ft.

10. The free-standing sign shall be a maximum of 32 sq. ft. in size and a
maximum of 15 ft. in helght.

11. The building aign shall be limlted to a maximum of 116 sq. ft.

12. This approval is subject to compllance with the landscape plan submltte
by the applicants at the time of the hearing wlth all trees being 6 ft. or
greater at the time of planting.

13. This approval 1s subject to the architectural facade as presented by
the applicant being provided on the bullding.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed by a vote of U to 1 (Ms, Ardis).

ol
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Page 52, December 12, 1978, After Agenda Items

V.P.W. Post No. 8241: fThe Board was in recelpt of a request from Mr. Hugh H.
Hughes of Patton, Harrls, Rust & Guy, for approval of a redesign in the pre-
vicusly approved parklng lot because of a problem with the geptic fleld.

The V.F.W. Post is logated on 1051 Spring Hill Road in MclLean. During dia-
cussion of the revised plat, Mr. D1Glulian stated that the only difference

on the plat was on the north and scuth side in the rear parking area where it
would be located closer tb the property line. Mr. Covington advised the Board
that there was not any setback requirement for parking.

Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board approve the amended plat for the rededign
of the parking lot. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The vote passed unani-
mously by a vote of 5 to 0.

/Y
Page 52, December 12, 1978, After Agenda Items

8-112-76, NorthernVirginia Speech & Language Center, Ine. T/4 Dolley Madison
Preschool: The Board was 1n recelpt of allétter from the school requesting

an extenslon of the apeclal permit which was issued Jointly to the center and
the preachool in July 1976. The permit had expired and the administeators
were not aware of the expiration as they belleved the permlt to he granted for
a perlod of three years.

It was the consensus of the ipard that a new application would have to be

filed and a publle hearing}g it before the Board could take any actlion. The
Clerk was requested to notify the schoel to flle a new applicaticn.

s
Page 52, December 12, 1978, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The Board unanimously approved the adoption of the
Minutes for July 5, 1978 and July 11, 1978 aa amended.

Va4
Page 52, December 12, 1978, After Agenda Items

Konrad Palmer Hartl: The Board was in recelpt of a letter in response to its
inguiry regarding the Reston covenants. Mr. K. David Lindner of the Gulf
Companles reported to the Board that the Reston Covenants had been challenged
from time to time over the years but that the Gulf Companies had het been
party to any of the actions.

The Board decided to schedule the continuation ¢of the Hartl hearing fer the

seconding meeting in January and requested the Clerk to so notify the appli-
cants.

/
Page 52, December 12, 1978, After Agenda Items

V=302=-T7 FLOYD & CAROLE SCHWARTZ: The Board was in receipt of a request from
the applicants to grant an extension on the varlance previously granted by
the Board on December 13, 1977.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board grant an 180-day extension on V-302-77.
Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously by a vete
of § to 0.

// There being ne further business, the Board adjourned at 2:30 P.M.

BY M_ A
andra L. Hicks, Cler o the aniel Smith,

Board of Zoning Appeals

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on '

Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commlsslon on
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday N&ght, December 19, 1978. The following
Board Members were present: Danlel Smith, Chairman;
George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardls.
Mr. DiGiullan was absent.

The meeting began at 8:20 P.M. led with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.
The Chairman called the scheduled 8:00 P.M. case.

8:00 -~ LARRY L. SIMMS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

B.M. construection of garage/workshop to 39 ft. of Beach Mill Road
and 21.8 ft, of outlet road (50 Ft. required by Sect. 3-E07),
located 9900 Beach M1ll Road, 8-1((1))3, Dranesville Dist.,
2.09484 acres, RE, V-284-78.

Mr. Larry Simms informed the Beoard that there are two factors involved In this
hardshlp application. One being that it 1s a hardship to l&ve 1n Great Falls
without a covered garage without storage space. He stated that he has lived
at thls address for 2% years and had done a lot of renovatlon to the property.
He stated that the house was very old and was surrounded by a lot of large
trees. The present location of the house is 18 ft. from Beach M1ll Road. He
stated that there were three posslble docatlons in whilch to construgt the
garage but that only one was feaslble without getting a variance. This would
be t0 the north of the homse and behind the house. Ideally, Mr. Simms would
like to construct the garage so as to walk right Into the house but thils 1s
impassible because of the grading and other problems elose teo the house. The
existing well is only about 4 ft. from the house. THere is not any public
water nearby.

To the north of the house in the back is a dropoff whilch would prevent con-
struction and would also be hard to negotlate 1n rough weather. Mr. Simms
atated the proposed additlon would be a rather large one with the part of the
additlon closest to Beech M111 Road belng a greenhouse. Thils will be a two
car garage wilth the greenhouse and storage above. Mr. Simms stated that 1f
he were allowed to bulld that they would then use the existing 20 ft. outlet
road rather than the existing driveway which was in a dangerous position
because of the traffic.

In response to Chalrman Smith's guestlon, Mr. Simms stated that 1t was not
possible to move the proposed structure cleoser to the house because of the
location of the well and the large number of trees in the back yard. In
addition, the back door of the house was located on the east side of the house
about 2/3 back from the front of the house. Any structure bullt would have

to be bullt sutside of the existlng trees and would make the minlmum distance
to the back door about 60 ft. It would alsc Involve driving on a steep grade.
The property drops off very sharply past the maple trees.

Mr. Simms stated that the logical place to bulld a garage was where he had
proposed 1t. This would be & multi-purpeose bullding and would have a small
greenhouse. There is no sun in the back yard because of the grade dropoff and
the exlsatlng trees.

Mr. Yaremchuk inguired as to why Mr. Simma didn't construct the addition on th
the west or north slde of hls property as he had & lot of property. He could
not understand whey Mr., Simms would want everything in one corner of the
property. Mr. Simms stated that the photographs he submitted showed the trees
surrounding the house. To build beyond the trees would place the garage well
over 100 ft. from any deor.--He-stated that they would have tc walk all around
the house and up the grade to get to the door. Mr. Simms stated that on the
west side of the property the distance to the house would be extremely great
g0 that would not solve the problem elther.

There was no ¢he to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
oppositien.

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the application be dmnied. The motion dled for a lac
of a second. Chalrman Smith suggested that the applicant request a defermil
in order to allow the absent Board member to review the flle and to listen
to the tapes and participate 1n the decision. Chalrman Smith stated that he
personally could not support the applicatlion unless there were severs topo-
graphic conditions. Mr. Barnes moved that thesapplication be deferred until
the absent Board member is presant and to allow time to actually view the
property. Ma. Ardis seconded the motion. Thils matter was deferred untll
January 17, 1979 at 12:00 P.M. for vlewing and for further questions and
deecislon.
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Page 54, December 19, 1978, Scheduled case for

8:10 - WILLIAM B. & DIANNE E. HARRAHy appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord.
P.M. to permit home professional offlice {graphlc arts), located 11718
Amkin Drive, Plantatlon Hillas Subd., B86-3((5))7, 7.6513 acres,
Springfield Dist., R-1, S-283-78.

Mr. Hugo Blankenship, an attornsy on University Drive in Pairfax, represented
the applicants. He stated that both the appliecants were present and that both
were commerclal artists. Mr. Blankenshlp stated that the Harrahs had operated
this same business for amany years in the City of Pairfax. In response to a
question from the Board Chalrman, Mr. Blankenship stated that they did have
the neceasary approved permlts from the Clty to operate thelr business. A
copy of the approval was in the file.indicating that the Harrahs had operated
for many years without any complaints. The Harrahs sold thelr house in the
City and constructed a house near Cllfton. The surrounding property owners

do not obJect to the use proposed. In addltion, Mp. Blankenship stated that a
former employee of the (ity of Palrfax proposed to go on record in favor of
the application. -

i1th respect to the staff report, Mr. Blankenshlp stated there remalns a
questicn aa to whether the commercial artists is considered a professional.

commerclal artist 1s not listed in the definition of home professional as
efined In Section 20 of the Zoning Ordinance. However, Mr. Blam@enship stated
hat from a legal standpoint 1t wouldbbe classifled as a professional and
ave the Board some documents from the federal government regardling Jjob
clas&ifications. Mr. Blankenship argued that a commercilal artist performed
tmilar functions and activities as the listed occupatlons for professicnals
n 3ection 20.

he BPOL section of the Cfflce of Assessments lists a category for profesalonalL
d then in another section lists a .special occupatlonal group for a number of
rtists, designers and scudpters. However, the tax rate for both groups are
he same and there is not other distinction.

r. Blankenshipp informed tha Board that the Harrahs had moved their property
rom % acre to 7 acres. The houas im not visible from the astreet., The lot
lopes to the rear. No sign will be requested as it 1s not needed. There
ill not be any clients visiting the propertyynor will any deliveries be made
o the property 1n connectlion with the buainesa.

r. Barnes inquired about the type of machlnery found in the home as there was
letter in the file from a neighbor staténg that ‘hugk, expensive machinery

as located 1ln the home. Mr., Blankenship reported that the machlne used was
ctually smsller than the average xerox machine. He atated that it does not

o set-type. The machline poses words on paper that are then taken to the
rinters for off-set printing. Mr. Blankenship stated that the work involved
ostly deslgn layout and that there would not be any hugh quantities of paper
nvelved in the operation.

e following following persons apoke in fawer of the application. Mr, Robert
ecker, former employee with the City of Fairfax, of 5888 Golden Ring Court
tated that ‘the Harrahs were responsible for all graphic materials published
For the City of PFairfax. This also lncluded a newsletter. He stated that the
hature of the work requlred personal contact where he was able to make contact
vith the Hareahs and actually observe the operation. Mr. Becker stated that
the City of Fairfax never recelved any complaints Prom- the MNrrahet et ghbors
regarding thelir operation. He stated that he felt that Falrfax City had loat
two valuable professlonals who were assets to the community. He urged the
Board to grant the application.

The next speaker was Mr. Syd Patteson who was publisher of the Year Book for
Fairfax County. He stated that he worked wilth printers. He stated that he
taught them how to use camera ready materlal and so was famillar with the
type of work that the Harrahs would ke performing. Mr. Patteson stated that
he was the ciosest nelghbor to the Harrahs' property. The property is heavily
wooded and has very large trees. He stated that he could barely see the house
Mr. Patteson stated the composer used by the Harrahs was used to get camera
ready copy which then would go to a printer to be photographed. He felt that
the use would be compatlble with tkre nelghborhecod.

The Hext speaker was Mr. H. A. Kelly, owner of lot 27. He also Iindlcated that
he ceuld barely see the house or the lights on in the house. He stated that
he did not have any obJection to the propesed use of the property.

There were two letters of opposition in the file, One was from Dennls Eng
Kay Driscoll and the other was from an anonymous person.

059



Page 55, December 19, 1978
WILLIAM B. & DIANNE E. HARRAH
5-283-78 (Continued}

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired Lf the road inte the subdivision was in the state systefp
and was informed by Mr. Blankenship that 1t was. In addition, Mr. Blankenshlp
stated that the road 414 not have any curb or gutter but that fire equlpment
would get back there without any difficulty. He atated that the road was a
dust-Pfree surface.

There was no ohe alse to speak 1n favor or 1n opposition to the hearlng.
Page 55, December 19, 1978 Board of Zeonlng Appeals
WILLIAM B. & DIANNE E. HARRAH

RESOLUTIGQN

Ms. Ardis made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-283-78 by WILLIAM B. &% DIANNE E, HARRAH under
Section 3-103 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit home profession
sional office (graphic arts) on property located at 11718 Amkin Drive, tax map
reference 86-3((5))7, County of Fairfrax, Virginia, has been properly filled in
accordance with all applicable reguirements; and,

WHEREAS, following proper hotlce to the publlc and a publle hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals Hetd on December 19, 1978; and

WHEREAS, the Board 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-1.

3 That the area of the lot 1a 7.6%13 acres.

4. That compliance with the 3ite Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following concluslons of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testlmony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permlt Uses in R Districts as c¢ontained in Section 8-D06
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESDLVED that the subJect appllcation 1s granted with
the followlng limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant ohly and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of this Board, and is for the }ocation indicated in
the application and 1s not transferable to -other land.

2. .This speclal permit shall expire one year from thls date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed|
by aetion of this Board prior te any explration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans aubmitted with this applicatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or ghanges in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additiocnal
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, ahall requlre approval of this
Board. It shall Be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls)wwithout this
Board's approwal,,shall conastitute a viclation of the conditiona of this
Specilal Permlt.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT I3 NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A-copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operatlion of the permltted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. :13-110 of the Zonlng Ordinance except as qualified below.

7. The hours of cperation shall be 6§ A.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Friday.

The number of parklng spaces ahall be two (2).
9. There shall be no exterler alterations.

10. This permit is granted for a period of three (3) years.

1}. No sign shall be permltted.

12. No e¢lients will be permitted on property.

13. No deliveries or pickups will bemmade to the property by anyone cther
than the applicants.

14. TUse will be limited to the applicants and two (2) employees.

15. No machinery or heavy equipment other than a computer {photo-composer),
small copler and typewrlter wlll be permitted.
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Page 56, December 19, 1978 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM B. & DIANNE E. HARRAH
3-283-78 {Continued)

RESOLUTION

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGlulian being absent).

Page 56, December 19, 1978, Scheduled case for

8:30 - BURKE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH & TOWN CRIER PARTNERSHIP T/A CENTURY
P.M. 21 TOWNSIDE PROPERTIES, appl. under Sect. 18-U401 eof the Ord. to
allow commercial use of existing vhurch building which 1s 16.4 ft.
from Burke Eake Road (24 ft. required By Sect. 4-507), located 9415
Burke Lake Road, 78-1((1))13, Springfleld Dist., 13,21% sq. ft.,
€-5, v-287-78, . :
Mr. Stuart Kerry of 4041 University Drive in Fairfax represented the applicant
He informed the Board that the Bueke Unlted Methodist Church owns the property
When Chairman Smith lnguired about the commerclal zoning, Mr. Kerry stated
that was part of the Master Plan and that the church has been operating since
prior to 1959. He stated that the church has outgrown the bullding and is
moving to another location in Burke. He stated that the use of the property
for any other use other than a church would require a variance to the front
and side yard requirements. Mr. Kerry stated that when they applied for a
site plan walver they were instructed to obtaln a variance from the BZA.
Chairman Smith stated that any variance granted would only run the course of
the Site Plan Waiver which 1s good for two years. Mr. Kerry informed the
Board that the shopplng center adjanent to the property was in concurrance
with the variance. He stated that the Townslde Properties had been in contact
with the shopping center pegarding parking so that there would not be any Reed
for Ingress and egress from the subjJect property.

Mr. Yates, Zoning Administrator, informed the Board that the plat would
require additional parking added to the shopping center to comply with hhe
required number of parking for the shopping center and the church. He stated
that 1t would appear to be one unified parcel. Mr. Yaremchuk inguired if the
BZA could grant a varlance to park off the site as it dld not appear that therd
was any room on the property. Mr. Kerry informed the Board that there were
only eight parking spaces avallable con the site. The County informed them
they would require twelve parklme spaces. Mr. Kerry stated that the front

portion of the bullding was going to-be leased to the Burke Historical Society
so that the total square footage of the buillding would not be office use.

r. Kerry stated that they could posadlbly arrange for nine parking spaces from
the shopplng center. Then there would be a total of seventeen parking spaces,
Mr. Yaremchuk lnquired if the Board could approve parking off the site and
was informed by Mr. Covington that the parking was not a part of the applica-
tion. Mr. Covington stated that parking on adjacent property ias frequently
done and approved by the Planning Commission and the Slte Plan Offlce., He
stated that the Board had often approved such parking in the past for churches
if the additlonal parking was eembtfguoud. - Mr. Covington reminded the Beoard
thrat thep sere aob-granbing She:pagcatsitivas already allowed in the zone.

Mr. Yaremehuk repiled that IT the Board did not grant the varlance then they
could not use the bullding. He inquired if the staff could approve parking
for four more cars off the site.. Mr, Kerry stated that unless the varlance
were gmanted the anly use that could be made of the bullding would be the
church. He stated that the Historscal Scclety was not using the bullding as
yet.

The following persons spoke in fawer of the appiilcation. Ms. Beth Prescott
stated that she has lived in Burke since 1950 and lives on %2and that was owned
by Robert E. Lee. She attends the church that Robert E. Lee attended. She
informed the Board that thelr charch needed a new bullding and could have sold
the property 5o any other people. However, these people had promlsed to maln-

tain the church in its historical nature. They "were golng to preserve the
main sanctuary of the chirch and were going to lease part of the bullding to
the Historical Scelety. She urged the Board to grant the varlance.

Mr. Roy Carson, Jr. of $230 Burke Lake Road, spcke ¢n Behalf of the 72 members
of the Burke Historical Soclety. They were in favor of the granting of the
application. He stated that the church bulldlng was built originally for a
railroad station and was used during the Civil War by Jeb Stuart, He astated
that the partnership had promlsed to save the bulldlng and use it as musuem
leased by the Historical Society for $1.00 a year. He urged the Board to
grant the variance.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired why bhe County staff was requiring 12 parklng spaces

if the entire church was not golng to be used for office purposes. Mr. Kerry
atated that the staff was unaware that about 4,500 sgq. ft. would be a musuem.
Chairman Smith inquired as to the humber of employeas 1n the real estate
office. Mr. Kerry stated that the real estate company already has two offlces
and that this would be the third office. He indicated that there would only
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Page 57, December 19, 1978

BURKE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH &
TOWN CRIER PARTNERSHIP T/A CENTURY
21 TOWNSIDE PROPERTIES

v-287-78

(Continued)

be three employees as that was all the facllity could handle.

The next speaker was Ron 3avlno from the Burke Community Givie Associatlon.

He read a letter into the record from Mr. Carter Boehm addressed to Roy Carson
Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if the Board could put conditions on the grankipg of
the variance in order to preserve the building and was informed by the Chsir-
man 1t could not. Chalrman Smith stated that the Hlstorlpal Soclety had no
interest 1in this varlance other than an agreement with Town Crier Partnership.
Mr. Covington suggested that the Board condition the varlance with additional
acreening if it desired but stated 1t could not condition the use. Chalrman
Smith stated that unless there was an agreement on certaln conditlons that the
Board had ng authority to restrict the use.

Again, Mr. Kerry informed the Becard that the use was permitsed by right in
this particular zone. It was a non-conforming use and they are now required
to meet the setback requirements of the new Code.because they are changing the
uge. Mr. Yaremchuk ingqulired as to the hardshlp in thls applicatlon. Mr. Kerr:
stated that at present there was a church in the bullding. He stated that 1f
the real eatate office does not buy the property no one else would. The
church has to relocate.
FagecS5tyrDenenbiers1$onis 78 Board of Zoning Appeals
BURKE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH &

TOWN CRIER PARTNERSEIP T/A CENTURY

21 TOWNSIDE PROPERTIES

RESOLUTIQON

In Application No. V-287-78 by BURKE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH & TOWN CRIER
PARTNERSHIP T/A CENTURY 21 TOWNSIDE PROPERTIES, under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow commercial use of existing church bulldlng which is
16.4 ft. from Burke Road and 15.6 §#u: feem .bhgsdde dgb7line. e,agosmumm. &
requiredﬁntxaans“hﬂi&ﬂlfnndal&«:t“ side-yardirmequly CEEOEY U ST
property; Teta: 5+ Fhrke: LakerRoad; basrneb: ce feTRNCe 78 -1 ¢ (43917, r Beunty
of Failrfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremehuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adept the fellowing resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applliasation has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all appllieable State and County Cecdes and wlth the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlece to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board of December 19, 1978; and

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

1. That the applicant 1s the contract purchaser
2. The present zoning 1a C-5. -

3. The area of the lot i1s 13,214 sq. ft.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zonlng Appeals has reabhed the following cenecluslon
of law:

THAT the appllcant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a striet Ilnterpretation of the Zoning Crdinance
would result in practical dIfficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon and the specific atructure
indicated in the plats 1ncluded with this application only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from thils date unlegs construction
has started znd is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlion of this
Beard prior to any explration.

Ms. Ardls seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGlulian being absent}.
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age 58, December 19, 1978, After Agenda Items

PPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved, Ms. Ardis seconded and 1t was unanie-
ously approved to approve the Board Minutes for July 18, 1978 as corrected.

/

Page 58, December 19, 1978, After Agenda Items

TERM OF EXPIRATION FOR MR. BARNES: Letter of notificatlon to Judge Jennings
was reviewed by Beard. At the December 12th meeting, the Clerk was lmatructed
[to pprepare a letter notlfying Judge Jennings that Mr. Barnes term on the BZ4a
pould explre February 19, 1979.

/ There belng no further business, the Board adjourned at 19:00 P.M.

By off Sl ik,
ndra L. Hleks, Clerk to the Daniel SmitY, Chettrman
Board of Zonlng Appeals

APPROVED:

Bubmitted to the BZA on Date
Submitted to the other departments,

Beoardoof Supervisors and Planning

Commission on
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday, January 9, 1979. The followlng Board
Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman; John
DiGiulian, Vice-Chairman; Gecrge Barnes; John
Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.

The meeting began at 10:40 A.M.
The Chairman called the scheduled 10:00 A.M. case.

10:00 - HAYWOOD J. HARDING, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal

A.M. declslon of Zoning Administrator interpreting Sect. 3-206.4.4(1) as
requiring the minimum lot width to exlst a% a point 35 ft. back from
whers a plpe stem driveway abuts a publie street, located 14029
Guinea Road, 5B8-4((7))7E, Annandale Dist., 1.5660 acres, R-1,

A-206-78.

TO BE HEARD IN CONJUNCTION WITH:
10:00 - HAYWOOD J. HARDING, sppl. under Sect. 18-U401 of the Ord. to allow
AM. subd. into three lots, one of which has wldth of 16 ft. (100 ft.

req. by Sect. 3-206), located 4029 Guinea Road, 58-4({7))}TE, Annan-
dale Dist., 1.5660 acres, proposed R-2, V-286-78.

The Beard was in recelpt of a letter requesting withdrawal of both A-296-78
and V=286-78. Mr. Barnes moved that the Board allow the withdrawal of beth
applications without prejudice. The motion was seconded by Mr. DiGlulilan and
was passed unanimously.

74
Page 59, January 9, 1979, After Agenda Ifems

SCHEDULING OF MEETINGS: The Chalrman Iinformed the Clerk with regard to
seheduling of meetings that if there were less than three cases to be heard
on & particular date that the BZA meeting be cancelled.

144
Page 59, January 9, 1979, After Agenda Ifems

ELECTION OF BOARD CHAIRMAN FOR 197%: Mr. Barnes nomlnhated Daniel Shith as
Board Chairman for 1979. Mr, DiGlullan seconded the motlion and 1t was passed
unanlmously.

ELECTICN OPF VICE-CHAIRMAN FOR 1979: Mr. Barnes nominated Mr. DiGliuldan as
Vice-Chairman for 1979. Ms. Ardis seconded the motion and it was passed
unanimously.

ELECTION OF CLERK TO THE BOARD FOR 1979: Mr. Barnes moved to nominate Sandra
Hicks for Clerk to the Board for 1¢79. Mr. Diglullan seconded the motlon and
it was passed unanimously.

V44

Page 59, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - W & N COMPANY, appl. under Sect. 18-Y401 of the Ord. to allow a

A.M. subdivision 1lnto two lots, the corner lot of which has width of 156
ft. (175 ft. required by Sect, 3-106), located 11607 Popes Head Road
67-2({1))32, Springfield Dist., 3.000 acres, R-1, v-289-78.

As the required notices were not 1n order, the application was deferred until
January 30, 1979 at 10:50 A.M.

//

Page 59, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - A. CHARLES BROWN & JOHN L. DONIPHAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the
A.M. Ord. %o allow subdivision with proposed lots 3 & U having width of
10 ft. (80 ft. required by Sect. 3-306), 101-4((1))27, Mt. Vernon
Dist., 2.66 acres, R-3, V-290-78,

As the required notices were not in order, the application was deféered until
JTanuary 30, 1879 at 11:00 A.M.

’
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Page 60, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:50 - STEPHEN L. KEIDAISH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. a subd., into 2 lots, one of which has a width of 12 f£t. (200 ft.
mln. required by Sect. 3-E06), docated 968 Bellview Road, 20-1{(1))
28 & 29, Dranesville Dist., #.1 acres, R-E, V-293-78.

Mr. William Arnecld, an attorney at 4085 Chain Bridge Road In Fairfax, repre-
sented the applicant. He stated that the property was long and narrow and
that the applicant proposed to develop it dnto two lots, one wilth 2 acres and
the other with 2.1 acres. Because of the configuration of the property, a
variance would be necessary in order to have a 12 ft. driveway entrance rather
than the required 200 ft. lot frontage. Mr. Arnold stated that the use meets
all other zonlng requirements under the Master Plan. He stated that the :
development would be in conformance with the surrounding properties.

There was no one else to speak 1n favor of the application. The following
persons spoke in opposition to the application. Mr. Manning Gash of 8501
Georgetown Plke stated he has owned hils property over 65 years. He owns 40
acres. He stated that he had considered the appliicant's propesal and waa
opposed to 1t because 1t was not compatable with the surrounding lot sizes on
Bellview Road. In addition, 1t cannot be developed because of the covenants
on the property. He stated that the property does not lend itselfl to develop-
ment as the land is very rocky and possibly would not pass perc. In additlon,
the locatiecn of the proposed driveway would have poor visibility on Bellview
Road and Mr. Gash urged the Board to deny the application.

The next speaker was James E. Howell, an adjacent property owner, who owns

8.8 acres. He stated that he has lived on the property for 23 years. He
stated that hls chlef obJection was the traffic hazard because of the road
sltuation. Hils second obJectlon was that his home is located on the far side
of the property and he would find 1t wery obJectlonable to have a road along-
slde hias property. He informed the Board that he had no intentlon of aub-
dividing his property even though 1t was peosslble. Mr., Howell presented the
Beard with a letter from the property owner on the other side of the subject
property who was also in opposition because of the traffic¢ hazard. Mr. Howell
also had a letter from a new property owner two doors down from the subject
preperty who had the same obJections. He also had a letter from Mr. Simpson
who lived on 01d Dominion who was also 1n opposition te the applicatlon.

Mr. Howell informed the Board that there is a dangerous curve con Bellview Road
He stated that he would rather drive three to four blocks out of way rather
than run the risk of an aceldent or a cellision on the curve. He stated a

lot of people travel over these roads as people from Reston use 1t as a cut-
thoough to get to the beltway.

The next speaker in opposltlon was Mr. Luclus Kingman of 6610 Weatherford Rd.
in McLean. He stated that he could not understand how this property could be
developed without further study. He informed the Board that when he developed
his property he was required to post bond and construct a lot of trails. Mr.
Kingman stated that the application was.deficlent in more areas than road

(| frontage and urged the Board to deny the appliecation.

During relButtal, Mr. Arnold stated that Mr. Keldaish was not trylng to sub-
dlvide this property for profit but for g retirement home for his parents.
Mr. Arnold stated that some of the surrounding lots were smaller than these
proposed lots. As far as impact, if the varlance were granted the only house
that would be seen from the road would be the existing house .and a new drive-
way. There would be no visual affect on the neighbors. This would not be a
situatlon of houses crowded together. Mr. Arnold stated that the Board of
Supervisors had determined that two acre lots were an accepted use for this
property based on the faect that they zoned it R-E. The Master Plan calls for
even more density, % acre lota. With Pespect to the perc test, that appllea-
tlon to the Health Department would be made before the preperty is developed.
It cannot be done until the varlance 1s granted. Mr. Arnold stated that the
County would not allow a house to be built on the property until there 1a a
perc fleld. With respect to the traffic, Mr. Arnold stated that the staff
report did not contaln any commenta from Preliminary Engineering. The locatlong
of the driveway is siltuated such that there would not be any visual problems
created. THere would not be a substantial increase in the numcer of cars.
This 1s only one house with only cars from that residence going in and out.
Mr. Arnold stated that the granting of the variance would not create any
traffic hazard. :

During questlonsing, Mr. Arnold stated that if the Board desired, there could
be a common driveway created to serve both lota. If the Board allowed the two
driveways, they would be about 25 rt. apart. Ms. Ardls lnquired about the
speed l1limit for this area. Mr. XKeldalsh stated that the speed limit was 25
m.p.h. and that there were slgns indlcating the curve. Mr. Keldalsh stated
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Page 61, January 9, 1979, Sec
STEPHEN L. KEIDAISH
(continuation)

that there would not be any site problem with where the proposed driveway was
to be located. In answer to Chalrman 3Smith, he stated that he has owned the
property fer one year. There were no further questions from the Board.

Page 61, January 9, 1979 Board of Zonling Appeals
STEPHEN L. XEIDAISH

RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board deny the application. The motlon failed
for lack of a second.

In Application No. V-293-79 by STEPHEN L. KEIDAISH under Section 18-40) of the
Zoning Ordinance te permlit subdivision into 2 - lots, one of which has a width
of 12 ft. (200 ft. minimum required by Sect. 3-E06) on property located at 968
Bellview Road, tax map reference 20-1((1)}28 & 29, County of Falrfax, Virginia
Mr. DiGiullan moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the followlng
resolution:

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

WHEREAS, fellowlng proper notice to the publiec, a publlc hearing was held by
the Board on January 9, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Bagrd has made the following filndings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property ls the applicant.

2. The present zonlng 1s R-B.

3. The area of the lot 1z 4.1 acres.

4. That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
1ncludlng narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physilcal conditions as
listed above exlst which under a strict Interpretatlion of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical dAifrfliculty or unnecessary hardship that would depriw
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjfect applicatlion is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatilon -indlcated 1in the plats
included with this application only, and i1s not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

3. This variance 1s subjJect to the provisions of one common drlveway for
both lota.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motilon.

The motion passed by a voete of 3 to 2 {(Chairman Smith and Mr., Yaremchuk}.

——— [ — — ——— R —

Page 61, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:10 - SHELL OIL €O. & NATIONAL CABLE SATELLITE CORP. d/b/a C-SPAN, appl.

A.M. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow erection of 120 ft. high
tower 13 ft. from a lot line in the rear yard (120 ft. setback
required by Sect. 10-105), located 81-1({1))D, Mason Dist., 1.,27234
acres, I-5, V-300-78.

The required motices were in order. Mr. Brian Lamb, Preaident of the National
Cable Satellite Corp. appeared before the Board. His office was 1745 Jefferso
Davis Highway in Arlington. Mr. Lamb reported to the Board on the nature of
the varlance. He stated that the property was lrregularly shaped. It is
zoned I-5 and is owned by the Shell 0il Park. He stated that the National
Cable Satellite Corp. was formed to televise the live sesaions of the House of
Representatives. They were given approval to do thls in 1978 and have been
locking for property on which to set up the tower necessary for transmission.
The land would have to be hilgh in order not to get any Interference on the
transmission. Mr. Lamb stated that they have found Just such a location 1n
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Page 62, January %, 1979
SHELL OIL CO. & NATIONAL CABLE SATELLITE CORP.
(continuation)

the Shell Industrial Park. Mr. Lamb stated that thils proposed site was
adjacent to the Publlc Broadcasting System property. He stated that this
location was one of the most desirable locations in the vicinity of Washlngton
Mr. Lamb stated that they had been working very hard since approvai of the
idea in order to be set up by February when the House of Representatives
resumed. Only after negotiations had begun dld they become aware of the
height limitations on the building restrictions imposed because of the PBS
Tower. Mr. Lamb stated that they contacted BBS inr order to have permission

to transmit from thelr tower and were refused permission. He stated that they
were then granted permiassion from Shell to put the tower on its land. The
rear portion of the property will be so0ld In the near future. Mr. Lamb stated
that there would be a 120 ft. setback on three sides of {he property except
for the back slde. He stated that the Naticnal Cable Satelllite Corp. would
insure the back portilon of the property sc that they would be fully covered.
He stated that they did not expect any problems. Englneers have certifled
thls to be a very gurdy structure. Mr, Lamb stated that they were alse bulla-
ing a tower on top of an apartment bulldling in Arlingten. He stated that they
have notified more people than requilred in order to make everyone sur-
rounding the property aware of what they were dolng.

In response from queations from the Board, Mr. Lamb stated the tower would be
three-legged and would be Just as sturdy as the PBS Tower acress from it. He
stated that 1t would be bullt by a firm in Rockville who are experlenced in
building towers. In addition, he stated that members of the Board of his
corporaticn have built towers before also. He stated that the PBS Tower ls
183 f£+t. tall and thizs vower would only be 120 ft. He stated that Shell 01l
owns all of the property surroundlng this partlcular lot.

There was no one else to speak in suppert of the application. The following
people spoke in cpposition to the application. Me. Michael Gartland of 3501
Cartwheel Place ln Fairfax stated that he apposed the appllication. He stated
that the plats he had obtained from the flle indleated that the tower would be
located 120 ft. from PBS lot line. However, the application fizéd with the
Avliation Deﬁartment showed a ¥ ft. beaaon which would ralse the height of the
tower to 124 ft. If this were true, 1t would fall on PBS property. He stated
that he opposed the tower higher than 120 ft. if it would fall on PBS property
He stated that the PBS engilneers had stated -there. .. would nmet be. any inter-

'Mr, Lamb stated that 1t was just a beacon 1light and not a transmitting beacon.
He alsc stated that 1t was hls understanding from the Aviatlon Department that
because the PBES already had a beacon, 1t was not necessary for Natlonal Cable
to have one. Chalrman Smith suggested that 1Lf 1t was necessary that they move
the tower back another 4 ft. Mr. Lamb stated they could do that. He stated
that 1f the tower were to £all, 1t would fall on a gravel area. He informed
the Board that this was not a collapsable tower. Chalrman SMith stated that
it was his opinion that 1f a light was required by the Federal Avlation Agency
that 1t would not be of any consequence. . He alsc stated that he felt it might
be requlred even though there was a beacon on the PBS Tower as Natlonal Cable
Satellite did not own the other property.

Mr. Lamb informed the Board that if they moved the tower that they would want
to stay in approxlmately the same location as they had already had a study
done on the soll. Mr. Gartland stated that they would have no obJectlon to
the new tower 1f 1t were located so as not to infringe on PBS property.

The representative stated that they were in opposition and suggested that
National Cable try renoglations with PBS to locate the tower on the existing
one. He stated that would clear the 1ssue. I-95 . is unsightly with all the
towers along 1t and Arlen Realty did not bellieve the landscape ghould be dis-
rupted further. The apartments are a garden apartment complex and the tower
13 over 100 ft. high. He stated that thls was a bad use and that they did need
another one. Chalrman Smith informed the speaker that the question of renegot}
tion was not 1n the Jurisdietion of the BZA.

During rebuttal, Mr. Lamb stated that National Cable has spent a great deal of
time with this application. He stated that they did not want te build the
tower. They had trled negotlations with PBS but it would cost a lot of money.
PES turned them down. Mr. Lamb stated that thelr resources were 1limlted and
they had tried everything they could to av¥ét# bullding the tower. He atated
that the e¢itizens of Bren Mar have supported thls applicatlion. He stated that
the I-5 zone permits the tower by right.

ference from the new tower proposed. In response tco the question of the beacoT,

The next speaker in opposition was Arlen Realty, owners of the Valley Part Aptq.

& -
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Page 63, January 9, 1979 Board ¢f Zonlng Appeals
SHELL OIL CO. & NATICNAL CABLE SATELLITE
CORP. d/b/a C-SPAN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-300-78 by SHELL QIL CO. & NATIONAL CABLE SATELLITE CORP.
d/b/a C=-SPAN, under Section 18-401 of the Zonlng Ordinance to allow erection
of a 120 ft. high tower 13 ft. from & lot line 1in the rear yard (120 ft. set-
back required by Sect. 10-105), located at tax map reference 81-1({1))D,
County of Falrfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardls moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolutilon:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly flled in aceordance with
the requilrements of all appllcable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
cf the Fairfax County Beard of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notiee to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on January 9, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s I-5.

3. The area of the ot is 1.2723l acres.

4, That the applicant's property ls exceptlonally irregular in shape and
has ag unusual conditlon in the limited area that such a tower can effectively
eperate.

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

THAT the applicant hasfatisfied the Board that physlecal conditlons as
listed above exlst which under z strlet interpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical dAifflculty or unnecessary hardahip that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the followling limitatlions:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific séructures
indicated in the plats included with this application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other astructures on the same land.

2, This warlance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any explration.

3. The helght of the tower and any required beacon light shall be less than
the distance of said tower to the PBS property line.

4, The applicant shall furnish the BZA with a copy of the hold harmless
agreement for the record as 1t applies to any individual or copporatlon who
purchases adjoining land from Shell 011.

Mr. DiGiullan seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed unanimoudly by a vofe of § to 0.

11:20 - DR. DONALD W. COHEN & DR. FRED G. GARRISON, appl. under Sect. 4-603

AM, of the Ord. to permlt veterinary clinic, located 6411 Shiplett
Blvd., 88-2((1))4A, Springfield Dist., 19.455 acres, Rolling Valley
Mall Subd., C-6, 8-285-78.

The required notices were in order. Dr. Donald Cohen appeared before the
Board. He stated that he and his partner, Dr. Garrison, proposed to rent an
area 1n the Rolling Valley shopping mall for a small animal clinic. There
would not be any boarding or grooming conducted on the premises. He stated
this was an ideal locatlon for the use as 1t was in a shopping center. The
elinic will be open from 8 a.m. to 7 p.m. and would serve 15 to 30 cllients on
an out-patient basis. He stated that cne doctor should be able to handle thils
fac1lity. They would operate by an appointment only basls. In response to
questions from the Board, Br. Cohen stated that the store next door has been
leased and the lessee 1a in favor of the proposal. He stated that their
builder, Mr. Paul Rose, has bullt other clinlcs and is familiar with the
requirements for odor and noise. His partner, Dr. Garrison would handle the
larger animals. They would have limited appolntments on Saturday and would be
e¢losed on Sunday. The term of the lease is for 20 years with continulng optiog
every four or five years.

L]
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Page 64, January 9, 1979
DR. DONALD W, COHEN & DR. FRED G. GARRISON
(continued)

Mr. DiGlulian inquired as t¢ whether the Zoning Ordlnance spe¢ifiled a certaln
length of time for a granting of this type of use. Chairman Smith stated that
as long as they leased the bullding that there was not any other limitation.
Chairman Smith informed the appllcants that the use would only be granted to
them and not to any new owners at a later time as the use was not tranzferable
without further action from the Board. Any new ownership would require a new
hearing.

There Was no ¢ne else to speak in favor of the applicatlion. The following
perscn spoke in opposition. Mr. Carl Barber stated that he lived across the
street from the shopping center and was concerned about the nolse control. In
addition, he was concerned about inJurled animals and whether there would be
outside runs. Chairman Smith stated that the nolse would be contained in the
building and that no animals would be kept overnlght. He informed Mr. Barber
that there was another clinle 1n Springfield that has been operating for a
long time and that there has not been any problems associated with its use,
Dr. Cohen stated that some animals might be kept overnight buf that these
anlmals would not be doling much barking. As much as possible, the serviges
would be on an out-patient basis,
Page 64, January 9, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DR, DONALD W. COHEN & DR. FRED 3. QARRISON

RESOLUTION

Mr. DiGiullan made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-285-78 by DR. DONALD W. COHEN & DR. BRED &. GARRISO*,
under Sectlon 4-6031 of the Falrfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit vebterinary

clinie on property located at 6411 Shiplett Blvd.,, tax map reference 88-2((1))

4A, County of Failrfax, Virginia, has been properly flled 1In accordance with all]
appllicable requlrements; and

IWHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zonlng Appeals held on January 9, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng flndlngs of fact:

1. That the applicant 1s the lessee.

2. That the present zoning 1s C-6.

3, That the area of the lot is 19.445 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conclusions fof law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony 1ndleating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in C Districts a&s contained in Sect. 8-006
of the Zoning Ordilnance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted fo the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of thls Board, and 1s for the locatlon indicated in
the application and is not tranaferable to other land.

2, This special permit shall expire one year from this date uniéss renewed
by actlon of this Board prlor to date of expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses 1lndlcated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board {other than minor engineering detzils) whether or not these additicnal
uses or changes require a Special Permit, ahall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without thils
Board's approval, shall constlitute a viclation of the conditions of this
Special -Permit.. .

", "This gmanting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5, A copy of thls Speclal Permlt and the non-residential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operatlion of the permitted use.
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Page 65, January 9, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DR. DONALD W. COHEN & DR. FRED G. GARRISON
(econtinued) RESOLUTION

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance.

7. This permit 1s to pun concurrently with the ownership and the lease, a
such lease belng four (4) options for a five {5) year perilod.

Ms . Ardls seconded the motlon.

The motion passed unanlmously by a vose fof 5 to 0.

11:40 - WOODLAND UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect., 3-203 of the

A.M. Ord. to permit bullding and parklng %ot addition to exlsting church
located 7730 Fordson Read, Gum Springs Subd., 102-1((1))77 & 78,
Mt. Vernon Dist., 1.92727 acres, R-2, 3-291-T78.

Mr. Hal Richardson, architect for the church, appeared and stated that a
speclal permit had been granted in September a year ago but because of delays
it ran out. The church 15 not reapplylng. He informed the Board that the
only change was that the County changed the required parking spaces. Last
year there had been a question about dedication for a service road. Mr.
Richardson stated that the church has agreed to dedicate the land to the
highway system. Mr. Richardson stated that there 13 a little trlangle of
land In the area of the church that they do not own. It 1s owned by one of
the ad]acent property owners. The church cannot dedicate that land. However,
a road could be bullt without touching that land. Chairman Smith inquired 1if
the church still planned a sanctuary for 435 seats. Mr. Richardson stated
only a combination of 354 seats would be planned of which 216 were from the
existing church. There are 67 parking spaces provided. Mr. Hichardson stated
that the size of the addition is 3t11]1 the same as last year. The classroom
3iZe has been changed. The total seatlng capacity wWilth both the new additlon
and the existing church will be 354.

There was no one &lse to speak in favor of the application. There was no one
to speak In opposition.

Page 65, Januar§ 9, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
WOODLAWN UNITED METHODIST CHURCH
RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the followlng motlon:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-291-78 by WOODLAWN UNITED METHODIST CHURCH under
8ection 3-202 of the Palrfax County Zonlng Ordinance t¢ permit bullding and
parking lot addition to exlsting church on property located at 7730 Fordson
Road, tax map reference 102-1({1j))77 & 78, County of PFalrfax, Virginia, has
been properly filed in aceordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice %o the public and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on January 9, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subjJect property 1s the appllcant.
2. That the present zoning is R-E. :

3. That the area of the lot 1s 1.92727 acres.

4, That compliance with the 31te Plan Crdinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testimony Indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permlt Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section B-006
of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the followlng limitationa:

1., This approval is granted tp- the applicant only and is not tranaferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the leeation indicated in
the appliecation and 1s not transferable to other land.

2, This special permit 3hall expire one year from this date unleas conssruc
tion has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of fhis
Board prior to any expiration.
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Page 66, January ¢, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
WOODLAWN UNITED METHODIST CHURCH
(eontinuation)

RESOLYTION

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any

kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes {cther than minor engineering details) without
this Board's approval, shall constltute a violatlon of the conditlons of this
Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON~RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made avall-
able to all departments of the County of Failrfax durlng the hours of operatilon
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be requlired and must satlsfy Sect.
13=-10% -and Sect. 13-110 of the Zonlng Ordilnance.

7. The hours of operation shall be normal church operation.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 62.

Mr., DiGiullan seconded the metlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 66, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:00 =~ HELEN JOHNS LLIFF, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the Ord. to permit a

P.M. home professional office located 1330 Merrie Ridge Rd., Dogwoods
of Langley Subd., 31-2((19))19, 24B & 24C, Dranesvilie Dist.,
17,269 =q. ft., R-2{c), S-292-78.

Dr. Iliff stated that she was applylng to move her practlige across the street
in a resldence that she was planning to construct. She stated that she has
lived at her present addreas since 1971 (1333 Merrle Ridge Road) and has
operated a home professional offlee at that location for the same length of
time. She 1fiformed the Board that she sees very few patlents at her home.
Most of the patients are seen at the hospitals ln the dilstrict. She only
sees patlents who are cpritlically 111. 8he stated that she would only see an
average of three patients a day at her residence. Dpr. Iliff stated that most
of her time 1s spent tralning new pedlatriclans and physicians, doing clinleall
regsearch and speaking across the country. Only about % of ther time 13 spent
in medicelne., She stated that her practlce 18 not a large one. In response

to questions from the Board, Dr. Iliff stated the hours would be between 10 an
Y4, She stated that most of her patlents are children brought by their parents
Occaslonally, she would handle emergencles on the weekend or at night. She
atated that 9 to 5 would be adequate hours. Dr. I1liff stated that she did not
have any employees working wlth her except for a part-time person, four days

a week for % a day. She stated that she did not have any dcectors assoclated
with her practice and did not imtend to have any.

Admiral Hi1ll, head of the Merrie Ridge Clvic Association, spoke In favor of
Dr. Iliff's application. He stated that he was aware that the Board had
recelved a letter from Mr. John Hushon in opposltion to the application.
Mdmiral Hi1ll presented the Board wlth another letter from Mr. Husbon with-
drawing his opposifion. In addition, he gave the Beoard another letter 1n
support of the application. This letter was from the property owner Just
behind the new property on which Dr. ILiff would bulld. The only letter in
oppeslition was from My, Jerome Tankel who resides about 1k blocks &way from
the proposed use.

There wéé no one to speak 1n copposition to the appllication.

Ms. Ardis inguired as to the parklng situatlon. Dr. IL}iff stated that her
patients presently park on the street. Dr. I11ff stated that she Intended to
1ive at the new résidence. Chalrman Smith stated that she would have to
provide parking on the site for ner patients any any employees. He suggested
that she consult preliminary engineering for h&lp in determining where to
locate the parklng out of the setback area. Chalrman Smith stated that new
plats would have bo be submitted. Dr. I11ff informed tha Board that the
proposed garage could accomodate twe cars. There were no further gquestions
from the Board.




Page 67, January 2, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DR. HELEN J. ILIFF ' .
RESOLUTTION

Ms. Ardis made the followlng motilen:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-292-~78 by HELEN JOHNS ILIFF practicing as Dr. HELEN
JOHNS OSSOFSKY under Sectilon 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordlnance to
permit a home profesalonal office on property located at 1330 Merrle Ridge
Road, tax map reference 31-2((19))19, 24B & 24C, County of Fairfax, Virginia,
has been properly flled in accordance with all appllcable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publlic and a publle hearing by the
Baard of Zoning Appeals held on January 9, 1979; and

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

1. That the applicant 1s the contract purchaser.

2. That the present zonlng 1s R-2(c).

3. That the area of the lot 1s 17,269 sg. ft.

Y4, fThat compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREBSKE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and i3 not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the loeation Indicated in
the applicatlon arid 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This sapeclal permit shall expire one year from this date unlegs con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Board prier to any explration,

3. This approval 1ls granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thiz application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1in use, additicnal uses, or ghanges 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditlons of this
Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conapicuous place on the property of the use and be made avall-
able to all departments .of the County of Falrfax durlng the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 110 of the Zoning Ordlnance except as gualified below.

7. 'The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Friday
except oh an emergency basls.

8, This permit is granted for a perled of five (5) years.

g, The applicant is limited to cne (1) employee.

i0. Off street parking for two (2) cars for employee and cllents shall be
provided.

Mr. Barnes seconded the moticn.

The motlon passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 67, January 9, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:20 - DISMAS HOUSE, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to allow

P.M. _amendment to existing special permit to permit maximum of 8
students, located 7701 01d Telegraph Road, Piney Run Subd.,
100-1{(9))4, Lee Dist., 2.36 acres, R-1, S-294-78.

Mr. Relchardt stated that they had filed the applicatlon to extend the number
of bhoys from alx to elght/ He stated that as the boys graduated that there
was a lag time in replacing them. The skhool wanted to maintailn a steady
residence of at least six boys and could not do that wlth the present limiga-
tlon of six placed on them by the speclal permit.

o ¥}
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Page 68, January 9, 1979
DISMAS HOUSE, INC.
(econtinued)

Chairman Smith stated that 1f the school fell under the group home category
that this Beard could not consider the applicatlon. He informed the appliecant
that a new group had been formed to listen to these tppes of applications.

He stated that he was encouraged by the letters of support that the Board hagd
recelved in support of the application.

There Wwas no one to speak In favor of the application and no cne to speak in
opposltlion to the application.

Mr. Reichardt stated that the previous speclal permit had a stipulation that
the boys not attend any public school in Falrfax County. He stated that this
home sits behind Hayfield Hlgh Schcol. He stated that they would 1llke per-
mission for the boys to attend VOC and gym classes at the public school.
Chairman Smith inquired if they were presenting attending public schools and
was told no. <{halrman Smith stated that thils applicatlon was for a school of
special instruction. He stated that 1if they came in with an appllcation for

a group home in the future that he would have no obJection to alleviating the
condition about attendance at the publle achools, Mr. Reichardt staked that
thelr school only provides for the basic skills. He requested the Board to
allow the WOC instruction. Mr. Covington stated that the Bpard d41d not have
the authority to grant that condition as 1t was not advertlsed.

Page 68, January 9, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
bISMAS HOUSE, INC.

RESOLUTION
Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-294-78 by DISMAS HOUSE, INC. under Section 3-103 of
the Falrfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit amendment to exlsting special
permit to allow maximum of B students on property located at 7701 0ld Tele-
graph Road, tax map reference 100-1((9))4, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has
been properly flled in accordance with all applicable regulrements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice ts the publle and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on January 9, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs &€ fact:

That the applicant 1s the lessee.

That the present zonlhg is R-1.

That the area of the lot 1s 2.36 acres.

That compliasnce with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

I fo
a4+ 4w

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folleowing conclusicns of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Distrilcts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is ORANTED with
the following limltations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 18 not transferable
without further action of this Board, and 1s for the location Indicated in-
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This speclal permit shall expire one year from this date unless opera-
tion has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any expiratlon.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bmildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted wilth this applicatlon. Any additional structures ¢f any kind,
changes 1in use, addltional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls)} whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of thls Board
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval
Any changes, {(other than minor enginsering detalls) without this Board's
approval, shall conatitute & violation of the conditions of this Special
Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NCN-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.
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Page 69, January 9, 1979 Beard of Zoning Appeals
DISMAS HOUSE, INC.
(continued)

RESOLUTION

5. A copy of this Speclal Permlt and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place onthe property of the use and be made avail-
able to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Seet. 13-110 of the Zening Ordinance.

7. The maximum number of students shall be eight(8).

8. All other requirements ef speclal permit 5-158-76 shall remaln in effect

Mpr., Barnes seconded the motlon.
The motion passed unanimously by a wvote of § to 0.

Page 69, January 9, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved and Mr. DiGiulian seconded that the
minutes of the BZA meeting of July 20, 1978 be approved as amended. This
motlon passed unanimously.

/7

Page 69, January 9, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-322-77 JARVIS A. BOYKIN, ET. AL., TRUSTEE: The Board was 1n recelpt of a
letter from Alexandrla Surveys requesting an extenslon on the varlance granted
by the BZA to allow a subdlvislon with 3 lots having less than the requlred
lot width on Dade Lane.

Mr. Barnes moved that Mr. Boykln be granted a six month extenslon. Mr. Di-
Giulian seccnded the motlon and it passed unanimecusly.

// There belng ne further business, the Board ajourned at 12:40 P.M.

BY%?‘2;2Z2zgzéﬁitﬁ_SZZifZSééééﬁés_
andra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zonlng Appeals

Daniel smith,

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on .
Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commlssien on

10 R

D69



The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
washheld in the Board Room of the Massey Building
on Wednesday, January 17, 1979. The following
Board members were present: Danlel Smith, Chalirman;
Jehn DiGiulian, Vice-Chalrman; George Barnes; John
Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.

The meeting began a% 10:10 A.M. led with a prayer by Mr. Barnes.
The Chairman c¢alled the scheduled 10 o'clock case:

10:00 - AMOCO OIL COMPANY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M, eenstructlon of buillding with side yard of 14 ft. (18 ft. required)
and a rear yard of 18 ft. (20 ft. required), located 5523 & 8519
Pranconia Road & 6201 Edison Drive, B1-4((4)}8, 9, 19, Lee District,
1.14 aeres, proposed C-6, V-288-78.

Mr. Robert Lawrence, an attorney in Fairfax, represented Amoco 0il and Colonial
Furniture T/A Coles Furniture. Colonlal Furniture was the eontract purchaser
for the property. Mr. Lawrence informed the Board that the property was Zoned
-6 on December 11, 1978. Originally, the property was earmarked for a gas
station but the cltizens were not happy with that as there already were three
gas statlons and several fast food restaurants. Coles Furniture put a contrac
on the property for a furniture store. They are worklng with the Planning
Commission and the Beard of Supervisors.and they feel it would upgrade the
area. The property 18 a problem hecause of the size, It 1s difficult because
the store will be larger than the property calls for. The property fronts on
Franconia Avenue and Edlson Street. The County required a dedication which
will result in a loss of frontage along Franconia of about 30 ft. and about

5 ft. along Edison. The appllcant has agreed to dedlcate thls land to the
County.at no cost to the County. This will reduce the aize of the property.
The building has already been reduced to the minimum that will still carry out
the functions of the store. A varlance 13 necessary for the constructlon of
the bullding. The slze of the proposed store will be feaszsible. The Planning
Commission pulled thla case and have recommended approval of this request.

The applicant proferred to take hls plan back to the Planning Commission and
the Board of Supervisors to ensure that 1t meets with theilr approval. They
are working with the citizens in the area. This bullding will greatly up-
grade the area start a new trend perhaps along Franconia Road.

There was no one to speak 1n fawor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition.

__________________________________________ - [N

Page 70, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
AMOCO OIL COMPANY
v-288-79

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-288-78 by AMOCO OIL COMPANY under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of bullding with side yard of 14 ft.
{18 ft. required) and rear yard of 18 ft. (80 ft. required}, on property
located at 5523 & 5519 PFranconla Road & 6201 Edison Drive, tax map reference
81-4((4))8, 9 & 19, County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulilan moved that the
Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper neotice to the publie, a publlic hearing was held by
the Board on January 17, 197%; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the appllcant.

2. The present zoning 1s C-6.

3. The area of the lot is 1.14 acrés.

4, That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
after the requirement for dedicatlon for two roads.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law:
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Page 71, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
AMOCO OIL COMPANY
V-288-79 (econtinued)

RESOCLUTIOGN

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict Interpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnedessary hardshlp that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specifie structure
indicated in the plats included with thls 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 construetion
has started or unless renewed by actlon of this Board prilor to expiration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motlon passed by a vote of U to 0 wilth 1 abstention (Mr. Yaremchuk).

Page 71, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:10 - EUGENE R. GRETHER, M.D., appl. under Sect. 18-801 of the Ord. to

AM. allow resubd. of two exlsting lots such that one will have pipestem
accesa wlth consequent width of 15 ft. (80 ft. required by Sect.
3-306), located 4010 Franconia Rd., E. F. Cannon Subd., 82-2((4)}4 &
58, Lee Dist., 57,457 sq. ft., R-3, v-297-T8.

Dr. Eugene Grether informed the Board that he lived on lot 4 and owned lot SB
which was located behind it., It 1s about 1/3 of an aecre and does not have

any frontage on the rcad. He aasked the Board for permission to have a pipe-
stem access to Franconla Road in order to build a houze on the back lot. He
stated that he would like to se¢ll the house he 13 1iving In now and bulld
another house on the Yot in the back. He thought he could do this and use the
present driveway but was informed that he could not which 1s why he is seeking
the variance.

In response to questions from the Board, Dr. Grether stated that he planned to
live in the house 1n the rear. He stated that he ha3 owned theuproperty since
1964 and has lived in the area since 1952. He stated that he dld not need
his big house any more. Mr. DiGiulian inquired if he ever owned lot 5-A and
Dr. Grether stated that was part of a let that was subdlvlded a year age.

Dr. Grether stated his reason for subdividing at that time was because a man
had wanted to bulld on the land at that time.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application. Mr. Wayne Beck,

a next deoor neighbor spoke in opposiltion to the application. Mr. Beck atated
that the proposed plpeatem would go immediately behind his property. He was
concerned about a very huge . and old maple tree which stood along the property
line. In the path of the proposed plpestem was two hugh apple trees. The
trees are about 40 years old. Mr. Beck stated that he slts on hils patio and
watchas the animals around these trees. He stated that he derived a great
deal of pleasure from this atmosphere. He informed the Board that he would
hate to see these trees destroyed. Me stated that the trees were not on his
property. Mr, Beck's home is located about Y4 to 5 ft. from the proposed
driveway. In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Beck stated that his
house was constructed in May of last year. He atated that the proposed drive-
way would run aleng his bedroom windows. He added that Dr. Grether has been
a very good neighbor and that he hesitated in appearing before the Board but
he was concerned sbout the application as he felt 1t was detriment to his
property.

During rebuttal, Dr. Grether stated that the maple tree was a small sapling in
1964 and has grown very fast. The apple trees are very old. One was hit by

a wind sbtorm and will have to come down scon anyway. He stated that he
appreciated Mr. Beck's sentiments about the trees. Dr. Grether stated that

a new maple tree can be planted. He stated that he dld not feel that the
trees were a serious enough cobjection. He stated that Mr. Beck has hls own
trees on his own property to look at and for shade so that he would not be
deprived. He stated that the pipestem driveway would be along the lot line

on the other side of the fence. He stated that it would not be a hardship for|
anyone living there.

{4
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Page 72, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning A 1
EUGENE R. GRETHER, M.D. ne fppes A

RESCLUTION

In Application No. V-297-78 by EUGENE R. GRETHER, M.D., under Section 1B-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to allow resubdivision of two existing lots such that
one willl have plpestem access wlth consequent width of 15 ft. (B0 ft. required
by Seet. 3-306) on property located at 4010 Franconla Road, tax map reference
82-2((4))4 & 5B, County of PFalrfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the
Beoard of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on January 17, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:
1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-3.
3. The area of the lot 18 57,457 sq. ft.

A?Di WHEREAS, the Beard of Zoning Appeals has reached the rollowing-conclusionT
o aw:

THAT the appllcant has not satisfled the Board that physical donditlons as
listed above exlst which under a atrlet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practlical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings 1nvolwved.

NOW, THERERORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr. DiGilulian seconded the motieon.

The motion passed by a vote of ¥ to 1 (Ms. Ardis}.

Page 72, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow subd. into 7 lots, 5 of which have width of 3.6 ft. (150 ft.mn

ot widh required by Sect. 3-106}, located 11411 Waples Mill Rd., #6-2((1))
30, Centreville Dist., 10 acres, R-1, V-298-78.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Paul Rose of 11411 Waples Mill Road
appeared before the Board. He stated that he was requesting a variance so
that he could have less than the requlred lot width on five lots of a seven
lot subdivision. He atated that hls property was very long and narrow. The
property has 450 ft. on Waples M11l1l Road but narrows - down to a peint 1n the
rear. The property is 1500 ft. deep from the road. The shape of the property
precludes the use of i1t for the amount of land that he had. Mr. Rose stated
that he would like to keep the existing house with two Wig barans intact on a
two acre parcel of land keep the apple orchard on another two acre parcel.
Mr. Rose stated that the land all around his was rural. Falrfax Farms sub-
dlvision Is to the kack rear of his property. They are very old and large
lots. They are the densest development near the property. Mr. Bose stated
that his property was being closed in by development in the area. He stated
that he expected more development along Waples M1ll Road as it has become a
thoroughfare. Mr. Rose stated that he has owned hls property g&ince 1965.

Chalrman Smith 1nguired if there was some way of providing access to the
property with a public street. Mr. Rose stated that the property waa too
narrow in the rear. He stated that Falrfax Farms did not have any streets
near by in order to connect. He informed the Board that the State Department
of Highways had held a public hearing to determine if there was some way of
providing other aceess to Falrfax Farms other than Route 50 but everyocne at
the meeting was agalnst 1t. The people did not want ©o put any more traffic
on Waples Mill Road. Mr. Rose stated that after 15 years of livingibhere, the
State Highway Department had finally painted white lines on Waples Mill Road.

There was no one else to speak in support of the applicatlon. The following
persons spoke in opposition to the application. Mr. Emory of 11333 Waples
Mill Road stated that he llves near the subject property. He stated that his.
property did not have any- road-frentage.. He expressed a concern over the
situation. He hoped someday a road would be cut through from Pine Tree Drive.
Mr. Emory stated this property touched the subject property 1ln the back.

He stated that he has a right-of-way from Waples Mill Road. He llves on the
back of the old Thomas Leggs Farms. In order to have a state road put 1n,
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Page 73, January 17, 1979
PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE
{continued)

Mr. Emery mtated he would have to buy 4% more acres to the rear near Fairfaf
Farms or buy enough of Cumble's property to continue Pine Tree Drive to his
property. Mr. BEmory . stated that he was not in opposition to Mr. Rose's
request but he wanted to express hils disappeointment in bhe state road ssystem.
He stated that his property was the only land without Poad frontage In the
area.

The next speaker was Mrs. Marshall of 11311 Waples Mill Road.who owned the
1ot 31 which adjoins the sub)ect property. She stated that she was not
opposed to the application but was concerned about the water flow as her
property was lower than the Rose's property. She atated that she did not
want & water problem or erosion. She was Informed by the Board to sheck with
Design Review about the dralnage.

During rebuttal, Mr. Rose stated that thers was a natural awell that runs
agross hils property. There is a slight hill. In order to get slte dlatance,
the entrances would be located at the top of the hill on Waples M1ll Road.
Mr. Rose stated that he could assure Mrs, Marshall that there would not be
any more water on her property than presently flows there, Mr. Rose stated
that as far as Mr. Emory's property was concerned, he did not think any road
put in would be of any benefit to Mr. Emory.

The Board questicned the unusual layout of the plan and inquired as to why 1%
was planned that way. Mr. Rose stated that he wanted to keep the twe front
lota larger than the others to savesgsome attractlve features.llke the barn.

In addition, the englneer was krying to get the best perc 1n the area by

using the shapes that he did. There is a swell on the property. After much
discussion, the Board suggested that he rework the layout and pessibly cut
down on the lots requested.

Page 73, January 17, 1879 Board of Zoning Appeals
PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE

RESOQOLUTICGN

In Application No. V-298-78 by PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE under Section 18-401 of
the Zohing Ordinance to permit subdivision into 7 lots, 5 of whieh have width
of 3.6 ft.*on property locatdd at 11411 Waples Mill Road, tax map reference
46-2((1))30, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notiee to hhe publie¢, a publlce hearing was held by
the Board on January 17, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property ls the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 10 acres.

4, That the applicant's property is excepticnally irregular in shape,
including narrow or shallow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followling con-
cluglons of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditlons as
1iated above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFGRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon 1s GRERTED IN PART
#({to allow subdiviaion into 5 lots, 3 of which have width of 6 ft.) with the
following limitatlons:

1. This aﬁproval is granted for the location indicated in the plats
included with this application only, and 1s hot transferable to other land.

2. This wvariance shall expire one year from this date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.
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Page T4, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning A 1
PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE & fppeals
{eontinued) RESOLUTION

3. This variance is granted -aubject te compliance with the Publie Facilitie
Manual for plpestem lots requirements.

4, This variance 18 granted subject to submizsion of revised plats in
confermance with the resoclution to be submitted within 45 days.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motian,

Page T4, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - MR. & MRS. GERALD WALDMAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow subd. 1nto 2 lots, one of which has width of 80 ft. %, and
the other a width of 15 ft., (100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206),
located 4719 Trotting La., 70-1((1))15A, Annandale Dist., 36,947
sq. ft., R-2, V-299-78.

For information concerning the hearing, please refer fo the verbatim trans-
eript 1n the file.

The hearing was deferred for declsion until January 30, 1979 as an after
agenda ltem.

s
Page T4, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - MARTHA L. GETCHELL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
AM, resubdivision of $wo exlsting parcels 1lnto two lots such that
propesed lot A-1 would have a width of 58.51 rt. (min. 200 ft.
required by Sect. 3-E06), loecated 9111 Mine Run Drive, Jackscn
H1lls Subd., 13-2((1))37 & 13-2({4))8, Dranesville Dist.,
181,518 sq. ft., R-E, V-302-78.

As the required notlces were not in order, thls case was rescheduled for
February 13, 1979 at 10:00¢ A.M.

/r
Page T4, Januapy 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:50 - JOHN PARROTT & ARIF HODZIC, appl. under Seet. 18-401 of the Ord.
A.M. to allow subd. into two lots, one of which would have width of
20 ft. (min. 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), loecated 2116 Elljott
Avenue, Crimmins Subd., 41-1((16))3, Dranesville Dist., 1.47%
acres, R-2, V-204-78,

Mr, Arif Hodzle of U948 Chara Avenue in Alexandria stated that the lot 1s
equivalent to 1% acres where the zonlng requirement 1is % acre per lot. He
informed she Board he was the contraet purchaser. The lot is situated be-
tween two streets. Nottingham Street Is dedicated but has not been con-
structed. It would be difficult to have adequate frontage as the street has
never been constructed. If the street in the rear of the property 1s
constructed which is a dedicated County road then the lot - could be sub-
divided into two lots without getting a varlance. As that was very costly

and would destroy the woods, the applicant felt 1t would be much easler to
have a plpestem to one. of the lots., In response to questions from the Board,
Mr. Hodzlc stated that Nottlngham Street 13 dedlcated but has not been con-
structed. In order to reach the subject property, Mr. Hodzie would have to
bring the road quite a ways or walt until development of the other lots in

the area. Mr. Hodzlec informed teh Board that Nottingham was 1n the process of
a vacatlon at thils time. With regard to the hardshlp, Mr. Hodzlc stated that
1t was not only financial. He consldered the graphlc configuration of the
property to be the hardship. <Chalrman Smith stated that he could not see the
hardship and stated that the appllicant was being premature in this applicatlon
Mr. Hodzle stated that the hardshilp was if he had to construct the street in
order to develop the property. Chairman Smith stated that he could not
support this application at this time add suggested that the Board defer the
application until it gets more information as to the street wmacatlon.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application. The following
person spoke in opposition to the application. Mr. William Shumann of 2108
Elliott Avenue, owner of 18t 4A, stated that he represented himself and five
other property owners in the area. He stated that they were obJecting to the
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Page 75, January 17, 1979
JOHN PARROTT & ARIF HODZIC
{continuation)

granting of the varlance. He stated that thelr objection was not to the
development of the property but to the aceess of the plpestem. Wlth rhgard
to the pending vacaticn, Mr. Whumann stated that only part of the street was
to be vacated. Mr. Shumann showed the Board a map of the area in regard to
the other lots and their driveways. All of the flve driveways were within
100 ft. area. Mr. Shumann stated that the proposed plpestem would be 50 ft.
from hils driveway.

Chalrman Smith #tated that the road was 30 ft. and that the applicant had the
right to improve that street and construect on dt., Mr., DiGiulian stated that
he did net believe the highway department would accept the street into 1ts
system for malntenance. Mr. Shumann stated that it appeared to him and the
people he represented that 1t would be far less cosily to use the exlsting
right=of-way rather than construct a pipestem. Mr. Shumann stated that there
was already a driveway to lot 60 using that right-of-way. He stated that he
could not see why Mr. Hodzlc could not donnect to that driveway and contlnue
on for about 100 ft. to reach hls property. Mr. Hodzic stated that he would
prefer to bulld in the right-of-way as it would save him some land.

Mr. Hodzic was directed to go the County and Inguire about this possibility.
Ms. Ardis moved that the Board defer thils application for a period of 30 days
for Mr. Hodzlc to work with the staff and come back to the Bpoard with a
report from Design Review before the Board makes a declsion in this applica-
tion. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion and 1t passed unanimously by the
Board.

/7
Page 75, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - KONRAD PALMER HARTL, appl. under Sect. 6-303 of the Ord. to permit

A.M. pastoral counseling as home occeupation, located 11317 South Shore
Rdé, 1752((12)}27, 10,357 sa. f¢., Centrevilde Dist., PRC,
3-212-78.

This case had been deferred from November 7, 1978 for a meeting of the RHOA
Board to provide iInformation to bhe Board with respect to the covenants.

Chairman Smith inquired 1f the Board was prepared to make a decision. He
stated that one of hls conceras was the parking. There 1s no parking pro-
vided or indlicated on the plat. In addition, the Reston covenants prohibit
home professional offices in a residentisl area. Chalrman Smith stated that
he did not see how the applicant could meet the parklng requirements.

Mr. Hartl stated that hls driveway was 82 ft. long and that he could park five
cars within that space. He stated that he could arrange 1t so no more than
five cars would be there at any one time. He stated that he had appealed to
the RHOA Board and its declslon was to hold a special meeting to look inte
the matter. BRHOA wants to appoint a special committee to revliew the matter
as other people in the area have home professional offices. Chairman Smith
stated that the size of the lot concermad hlm. He stated that if Mr. Hartl
was connected with a church in Reston then he could have his pastoral

{l counseling in his home in order to serve hls community. However, Chalrman
Smith stated that this proposal could bring in people from anywhere 1n the
community and not necessarily from the immediate area.

Mr. Hartl stated that the majority of work that he does 1s to see individual
clients; therefore, parking would not be a problem. He stated that the
only lssue seemed to e group sesslons and stated that perhaps he could do
group sesslons in another location only see indlvidual clients at sessions
in his home.

Chairman Smith stated that thls use does impact the area and would change the
character of the area. He stated that he was congcerned with the type of
service that Mr. Hartl was providing. Mr. Hartl stated that he was aasoclate
with the Epilscopal church 1n Reston and the Eplsceopal chureh on Rt. 7. He
informed bhe Board that he was a vislting minister. He used to be the co-
rector of the church in Reston.

Mr. DiGiulian inguired if this type of use required parking on the site.
Chalrman Smith stated that was a requirement of the Ordinance. Agaln,

Mr. Hartl stated that he could work cut the details on the group sesaions and
only see clients on an individual basls in hls home. Mr. DiGiulidan stated

he eould see no problem with granting the use if Mr, Hartl guarantees that
there would not be any group sessions. Chalrman Smith atated that the parkinq

fo
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Page 76, January 17, 1979
KONRAD PALMER HARTL
{continued)

would not be allowed 1n the front setbaizk. Mr. Covington informed the Board
that for a home professional offlce there was not any setback requirements
for parking. Mr. DiGiullan inquired 1f Mr. Hartl would have any employees
and was t0ld no. With respect to hours of operation, Mr. Hartl stated that
he would see about four people a day from 9 A.M. to 6 P.M., five days a week.
Mr. Hartl stated there would not be any problem with traffic as the street
deadended in front of hils property. He also stated that he did not believe
this use would change the character of the area. Mr. Hartl stated that he
would abide by whatever conditlons the Board placed on his use. Mr. Yaremechuk
stated that at the first hearing he was opposed to this application but if
Mr. Hartl agreed to have the group sesszlons elsewhere then he would support
the application. He further stated that 1f Mr. Hartl did not abide by the
conditions that the Board could revoke the permit.

Page 76, January 17, 1579 Board of Zoning Appéals
KONRAD PALMER HARTL
RESOQLUTTION

Mr. DiGiulian made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-212-78 by XONRAD PALMER HARTL under Section 6-303
of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit pastoral counseling as home
occupation on praperty lecated at 11317 Sourth Shore Road, tax map reference
17-2((12))27, County of Falrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accor=
dance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publlc and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on November 7, 1978 and deferred for dedision
until January 17, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followling findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subjJect property 1s the appllcant.
2, That the present zoning 1s PRC.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 10,357 sq. f%t.

4, That compliance with the Slte Pian Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony ilndicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permlt Uses in R Districts as ¢ontained in Section
8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the Téllowlng limitations:

1. Thils approval is granted to.the applicant only and is not transferable
without further actlon of thils Bocard, and 1s for the locatlon indlicatdd 1n the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless
operation has started and 1s dillgently purasued or unless renewed py actlon
of this Board prlor to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any
kind, changes in use, additlonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by
thiz Board (other than mlnor engineering detalls) whether of not these
additional uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval
of this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
this Board's approval, shall constitute a2 wiclation of the condltions of this
Special Peprmit.

4, This granting does net constitute an exemptioch from the legal and pro-
eedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECTAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESTDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thla Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit3S8HALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the @ounty of Fairfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use. .

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satlsfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordilnance.

7. The maxlmum number of clients at any one time shall be two (2) and the
maximum number of vehilcles at any one time shall be ons (1).
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Page 77, January 17, 1979 Beard of Zoning Appeals
KONRAD PALMER HARTL
(continuation) RESOLUTTION

8. The hours of operation shall be 8 A.M. to 8 P.M,
9, This permit is granted for a perlod of cne (1) year.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 77, Jnaury 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 -~ TARA SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Seet. 3-E03 of the Ord. to permlt

A.M. school of general insbruction for maximum of 200 students, located
1742 Sunset Hills Rd., C. R. Ball Subd., 18-3((2))5, Centreville
Dist., 5.000 acres, R-E, 5-201-T78.

Mr. Ross F. Rogers appeared bhefore the Board, He stated that he has been
operating achools under two other speclal permits for some time. He informed
the Board that he had very little oppositlon to his renewals of these schools.
Now, he has finally formed a corporation. He stated that he had several
people to speak in fawer of the appliecation. As he dld not want to duplicate
anything sald by the speakers, Mr. Rogers asked that they be allowed to speak
at this time.

The following persons spoke 1in favor of the application. Mr. Mike Mentor of
Reston informed the Board that he was the pastor of the Reston Bible Church
which 1s made up of appreximately 140 families. About 80 of these families
have children. These pecople are interested in sending thelr children to

this proposed school so they wouldn't have to go to church schools 1n Falrfax.
Mr. Mentor informed the Board that he felt there was a need for this scheol
in this area. The next speaker was from Buttermilk Lane who supported the
application of Tara School. The speaker supported the application because

of the modern bullding being proposed, The site will be ideal with better
roads for the transportation of children. The next speaker was &1l Brinkley
who stated that the applicant was making every attempt to bend over backwards
and accomodate the people in the &#mmedlate area. He stated that any concerns
that thls use was not compatifile would be unJustified. The next speaker was
Jamas Jansen from Vienna. He stated that hils 3 teenagers had all gone to
Tara Schoels during the past years, In 1974, the permit request for a school
was met with opposition. However the use permit was granted. In 1976, the
same permit was renewed wlithout any opposition. 8o the concerns were totally
unwarranted. This propcsed school will hold up to 200 students. This 1s a
private school and would save the taxpayers meney as these children weuld nos
be attending public schools.

The following persona spoke In oppositlion to the applicatlon. Mp. Jémes M.
Johnson of 10728 Sunset Hill Road stated that he ownhed lots 1, 2 & 3. He
atated that he has owned the property silnce 1972. He purchased the rear lots
in December 1977. Mr. Johnson Informed bhe Beard that he had reviewed the
file and found that all of the letters 1n support of this application were
from parents of children already attending one of the Tara.Scheols. Not one
of the letter had some f£rom anyone who lived c¢lese to the site. Mr. Johnson
stated that he had a real concern as to whether there was a need for a school
in this loecation., This property had been rezoned a year ago to the obJections
of Mrs. Pennino and the Flanning Commlsslion of Falrfax County. Development

1s scheduled to begin soon in thls area. Mr. Johnson stated that the roads

1n this area are not safe. There are two bliné curves on the property.which
are quite sharp. In the 6% years that Mr. Johnson has lived here, there have
been B major accldents on these two curves. Mr. Johnson stated that this

road was very busy ln the morning and evening. In addition, Mr. Johnson
stated that it appeared that 1f the Dulles Toll Road was bullt that the Sunset
H1ll Road would be a deadend to hulld a clover leaf for the Dulles access road
Mr. Johnson stated that the property owned by Mr. Hirst was a better locatlcon
for a schodl as there were 120 to 130 acres of ground. This property 1s bein
developed by Mr. Hirst into cikiister housing. Mr. Johnscn stated that the
reason Mr. Hirst supported the application for the school was because 1t

gould enhance his own property. Mr. Johhson stated that he had nothing
against Mr. and Mrs. Rogers but he was opposed to the scheol. Mr. Johnson
stated that Mr. Rogers knew before he bought the property that he was opposed
to the schoel. Mr. Johnson urged the Board to deny the applleation.

During rebuttal, Mr. Rogers stated that the people who wrote were under no
obligation to write letters. Mr. Rogers stated that Tara Schools purchased
the property in Octeocber from ancther person and neot from Mr. Hirst. He felt
that the proposed school would enhance the nelighborhood and the property walue)

(i
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Page 78, January 17, 1579
TARA SCHOCL, INC.
(continued)

With respect to the site belng dangerous, Mr. Rogers stated that the state
highway department determines ingress and egress. He stated that they would
have to meet thelr standards for safety. The people from Reston had agreed
that they could cut down some frees for wvlsikility. With regard to a need
for g shool In this area, Mr. Rogers stated that most of thelr chlildren come
from Reston. With respect to the dead-end of Sunset Hills Road, Mr. Rogers
stated that there was no money budgeted for this project. If the road did
become a dead-end, he stated that they could get access from Crowell Road.

He informed the Board that the request was in compliance with the County
standardss

Chalirman Smlth stated that the Board would defer decislon on the case untll
after reelept of the Planning Commissilons recommendations. He stated that the
record would remain open for any additlonal testimony in writing and that no
further verbal testlmony would be taken unless a Board members desired 1t.

The record was left open for a period up to February 15th in order to receive
the comments from the Planning Commission.

// The Board recessed for lunch at 1:10 P.M. and returned at 1:38 P.M.
Page 78, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:40 - EMERSON H. & ANN S. BEIER AND JAMES & LISBETH K. ZIMMERMAN, appl.

AM., under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subd. into @ lots, one of
which has a width of 19.32 ft. (150 ft. required by Sect. 3-106),
located 1340 Kirby Rd., 31-2{(1))78, Dranesville Dist., 2.02454
acres, R-1, V-295-78.

The required notices were in order. Mr. John Pendergast of 117 N. Fairfax
Street in Alexandria represented the applicants, both the contract purchasers
and the property owners. Mr. Pendergast stated that the frontage along Kirby
Road would not allow the creatlon of two 2 .ac. leota & maintain the lot width
requirement of the zone. The variance requested was to allow the creatlion of
two lots with a pipestem acess to the rear lot. This would create one lot
with 213 ft. frontage and the other with 19.32 ft. frontage. Mr. Pendergast
stated that the other lots in the area do not have thls problem. Most are
smaller parcels meeting the 150 ft. lot width requlrement. They would not
have the posslbility of resubdlvidlng. The property to the west was land
locked with only an easement and did not comply with the frontage requirement
elther. Mr. Pendergast stated that he belleved it would be a hardshlp to
prohibit the development of the property.

There was no cne to speak in favor of the applleatlion and ne one to speak 1n
oppositlicon. '

Page 78, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealg
EMERSON H. & ANN 5. BEIER %
JAMES & LISBETH K. ZIMMERMAN

_RESOLUTTION

In Application No. v-295-78 by EMERSON H. & ANN S. BEIER AND JAMES & LISEETH K
7ZTMMERMAN under Seetlon 18-801 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision
into 2 lots, one of which has a width of 19.32 ft. (150 ft. required by Seect.
3-106) on property located at 1k40 Kirby Road, tax map reference 33%2({(1))78,
County of Fairfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appealsa
adopt the followlng resalution:

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requlrements of all applicable State and County Codes and wilth the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on Janmary 17, 1979; and

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

1. That the owners of the property are Emerson H. & Ann S. Beler and that
the contract purchasers are James & Lisbeth K. Zlimmerman.

2. The present zoning is R-1.

3. The area of the lot s 2.02454 acres.

. That the applicant's property is exceptlonally irregular 1n shapa,
ineluding nmarrow.
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Page 79, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
EMERSON H. & ANN 3. BEIER %

JAMES & LISBETH K. ZIMMERMAN
{continued) RESOLUTION

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
cluslions of law: .

THAT the applicant has satisfiled the Board that physical conditlons as
listed above exlst whieh under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practlical dAifficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect applicatlon 1s GRANTED with th
following limitations:

1. This =approval is granted for the locatlon indlcated in the plats in-
cluded with this applicatlon only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from thils date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Palrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 too0.

Page 79, January 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:00 - LARRY L. SIMMS, appl. under Sect. 18=401 of the Ord. to allow
P.M. conatruction of garage/workshop to 39 ft. of Beach Mill Road
and 21.8 ft. of autlet road (50 ft. required by Seect. 3-E0T7),
located 9900 Beach Mill Road, 8-1((1))3, Dranesville Dist.,
2.0948Y4 acres, RE, V-284-78.
(Deferred from December 19, 1578 for decision).

The chalrman inquired if the Board was prepared to make a decilsion 1n this
application. Mr. DiGiullan stated that he had listened to the tapes of the
hearing on December 19th and had reviewed the file. In addition, Mr. DiGlulia
visited the site.

Page 79, January 17, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
LARRY L. 3IMM3

RESOLUTIGCN

In Application No. ¥V=284-78 by LARRY L. SIMMS under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt constructlon of garage/workshop to 39 ft. of Beach
Mill Road and 21.8 ft. of outlet rocad (50 ft. required by Sect. 3-E07) on
property located at 9900 Beach M11l Road, tax map reference 8-1{{1))3, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. D1Giulian moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals
adopt the followlng resolution:

WHEREAS, tne captloned appligation has been properly flled in acceordance wilth
the requlrements of all appllcable State and County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publlie, a publile hearing was h&:d by
the Board on December 19, 1978 and deferred for decision until January 17,
1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1s RE.

3. The area of the lot 1s 2.09484 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has exceptlonal topographic problems and
unusual sonditlons in. the locatlons of the exlsting bulldings on the subject
property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlnhg coneslusion
of law:

THAT the applicant has satlisfled the Board that physical conditlons as
1listed above exist which under a stricet interpretation of the Zonling Ordinance
would result in practical difficulfy or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

{3
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Page 80, January 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

LARRY L. SIMMS
(Contilnued} RESOLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon and the specifilc structures
indicated in the plats lnecluded with thils application only, and is not trans-
ferable #c other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thls date unless construction
has started er unless renewed by actlon of this Board prilor to exptration.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 1.

Page 80, January 17, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-339-77 ANDREW J. SMITH: The Board was in receipt of a request from
Mr. Charles Runyon, engineer for the applicant, requesting an extenslon of
time on the variance granted by the BZA on January 18, 1978

It was the unanimous concensus of the Board to grant an 180 day extenslon on
v-339-77.

14
Page 80, January 17,,197%, After Agenda Items

5-192-77 WAYNE M. LYNCH: The Board was in receipt of a request from Mr. Wayn
Lyneh regarding some changes to the plat approved by the BZA. It was the
consensus of the Board that the changes were more than a "minor" engineering
change and as such would have to be considered durlng a publle hearing. The
clerk was Instructed to so inform Mr. Lynch and to forward another applicaticn
in order to amend the special permilt.

/7
Page 80, January 17, 1979, After Agenda Items

NICHOLAS B. ARGERSON, D.D.S: The Board was in receipt of a letter from

Dr. Argerson requesting a rullng from the BZA as to¢ whether Dp. Flshman, a
psychiatrict, could practice under the existing special permit of Dr. Arger-
sons. It was the consensus of the Board to refer this matter to the Zoning
Administrator for a decislon.

// There belng no further business, the Board adjpurned at 2:00 P.M.

> —rz LS
Sandra L. Hicke, Clerk to the Daniel Smith, Chafrhan
Board of Zoning Appeals

BY

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on

Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervlsors and Plannlng
Commission on
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held In the Board Room of the Massey Building
on Tuesday Night, January 23, 1979. The followling
Board members were present: Danlel Smith, Chalrman;
George Barnes, John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.
John DiGiullan was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 8:20 P.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The ChaArman called the scheduled 8 o'cloek case.

8:00 ~ MEADOWBROOK ASSOCIATES, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to

P.M. permlt additicon of enclosed tennils ecourts and swimming pool to
exlsting commercial recreation facilitles, located 1472 01d
Chaln Brldge Road, West McLean Subd., 30-2((7)){1)1-6,& 57-61,
Dranesville Dist., 2.58 aeres, C-2 & R-3, S-306-78.

The Board was in reeelpt of a letter from the applicant's attorney, Mr. Marc
Bettlus, requesting a deferral of this application untill some interal
administrative probiéms sould be reseolved. Mr. Covington informed the Board
that when he prepared the staff report he discovered an omission of one
property owner from the affidavit. Also, one of the bulldings extends 1ntc
the C-2 zone which does not permit the use.

The Board deferred this applicatlon for a perloed of 60 days at the applicant's
request.

//

Page 81, January 23, 1979, Scheduled case for

8:20 - PFORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES,IINC., appl. under Sect. 3-E03
P.M. of the Ord. to permit private school of apeclal educaticn, located

10415 Hunter Station Road, 27-2((1))20, Centreville Dist., 11.89
acres, R-E, S-307-78B.

The required nctices were 1n order. The applicants were represented by

Steve Coleango, of Boothe, Prichard and Dudley. He stated that the appliecatio
was for a school to teach woodworking, ceramles, needlework and exercise
eclasses. Thils 1s a private organizatlion organized more than 20 years ago.
They have been operating in D.C. for 9 years. It iIs a tax exempt organization
They have owned the property for several years. The membera have cleared the
property and planted trees. They have built a one room barn structure which
they propose to convert into & guesthouse and a storage building for the
classes. Thé bullding has been Inspectedapullding and electrical lnspectors
and it is suitable for a sachcol, The applicants do not propose to dulld any
other bullding.

The proposed hours for the school are to be 3Sundays from 9 A.M. to 5 P.M.
There will be some special houmss.on certaln Saturdays between 8 A.M. to 10
B7M, about 8 times a year or 10 times a year. The maxlmum number of students
would be 50 with an average of 30 students. On special events, the maximum
number would be 100 students. There 1s no pald staff. All instruectlon 1s
given by volunteers. Theystaff is included In the maximum number of partlel-
pants.

Traffiec would be minimum with all peak trafflc cccuring at one time. The
maximum number of cars on a Sunday would be about 12, There are 24 parking
spaces provided on the aite. The parking meets the setback For the zone,

The parking would be invisible from the recad and from the neighbors. While
‘llworking on the property, the members used car pools and they could still do 20
to 1limit the number of cars on the property.

The comments from prelimimary englneering suggested that the appllcants
provide dedication for future reallgnment of Hunter Station Recad to be con-
sistent with the need for additional rcad improvements &n conjunetlon with
theumsre intense use of the property. Dedication to be 30 ft. from the
centerline of exiating right-of-way for the full frontage of the property in
addition to the realignment dedicatlon. Deceleration lanes should be provided
at all proposed entrances to the subject property. Mr. Coleango stated that
the appilcants would be willing to agree to the dedlecatlon in the futemre but
asked that the dedication be delayed untll the road improvements have been
approved by the Highway Department. Also, there should be a condition that if
the Highway Departiient did not begin eonstruction within 10 years that the
dedication be void.
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Page 82, January 23, 1379
FORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC,.
(continued)

With respect to the comments about deceleration lanes, Mr. Coleange stated
that most of the traffic would be approaching the property from Hunter Station
Road turning left into the property so that deceleration would not be needed.
In addition, there would not be a large amount of traffic.

Mr. Coleango stated that the property is rural and that the building hlends
in with the surrounding area. Most of the land wouldyleft to i%s natural
environment. hes

During questicning from the Board, Mr. Coleango stated that they would have
approximately 8 activities a year on a Saturday with a maximum of 100 students
On Sundays, the maximum number would be about 50. The hours of operation woul
be 9 toc 5 Monday through Friday not to exceed 10 per year, 8 to 10 on Saturday
not to exceed 8 per year and 9 to 5 on Sunday. Chalrman Smith inquired if the
cottage on the ppoperty was under the same ownershilp. Mr. Coleango stated tha
the forthway center owned the cottage but that nc one lived there oh a permane
basis. It 1s a caretaker's cottage. He stated that the cottage was not part
of the appllcation for the speclal permit as the cottage was too close to
Hunter M1ll Road and was grandfathered under another ordinance. With Peppect
to the ages ¢f the partieclpants, Mr. Coleango stated that the students would
primarily be adults.

Ms, Ardls inquired as to Why the applisants wers reluctant to dedlcate in
accordance with the suggestions from preliminary engineering. Mr. Coleango
stated that the applicants felt that the improvements would never be made or
that they would de different than what preliminary engineering determined.
The applicants felt 1t would be useless to dedlcate and would create a white
elephant. In response to further questloning about the deceleratlon lane,
Mr. Coleango stated that the 100 people coming for speclal events would be
on rare occasions. <Carpooling would reduce the traffic impact.

Fhe followlng people spoke 1n opposition to the application. Ms, Susan
Shumaker. She stated that she lived opposite the property and was very much
opposed to it as they did not know what this weuld ©open up in the area.

She stated that the existing bullding could hold many more than 100 people.
In addltion, there are facillties for living there. 3She stated that the
nelghbors are opposed to this use. As far as the road situation, she stated
that the previous owner of the property offered the land  for realignment of
the road. Ms. Shumaker stated that the property has had more than 25 cara on
a Sunday. The building has a kltchen, full bathroom and sleeping quarters.
She stated that she was not sure whether anyone lives there permanently.

The next speaker was Audrey Markham of 10711 Hunter Station Read. ©She stated
that the traffiec 1n the area was terrlble and that the roads were bad. She
did not want to have extra traffic in the area. People speed dowh the road
and several deaths have resulted. She asked that the Board deny the school.

The next speaker was Frank Rush who stated that the road was a deathtrap.
There is a blind curve and the school would further create a hazard.

Another speaker, George Beveridge of 10417 S1ilk Oak Drive, stated that his
property was to the rear of the subject property. He was in opposition to
the use because the applicaht's points presented by the attorney was based on
supposition rather than facts. On occasion, members of the school park on
811k Oak Drive. He 1ndicated that there 'was an exteme traffic hasard 1n this
area. He atated that the area could not handle that many automobiles.

The next speaker was Taylor cospy of the Pamarack aubdivislon. He stated that
he can see the property in full force as he was a close neighbor. He stated
that there are many areas of concern that have not been satisfled by the
applicant's statement. He 1s concerned that the application is for a school
of speclal education. He wondered if the gchool was reglatered and whether 1¢
had a faculty. He atated that there was a klln set up on the property for
ceramins. He inquired 1f the school would be allowed to sell thelr wares
turning 1t into a commercial endeavor. He stated that the Board should lnvest
igatees this before granting a special permit. Mr. Cosby stated that the road
was dangerous. There was a bllnd curve. He stated that he was not aware of a
school that meets only on Sundays. He lnquired as to where the people were
from that came to these classes and asked 1f dues were required.

Mr. Coleango stated that the corporatlon was founded in D.C. nine years ago
and that they were gualified fo do buslness ln Virginia. Chairman Smith
asked for the certificate of good standlng for the copporatiecn from the State
Corporation Commigslon.

rt
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Page 8%, January 23, 1979
FORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC.
{eontinued)

Chalrman Smith agreed that 1t should eonly be used for road wldening. He stateL
that perhaps they should request a report from the staff on what 1s planned
for the Poad widening. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the detalls of constructlon
should be worked out with the staff. Mr. Coleangc statdd that Steve Reynolds
did not have an opportunity to analyze the sifuation in depth. Mr. Barnes
stated that he felt that 1f the use permit was granted that a deceleration
lane should be provided. He stated that he did not agree with Mr. Coleango
and stated that it could be worked out with the staff.

People from the audience lnqulred as to what was the maximum number of people
being requested for the slte and inguired as to the parking. Chalrman Smith
stated that the maximum of 100 members at any one tlme was stated by the
applicant. The parking must be confined to the 11 acres of the site.

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that he would llke to actually view the property before
making a resclutlon on the matter. Chalrman Smith stated that he would like
a report from Oscar Hendrickson's office regarding the dedication.

The Board deferred declsion until February 6, 1979 sometime after 11:30¢ P.M.

//

Page 84, January 23, 1979, Scheduled case for

8:40 - LLOYD 6. BYRD; P.E., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
P.M. construction of additioen to existing building 7.1 ft. from side and

4,43 £5. from rear lot lines (18 ft. side & 25 ft. rear yards req.
by Sect. 5-507), located 2921 Telestar Court, Yorktown Research &
Development subd., 49-4((4))6, Providence Dist. , 42,372 s8q. ft.,
I-5, V-310-78.

This application was administratively withdrawn as the variance was no longer
necessary since the Board of Supervisors adopted Zoning Ordinance amendments
on January 16, 1979.

/7
Page 84, January 23, 1979, After Agenda Items

5-231-78 Early Learning, Inc: The Board was in receipt from & letter from
Mr. John Aylor regarding the special permit recentiy 1ssued to Early Learning
for a maximum of 120 ¢hilldren on a five acre parcel. The bank finanecling the
project wanted assurance from the BZA that since they would only finance two
acres and hold three acres ln trust that it would not affect the number of
children authorilzed by the BZA. Chairman Smith stated that as long as the
filve acres remained intact and was net deleted from the permit that the school
would be allowed te operate. If the bank foreclosed and went through sub-
divislon control then i1t would affect the speclal permit and would require a
new hearing. Ms. Ardis moved that the Board approve the letter drafted by

Mr. Aylor addressed to the Arlington-Falrfax Savings and Loan, Assoclation
wilth the minor changes suggested by Chairman Smith. It was passed unanimously

/7
Page 84, January 23, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-299-78 Gerald Waldman: The Board was in recelpt of a letter from Gerald
Waldman regarding additdonal comments on his application heard by the BZA on
January 17, 1979 which waa deferred for two weeks for viewing of the property
and decision. It. was noted that Mr Barnss. .andeies- DiGiuddan -had-already -
viewed the property..- - - : &

//
Page 84, January 23, 1979, After Agenda Items

S-80-77 Wedgefield Corp.: The Board was in recelpt of a letter from Edward
A. Purcell, project Manager for the Wedgefield Corp. requesting clarification
from the BZA as to whether the permlt was stilll walid. The attachments sub-
mitted showed the progress through Site Plan however preliminary engineering
would not sign off on the final slte plan as thiaspermlt had expired. Chalrman
Smith stated that the appllcant should have requested an extension of ftime
prior to the expipationddate. He stated that the Board does not have the
authorlty to extend the permit at this point and suggested that Mr. Pureell
request the Zonlng Administrator to approve the request.

/7
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Page 85, January 23, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES: Ms. Ardls moved that the Board approve the mlnuses

of July 25, 1978 and July 27, 1978 as amended. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion
and 1t was unanimously carriled.

V74
Page 85, January 23, 1979, After Agenda Items

S-307-77 Queen of Apostles Catholile Church: The Board was in recalpt of a
letter from Reverend Rea requesting a further extension to allow the church
the use of a trailer classroom. The BZA had previcusly allowed the Zoning
Administrator to extend the use for a period of 90 days which woulgd expire
January 24, 1979. Mpe Barnds moved that the Board grant a further extension
for a perlod of 90 Qays. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion. The motion
passed by a vote of 4 to 1((Mr. Smith).

4

Dr. Argerson: The Board was in recelpt of memorandum from the Zoning Adminis-
trator regarding the request from Dr. Argerson which the BZA had deferred %o
the Zoning Administrator for clarification. Mr. Yates requested the Board

to continue a deferral of the request to allow his staff an opportunity to
review the questions raised by Dr. Argerson with the County Attorney,

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 10:20 P.M.

BYA s’ 0/&4&;

Sandra L. HicEs, Clerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

Danlel Smilth,” Cha

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on . Date
Submitted to the other departments,

Board of Supervisors and Planning

Commission on .
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday, January 30, 1979. The following Board
Members were present: Danilel Smith, Chalrman; John
DiGiulian, Viece-Chalrman; George Barnes and dohn
Yaremechuk. Barbara Ardis was absent.

The Chatrman opened the meeting at 10:20 A.M. led wlth & prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 co'clock case,

10:06 - JOHN E. & NORIS P. McGREEVY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.
A .M. to allow econatruction of garage 22.9 ft. from outlet road (minimum
50 ft. required by Sect., 3-ECT), located 1071 Cedrus Lane, Peacoek
Station Subd., 19-2({9))27, Dranesville Dist., 100,801 sq. ft.,
R-E, V-303-78.

The required notices were in oréer. Mrs. Norls McGreevy informed the Board
that the architectural contrel committee of her subdlvislon requested them to
construct a garage. She stated that the only practical locatlon in which to dd
so was £2.9 ft. from the outlet rcad due to the septic field location on the
property. In response to Questlons from the Board, Mrs. McGreewy stated that
the septic fleld was 15 ft. from the house. <Chalrman Smith noted that the
locatlon of the septlic tank was not shown on the plat but stated that 1t
appeared that there was plenty of rcom in which to construct the garage and
5t1ll meet the setback regqulrement. With regard to the outlet road, she statet
that it Is presently used by one family with another home under construction.
The outlet road 1s 12 ft. wide. From the photographs submitted Chalirman Smith
noted that the property appeared to have topographic problems. Ms. MeGreevy
confirmed that 1t was rather hilly. Because of the amount of land involved,
Mr, Barnes asked 1f she was planning to subdivide the property and was 1nformed
no. Mr. DiGiulian stated that from viewing the pletures it did appear to have
topographic problems but stated that he would like to see the contours of the
property shown on the plat as well as tha septic fleld and tank. Chairman
Smith stated that the applicant was requesting & rather large varlance and
indicated that there should be room between the property llne and the garage
in which to drive through in case of emergenclea. Ms. M@Greevy stated that
she has owned the property for one year and presently resildes there. Chairman
Smith inquired as to how long 1t would take her to obbaln revisdd plats.

5. McGreevy replled about a week. The Board dlscussed the information that
shofild be included on the revised plats.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board defer decision of this applicatlon pending
resceipt of the revised plat. - Mr. DiGiulian seconded tha motion and it
passed by a vote of 4 to 0. The case was deferred until PFebruary 21, 1979 at
11:00 A.M. for decision only and revised plats.

/’r
Page 86, January 30, 1979, Scheduled case for

10110 - MOZAFAR MAHIAN AMIGHI, appl. under Sect. 1B-401 of the Ord. to

AM. allow resubdivislon of two lotw 1nto four 1lots, two of which have
width of & ft., (min. 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), located

3434 & 3436 Holly Rd., Richard Robinson Estate Subd., 59-2({(2))1 & 2
Providence Dist., 2.3181 aeres, R-2, V-305-78.

As the required notices were not in order, thls appllcation was deferred until
March &, 1979 at 10:00 A.M.

I
Page 86, January 30, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - JOHN R. GRAY, appl. under Sect. 18-461 of the Ord. to allow sub-
A.M. division into 3 lots one of which would have a width of 25 ft. and
another a width of 66,84 ft. (minimum of 300 ft. required by Sect.
3-E06Y, located 443 Springvale Rd., 7-2((1))24, Dranesville Dist.,
7.534 acres, R-E, V-308-78.

Mr. John Gray of the above address appeared before the Board requestlng per-

misslon to develop the parcel into three lots with & private entrance for each
lot in order tc bulkd homes In response to questions, Mr. Gray stated that he
has owned the property four years and lives next door to the subject property.




Page 87, January 30, 1979
UVOHN R. GRAY
(continued)

He stated that there were two houses there at the present time o

plece of property. The front lot would ineclude thg present hgusz.thgtszgild

lave a little over two aeres with a right-of-way to the street. With regard
o the back lot, Mr. Gray stated that he had perc tests completed and the holeé
ere noted on the plat. Mr. DiGlulian noted that because of the location of

the exlsting house and the topography to the south that there really was not

nydplace to construct a street through the property to meet the state stans
ards.

There was no one to speak In favor of the application and no one to
opposition of the application. speak in

Page 87, January 30 -1979
Page R.,GRAY s , Board of Zoning Appeals
RESOLUTION

In Appllcatlon No. V-308-70 by JOHN R. GRAY under Section 18-401 of the Boning
Crdinance to permit subdivision into three (3) lots, one with width of 25 f+.
and another with width of 66.84 ft. on property located at 443 Springvale Road
tazx map reference 7-2{(l)})24, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public}»& public hearing was held by
the Board on January 30, 1979; and

WWHEREAS, the Beoard has made the followilng findipggs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 7.534 acres.

4. That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow and has an unusual condition in the location of the existing
buildings on the aubject property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following fénclusicnd
of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as liste
above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would
result in practiecal difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/cr buildings invalved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect applleatlon 1s GRANTED with
the fellowing limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the loeation indicated in the plats
included with this application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to ¢ {Ms, Ardis being absent).

Page 87, January 30, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - ANDY J. REPASY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. construetion of a garage 9.5 ft. in helght 1 ft. from lot ‘lines
in rear yard (9.5 ft. setback required by Sect. 10-105), located
2836 Memorial St., Memorial Heights Subd., 93-1({(18)}(A)T & 8,
Mt. Vernon Dist., 5,750 sq. ft., R-3, V-309—78.

The required notlces were in order. Mr. Repasy informed the Board that he was
requesting & varlance for this location as 1t was the ohly locatlon 1n which
to place 1t and still be able to use it. He stated that if he constructed

it on the other side he would still need a variance because he did not have
enough land. The garage would be steel frame with aluminum siding, 14t x 20°'.
In response to questions, Mr, Repasy stated that if he moved the garage away
from the side yard he would not be able tc make the bedd. There 1s only 12 ft




00

Page 88, Januasry 30, 1979
ANDY J. REPASY
{continued)

between the patlo and the garage. Mr, Covington informed the Board that prior
to the adoption of the new Ordinance, Mr. Rapasy would have been able to builld
the garage within 2 ft. of the property line. Mr. Repasy stated that the
house two doors away was constructed right on the property line. Chalrman
Smith stated that he shofild stay at least 2 rt. away from the property line

as one would need that much room in which to walk around the structure.

Mr. Barnes inquired as to why a 20 ft. garage was necessary. Mr. Repasy
stated that his car was 18 ft. long. He indicated that 1f he were not able to
use the garage then there was ne reason te ask for a varlance. He statead
that he might be able to drlve in but would have difflculty in backing out.
The existing patic 1s 10% in height. Chalrman Smith suggested that he give

up some of the patio for a garage a3 he could not support any request less thsa
2 ft. Mr. DiGiullan stated that 1t would be hard for Mr. Repasy to make that
turn 1f he used part of the patio. Mr. Covington stated his only consern was
the drainage. He suggested that 1f the applicant put up a drain sprout to
take care of the water that it might solve the problem.

Mr. Repasy Informed the Beard that the structure would be covered with alumin
silding which is maintenance free. The overhang would be the width of the
guttering. The nelghbor most lmpacted had inquired about the runoff.

There wag no one to speak In favor of the application and ne cne te speak in
opposltion.

Page 88, January 30, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ANDY J. REPASY

RESQLUTION

In Applicatlon No. V-309-78 by ANDY J. REPASY under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of garage 9.5 ft. in helght 1 ft. from
lot lines in rear yard (9.5 ft. setback required by Sect. 10-105), on property
located at 2836 Memoriaml Street, tax map reference 93-1((18))(a)7 & 8, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DI1Giullan moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolutlan:

WHEREAS, the captioned applleation has been properly filed 1in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the byslaws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on January 30, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applleant.

2. The present zonlng 1s R«3.

3. The area of the lot 1s 5,750 sq. ft.

k, That the applicant's property is exceptlionally irregular in shape,
Including shallow and has an unusual condltion 1n the locatlon of the exlsting
buildings on the subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physlical cocnditlons as
listed above which result in practlcal d4ifficulty or unnecessary hardship that
would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings
Involved.

KOw, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the followiAg limitations:

1. This approval i3 granted for the ‘doahtion and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with th&s application only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and is dlligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior te any expiration.

3. Gutters and downspouts are to be provided to direct the dralnage from
the roof towards the interior of the lot.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the metlon.

>
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Page 89, January 30, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - BILLY J. BINGHAM, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to allow

A LM, enclosure of carport such that total side vards would be 22 ft.

{24 ft. min. required by Sect. 3-207), located 7014 Cottomtall Ct.,
Orange Hunt Estates, West Subd., 88-L((5))267, Springfield Dist.
10,500 sq. ft., R-2({c) , V-811-78. ’

The required notices were in order. Mr. Bingham of the above address stated
that he would like to enclose the carport into a single car garage. He stated
that he has owned the property for 3% years. In response to questions, he
stated that the houses on either slde of him have double garages. Chairman
Smith stated that the majority of the homes in Hoaby Woods would have the
same conditions as the appliecant. Mr. Bingham stated@ that this was a cluster
subdivision and that the homes were built eclose together.

There was no one to speak in fawer of the appllcation and no o
oopostae” pp ne to speak in

Page 89, January 30 15;9 Beard of Z
BILLY J. BINGHAM oard of foning fAppeals
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V=311-78 by BILLY J. BINGHAM under Secticn 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow enclosure of carport such that total side yards
would be 22 ft. (24 ft. minimum required by Sect. 3-207) on property located
at T0lY4 Cottontall Court, tax map refsrence 88-4({(5)}1267, County of Fairfax
Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the ’
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on January 30, 1979; and

WI;E];EAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the fellowing conclusions
[+] aw: :

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physlcal conditions as
1listed above exist which under as strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinanc
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applleation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

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

2. This varilance shall éxpire one year Irom this date unless construction
has started and is dillgently pursued or unless renewed by action of thls
Board prior to any expiratien.

Mr. D1Giulian seconded the motlan.

Page 89, January 30, 1979, Scheddled case for

10:%0 - W & N COMPANY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Crd. to allow a
A.M, aubdivision into twe lots, the corner lot of which has width of
156 Pt. {175 ft. required by Sect. 3-106), located 11607 Popes
Head Road, 67-2{(1})32, Springfield Dist., 3.0 acres, R-1,
v-289-78. ‘

(Deferred from January 9, 1979 for notilces).

The required notices were in order. Mr. Willlam H. Gordon of 1930 Iassac
Newton Square in Reston represented the W & N Company. They were requesting
permission to develop the parcel inte two lots. There 1s an exlsting outlet
road on the =ast side of the property. The perc sites have been approved on
the additional lot. The hardship was that the property was irregular shaped.
There is not sufficient frontage on the sastern lot because the Zoning Adminis
trator ruled that 1t was a corner lot because of the outlet road. Mr. Yarem-
chuk disagreed with the ruling. Mr. Gordon stated that the hardshlp was that
i1t was esonsidered a corner lot which did not meet the required minimum lot
width., There was no one to speak in favor and no one to speak 1In opposition.

89
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Page 90, January 30, 1979 Beoard of Zoning Appeals
& N COMPANY
RESOLUTION

Ordinance to allow subdivision into two (2} lots, the c¢orner leot of which has
idth of 156 ft. (175 ft. required by Sect. 3-106) on property located at
11607 Popes Head Road, tax map reference 67-2({(1))32, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

En Application No. V-289-78 by W & N COMPANY under Section 18-401 of the Zonin

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

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on January 30, 1979; and

[WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.
2. The present zcnlng is R-1.
3. The area of the lot 1a 3.0 acres.
4. That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physlcal conditilons as

listed above exlist whiech under a strilet Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
rould result In practleal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
d

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the sublect application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval ls granted for the locatlon indicated in the plats
ineluded withithis application only, and 13 not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from thils date unless thls sub-
dlvision has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

IMr. Barnes geconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith){Ms. Ardls behng absent).

eprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/cr bulldings involved.l

Page 90, January 30, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - A. CHARLES BROWN & JOHN L. DONIPHAN, appl. under Sect. 18-U401 of
A.M. the Ord. to allow subdivision with proposed lots 3 & 4 having width
of 10 ft. (80 ft. required By Sect. 3-306), located 101-4({(1))27,
Mt. Vernon Diast., 2.66 acres, R-3, V-290-78.
{Deferred from Jaauary 9, 1979 for Notlces).

Mr. Chailes Runyon of 152 Hillwood Avenue represented the applicants. The
reguired notices were in order. Mr. Runyon stated that the varianee requested
was for reduced frontage on two lots, #3 & #4. The property is located on

Mt. Vernon Highway. The proposed lots are about % acre 1n size. The maximum
density will allow about 8 lots but the appllcant chose to devekop the
property into seven lots. Mr. Runyen informed tha Board thils was the property
that the Mt. Vernon Lodge trled requesting a ppeclal permlt for a lodge but
were refused. Mr. Runyon stated that development was good use of the prpperty

There was no one to speak in favor of the application. Mr. Elroy Allen apphki
in oppositicn to the request. He stated that he lived on the north slde of th
the property and was not opposed to the house. He informed the Board that

he had tried calling Mr. Runyon to inform him that they were encoaching on

his property. Chailrman Smith stated that if there was an error in the survey
that the Board would need corrected plats. Mr. Runyon stated that could be
taken care of at the time of site plan review. Mr., Runyon stated that when
they got the matter resolved they would come back wlth a plat with the fille.

096



Page 91, January-36,.-1979 Board of Zoni A
A .CHARLES BROWN & JOHN L. DONIPHAN ning Appeals
RESOLUTION

In Applieation No. V-290-78 by A. CHARLES BROWN & JOHN L. DONIPHAN under
Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision with proposed
lots 3 & b4 having width of 10 ft. (B0 ft. required by Sect, 3-306) on

property located at tax map reference 101-4((1))27, County of Falrfax, Virgini{
M. Eisiulian moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt the Following
resclution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Pairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the publlie, a public hearing was hald by
the Board on January 30, 1979; and

WHEREAS, bhe Board has made the feollowlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 2.66 acres.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst whilch under a sbrict iInterpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practicel difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings invalved.

NOW, THEAEFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon is GRANTED with
the following limiltatlons:

i. This approval 1s granted for the location indicated In the plats
included with this appllcation only, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thls date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

3. That the common driveway be constructed in accordance wlth the standards
for pipestem lots in Fairfax County Public Faclilitles Manual.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

Page 91, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-19-78 THEMIS ENTERPRISES, INC.: The Board was in recelpt of a letter
requesting an extension on the varlance granted on March T, 1978 to allow a
subdivision of parcel into 7 lots with 5 lots having less than the required
lot widths.

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board grant an 180 day extenslon to Themis Enser-
prises. Mr. DiGiullan seconded the motlon and it passed by a vote of 4 to O.

/7
Page 91, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved that the Board approve the BZA Minutes
for August 2, 1978 and September 7, 1978 as amended¢. Mr. DiGiullan seconded
the motion and 1t passed by a vote of 4 to 0.

’
Page 91, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

NATTONAL VOCATIONAL AGRICULTURAL TEACHERS' ASSQCIATION, INC.: The Board was
in receipt of a memorandum from Mr. Gilbert Knowlton, Deputy Zoning Adminis-
trator, regarding the 100 ft. setback for the garage whlch was a conditlon of
the special permit as it was mandatory under the oid fpdinance. The new
Zoning Ordinance does not have that requirement.

1
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Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

Chairman Smith moved that the econdition no. 1C of the special permit be
amended so that the appllecants would be required to meet the setbacks of the
current Zoning Ordlnance. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and 1t passed by a
vote of 4 to 0.

//
Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-298-78 PAUL E. & ADENE ROSE: The Board was in receipt of revised plats
in accordance with the granting of the variance, Mr. DiGlullan examined the
plats and stated that they conformed to the resclutlen. The revlsed platsa
were approved and signed off on by Chalrman Smith.

S/
Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

S-196-T77 CHRISTIAN PELLOWSHIP CHURCH: The Beard was in receipt of a reguest
for a extension on the Christian FB¥lowshlip Church, The Board had granted one
extension previously which was due to explire March 20, 1979. It was the
consensus of the Board that before any further extenslons could be granted,
that the church furnish informatlon as to the status of the permlt and when
requests were made to site plan for approval of the plas.

74
Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Items

Tara Schook, Inec.,, 8~30%-78: The staff report prepared for the Planning
Commlssion hearing on Tara School made reference to the fact that some of the
land area included in the plat was not going to be used in the total land area
of the school. The Board atated that bhe plats should be revised to show only
the amount of land area to be Included 1n the special permit.

’
Page 92, January 30, 1973, After Agenda Items

30 Day Notlce of Planning Commlssion Hearing Requirement: The Board ldlscusse
the scheduling problems with respect to the 30 day notice to the Plannilng
Commiassion. Mr. Di14iulian atated that the Plannling Commisslon should notify
the BZA within the 30 days if they wished to pull an application. He was not
in favor of hearing an application and than deferring decision pending
receipt of the Planning Commission's recommendatlons as he would rather have
all the information presented at the hearing fresh in his mind when he makes

a decislon.

144

Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Iftems

Scheduling of BZA cases: As the Beoard's achedullng was such that the 30 day
mindamum hearing requirement could not be met for the naght meeting of February
the Board unanimously moved to elimlnate that meeting.

Va4

Page 92, January 30, 1979, After Agenda Itéms

The Board recessed the hearing at 11:45 A.M. to make a filald 1lnspection on
the Forthway Center application.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:00 P.M,

<

B ‘
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Danlel Smith, Chalrman
Board of Zoning Appeals
APPROVED:
Submitted to the BZA on . Date

Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervlsors and Planning
Commisslon on : .
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning hppeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding

on Tuesday, February 6, 1979. All Board Members

were present: Danlel Smlth, Chairman; John DiGiulian,
Vice-Chalrman; George Barnes, John Yaremchuk and
Barbara Ardis.

The Chalrman opened the meeting at 10:10 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Chalrman called the scheduled 10 o'eloeck case:

10:00 -~ EDWARD J. IRVIN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A.M, subd. with one lot width of 18.42 ft. & another lot width of

18.06 ft., located 2005 Freedom Lane, 41-1{(1 8 & Ll-L(L9))B,-
Dranesvilie Dist., 44,508 sq. ft., Rb, v-2-7;?5 Held5338,

Mr. Robert Kensey of Walter Phillips Engineering in Falls Church represented
the appllcant. Mr., Irvin has owned the property since 1949, In 1986, the
land around them was developed into subdivisions. There iIs a easement to
Freedom Lane and a 30 ft. right-of-way for lot B into Shipyard Place. During
the past year, Mr. Irvin received a walver from the County Exectitive to sub-
dividé his property into two lots. Now he 1s requesting permissien to sub-
divlde one of these two lots into two lots. In order to sdo so, a varlance
would be necessary for the lot width requirement. There is enough land area
and the property 1is zoned R-4.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Kensey stated that the lot of
9,250 sq. met the minimum requirement of &,800 sq. ft. He further stated that
the Irvins owned lot 1 and intended to¢ keep theilr home there.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the applicatlon. The following
persons spoke 1n ogposition. Mr, Brian McCormack, an attorney in Falrfax,
represented Vincent Kiernan whose property was adjacent to the subjlect
property along the southern boundary. He 1s the owner of lot 23. A petition
signed by 18 people from the neighborhcod who were opposed to this variance
was presented by Mr. MeCormack. 3Seven of these people were adjeining property
owners. Mr, McCormack stated that this was a self-imposed hardship as the
applicant had previcusly chosen to subdivlde the property in such a way that
the lets would not meet the requlrements. The reasons for opposing the
varlance was that it would cause further traffic congestlon in the cul-de-sac
and would lncrease the chances of injury te children playing there. In
addition, it would detract from:ithe original orderly development off the area
and have an adverse affect on the value of the surroundlng property.

Mr. McCormank Informed the Board that there are four homes squeezed 1lnte the
cul-de-sac at the present time. The property owners were opposed to any more
lots being squeezed in through the cul-de-sac., Mr. McCormack summed up hls
presentation by stating that the applleant had not presented evidence for the
granting of a variance in that 1t was a self-imposed hardship.

In response to questlons, Mr. McCormack atated that there is acceas to the

one acre Lot and a 30 ft. right-of-way on the northern slde of the lot. The
applicant could grant a right-of-way across hls lot rather than go thrangh
Shipyard Place., To do so would mean that the easement would have to go across
Mr. Irvin's own property.

Mr. Kiernan informed the Board that he resides at 6501 Shipyard Flace, lot

23 on the cul-de-sac. He stated that they bought this property for the
privacy and to afford some safety for the children while playlng. Mr. Kiernan
stated that there are a total of 15 children living in thls area who play in
the cul-de-sac. Mr. Kéernan stated that his chlef objectlon was adding two
more houses in this cul-de-sac which would create a traffic hazard. People
park their cars in the cul-de-sac dally. He urged the Board to deny the
varlance.

The next speaker was Mr. Mason D. Ceawford of 6502 Shipyard Place, ilot @4. He
stated that he bought his home because he was assured that development in this
area was completed. The real estate agent Informed him that the wooded parcel
was owned by the Fairfax County Park Anthority. Unfortunately, the real estat
agent was wrong. Mr. Crawford stated that he had a retarded, blind daughter
who could not see on-coming traffic. The proposed plpestem would be located
next to hls property and would pose a hazard to the safety of his daughtgr. 4
He suggested that if the Board granted the variance, that the access to Freedom

Lane be used rather than the entrance %o Shipyard Place.
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Page 94, February 6, 1979
EDWARD J. IRVIN
{eontinued)

The next.apeaker was @Qordon Firth of 6503 Shipyard Place. He stated that he
purchased his property to provide a reascnable safe place for his children.
They. have grown up now. He agreed that the granting of the variance would
create a trafflc hazard and supported the objections raised by Mr. McCormack,
He urged the Board to deny the appllication.

During rebuttal, Mr. Xensey informed the oppesltlon that he was an englneer
and not an attorney. He Informed the Board that the Irvins do not own title
to outlot A which was questioned during testimony. He stated that they only
have a right-of-way and cannot grant anyone else an easement. Mr. Kensey
informed the Board that the plpestem driveway would come under the Publie
Facilltles Manual and would ohly have to have a 12 ft. width. One singka
driveway would serve both ppoposed lots. Agaln, Mr. Kensey gave the Boargd a
brief background on the subdivision of the property. The land ts zoned R-4
and the lot with one acre 1ls the one belng resubdivided. Chairman Smith
stated that the applicant dl1d not need a varlance to sonstruct a hcuse on log
3. Mr. Kensey stated that they dld have the authority to develop the propert
with the walver by the County Executive but that they wanted to develop one

of these lots into two lets. Chairman Smith stated that the Board has to
decide whether the original two lots i3 considered to be reasonablhe use of the
land or whether to grant the varlance for the additlonal lot.

Page 94, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
EDWARD J. IRVIN

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-2-79 by EDWARD J. IRVIN under Section 18-401 of the
Zonlng Ordinance to permit subdividion with one lot width of 18.42 ft. and
another lot wldth of 18.06 ft. on property located at 2005 Freedom Lane, tax
map reference 41~1({1)}58 & 41-1({(19))B, County of Falrfax, Virginia,

Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
reseolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appllcation has been properly flled In accordance with
the requirements of all applicable 3tate and County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Beard of Zenlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, & public hearing was held by
the Board on February 6, 1979%; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-4.

3. The area of she 1ot 1s 44,508 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlonally Iirregular in shape,
ingluding narrow and ‘does not have adequate street frontage to develop in
acecordance with existing Zoning or surrounding area.

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

THAT the applicant has satlsfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strlet interpretation of the Zoning Ordilnance
would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings
involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjJect application is GRANTED* with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon indieated 1n the plats in-
cluded with this applicatlon only, and Is not transferable to other land.

2. This varilance shall explire one year fprom this date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion*FAILED by a vote of 2 te 3 (Messrs. Smith, Yaremchuk & Ms. Ardis).

077



Page 95, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:310 - JAMES A. CROSS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

ALM. construction of 10 ft. high detached garage 4 rt. from property
line in rear yard (minimum 10 ft. setback required by Sect. 10-105),
located 2127 Greenwich Ct., Westhampton Subd., ho-4((2))70,
Dranesville Dist., 14,000 sq. ft., R-2, V-4-79.

Mr. Cross informed the Board that he purchased the property a year ago and is
now proposing to construct a garage. Mr. Cross stated that when he contacted
the County about the garage he was told that there was no preblem. Acting on
that Information, he proceeded to order the materlals for the garage. Then
the new Zoning Ordinance came into effect which changed the setback require-
ments. A varlance 1s necessary in order to construct the garage 4 £+, from
the rear property line. Mr. Cross Informed the Board that he contacted the
immedlate neighbors and there were no objections. 1In response to questions
from the Board, Mr. {ross stated that he first inquired to the Zoning Office
in early July about the construction of the garage. It was when he appliled
for a bullding permlt that he was informed that & variance would be necessary.
Chairman Smith informed the applicant that the New Ordinance had been under
consideration for three years. Mr. Cross stated that he has already taken a
Tinaneial beating by postponing the order of materials. Chalrman Smith stated
that variances could only be granted under the hardshlp section and Inguired
as to the hardshlp. Mr. Cross stated that if he were to comply with the
setback requirements, the garage would be located in the center of his back
yard and would make the baeck yard unusable, Mp. Covington reminded the Board
that this was a substandard lot. Chairman Smith inquired 1f the garage could
be moved a few feeb. Mr. Cross stated that then the garage door would not
connect te the exlstlng concrete apropn. Chalrman Smith stated that he would
only have to move or extend the concrete apron a little bit. Mr. Cross

stated that there are other garages 1n this area which were bullt right up

to the property line. He stated that his garage would be of conerete block
with a wood and shingle roof and have stucco on the outaide. The house on

the property 1s approximately 30 years old.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application and ono one to
speak 1n oppositilon.

Page 95, February &6, 1979 Beard of Zoning Appeals
JAMES A CROSS

RESOCLUTION

In Application No. V-4-T9 by JAMES A. CROSS under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt construction of 10 ft. high detached garage 4 ft.
from property line in rear yard, (minimum 10 ft, setback required by Secst.
10-105), tax map reference 41-1((19))B, County of Falrfax, Virginia,

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance
with the reguirements of all applicable Bbate and County Codes and with the
by-laws of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publle, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on February 6, 1979; and -

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

That the owner of the property is the applicant.

. The present zoning is R-4.

The area of the lot is 44,508 sq. ft.

. That the appllcant's property is exceptlonally lirregudar ln shape,
including long and belng & substandard lot.

R WA Ol

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
cluslons of law:

1 conditions as

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physica

listed above exist whilch under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings 1lnvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. 'This approval ls granted for the locatlon and the speeific structure
indicated in the plats included with thls applicatilen only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.
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Page 96, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

2. This variance shall explre one year from thig date unless construction
has started and is dlllgently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 2 (Mr. Smith).

Page 96, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 = C. 0. NORTH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow sub=-

A.M, division into 3 lots, one having width of 150 ft. & the other two
having width of 6 ft. (min. 200 ft. width required by Sect. 3-E08),
located 750 Leigh Mill Road, 13-1((1))80, Dranesville Dist., 7.10
acres, R-E, V-5-79.

The required notilces were in order. Mr. HallSimmons represented the applicant

r. Simmons stated that they were applying for a varlance in order to create
subdivislon into three lots having less than the required lot width. Tre
parcel conslists of seven acres. Mr. Simmons stated that the staff report in-
icating less iland area was incorrect. The tract of land 1is very 1irregular in
shape being narpow and has very limlted frontage. Mr. Slimmeons stated that the
irregular shape of the preoperty was camsed by a court ordered ddlvision of the
property by the State. Mr. Simmons Informed the Board that the property was
purchased in January but had been under contract for some time. Ms. Ardis
inquired a= to the land area of lot 79 as a driveway was propcsed run along-
slde 1t. Chalrman Smith expressed concern that the appllaation was filed in
the name of C. 0. North when he was not the property owner at that time.

. Covington stated that the Board could allow the applicant to amend the
pplication at this time. Mr. Barnes moved that the Board amend the applica-
tion to read Langley Dewelopment Cotrporation. The motlion was seconded by
hairman Smith and was passed unanimously. With respect to Ms. Ardls’ question,
r, Slmmons siated that lot 79 was owned by Mr. Perkins and consisted of 11 or
2 acres. Mr. Perkins was in support of the applicatlion as he felt 1t would
enhance the surrounding property. Mr. North stated that Mr. Perkins lives

ext door ‘to another house he had built. He stated he had received a Tew
alls from Mr. Perkins in support of the application since it would increase
he wvalue of the property.

ergons spoke 1n opposition of the appliceation. Mr. Donald Devine, an attorne
epresenting the Gateleys who owned property to the rear of the subject applic
ion, stated that no varisnce would be necessary to bulld on the property as
1t exists now. The only varlance would be neceassary after the subdivialon was
ut up Into three lots which would reduce the lot frontage on the whole seven
eres. He stated that the Ordinance does not have a frontage requirement.

he only requirement is for lot width. As the lot now stands, a house could

e budlt without a variance. This would then be a self-ereated hardshlp. The
nly provision in the Ordinance that dealt wilth plpestem lots were to be

anted by the Director of Environmental Management. Mr. Devine stated that

e was at a loss as to why this matter was before the BZA. Chairman Smlth
nformed Mr. Devine that all three lots require a varilance. He stated that
efore the land had been divided, three lots might have been able to be

reated without a variance. Mr. Devine stated that he was unable to determine
here the access to the proposed lots would be. Mr. Simmons Informed the Board
that. & drlveway exlsted that provided acess the land behind the property: He
stated that one lot would have aceess from Leigh Mi1l Road and the other two
ots would be served by the exlsting driveway. Mr. North informed the Board
hat the easement through the property was ghared by other lots.and stated

hat he did not own it. Chalrman Smith stated that the easement should have
een Shown on the plat. Mr. Simmons stated that the existing 30 ft. outlet
cad easement would serve the proposed lot #2. The exlsting driveway wlll
zerve lot #3. Lot #1 willl be served off of Lelgh Mill Road by a separate
entrance., He indicated that the 6 ft. driveway would only be a frontage re
equirement for 16t #2 and #3.

here was no one else to speak in favor of the application. The followdng gL

he next speaker was John Byrd who owned 40 acres about 250 yards from the
proposed subdivision. He stated that he had always relled on the protection of
the Zoning Ordinance as it had good reason ifor 1ts exlstence. Mr. Byrd
atated that he did not know Mr. North even though he had previously bullt a
ouse on lot 81-A. He stated that the property for that lot was developed
ot in accordance with the Ordinance but that the County staff approved 1t.
ow, Mr. Nerth is seeking a variance to allow a & ft. wide lot. Mr. Byrd
urged the Board to deny the variance and put an end to this kind of developmenm.

JAMES A. CROSS
(contilnued) RESOLUTION 07£



Page 97, February 6, 1379
C. 0.. NORTH
(eontinued)
the
r. Yaremchuk inquired as to / Master Plan for this arsa. Mr. Bryd stated
that the plan called for 2 tc 5 acre lots for this area.

The next speaker was Norma Baker of the Great Falls Civie Assoclation. She
stated that they opposed thls varlance. Ms. Baker stated that thils request
was more of a walver than a varlance when someone 1s asking for only 6 ft. and
the Ordinance requlres 200 ft. She stated that thls would negate a major
portion of the subdivislon ordinance. Ewen though the applicant met the
density requlrement she stated that they were clrcumventing the subdlvision
control. She stated that the 6 ft. pipestem would not be sultablé for fire
equipment.

Mrs. Bryd of 840 Leigh M1l Road presented the Board with a letter from Mr. ang
Mrs. Warner who were unable to attend the hearing. They were in gpvosition
because the land to be developed would ast wese under Hive sabdfvivten sontrol
ordinance since the land-did.net contain filve acres or more parcels. They
urged the Board to deny the appllcation.

The next speaker was Gene Gately, owner of lot 82. He stated that the point
that was moat often overlooked in such requests was conslderation for the
private Individuals who put stock in the regulations or ordimances and belleve
that they will be adhered to. He stated that he bought this property and was
in the progess of adding an expensive addition to their home which would add
to the value of the property. The plpestem aceess to the proposed subdivision
would have an adverse effect on the property values. Mr. Gately informed the
i:oard that uaes the 30 ft. right-of-way road and has paved hls portlon of it.
iHe believed that he had an exclusive right to the driveway that was deeded

ito the original owner through litigation. Chairman Smith stated thatthhe
Board did not get involved in civil matters. Mr. (ately stated that he doubted
the Langley Development Corp. motives in obtaining this wvariance. He stated
that any hardshlp that existed now was present or known to them prior to the
purchase of the property. He indicated that thls was Just a profit making
enture trying to squeeze the maximum number of lots cut of thils parcel.

fDuring rebuttal, Mr. North stated that since they had amended the applicatlon
fthat the corporation was now registered in the State of Virglnia. He informed
he Board that he was a resident of Maryland byt hls partner was a resldent of
cLean. The Chairman requested that they provide the Board with a copy of the
ertificate of Good Standing. Mr. Simmens stated that the engineering detalls
of the proposed subdivision was 1In accordance with the Zoning Ordlnance except
or the lot width requirements. He stated that the hardshlp was not of the
owner's making. In addition, thils subdivision was 1in accordance with the

agter Plan.

s. Ardis stated that she belleved that even though the Master Plan calls for
hots of two to five acres, she did not belleve that the applicant could not
nake reasonable use of the land. She stated that the owner was aware of the
situation when he purchased the property and felt that reasonable use could
be made of the property if he were allowed to develop Into two lots.

Page 97, February 6, 1979
% . 0. NORTE & LANGLEY DEVELOPMENT CORF.
RESOQOLUTTION

Board of Zoning Appeals

Tn Application No. V-5~7% by C. O. NORTH *(amended 2/6/79 to read: LANGLEY
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION) under Seetion 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow
laubdivision inte three lots, one with 150 ft. width and two with 6 ft. widths¥
on property located at 750 Leigh Mill Road, tax map peference 13-1({(1))80,
ounty of Falrfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals

mdopt the following resolutlon:
EREAS, the asaptioned application has been properly flled in accordance with

he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
f the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public, 2 public hearing was held by
he Board on Febpuary 6, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followtng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-E.
3. The area of the lot 1is 7.10 acres.
4 That the appllecant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,

be&ﬁg Narrow.

Jgl
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Lage 98, Februapry 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
C. 0. NORTH & LANGLEY DEVELOPMENT CORP.
( continued) RESOLUTION

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusiond
of law:

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
Wwould result in practiecal diffilculty or unnecessary hardshlp that would depriv
[the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED IN PART
™ (to allow subdivision Intec two lots, one with 150 ft. width and the other wity
12 f£t. width) with the followlng limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the location indlcated in the plats in-
kluded with this application only, and 18 not transferable to other land.
2, This variance shall expire cne year from thls date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

3. This approval 1s #ubfect-to submlssion of revised plats 1n accordance
Wwith the above resoclution within a period of two weeks.

r. Yaremchuk seconded the moftlon.

he motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

_________________________________ —_ N
age 98, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - DONALD E. NELSCN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

n.M. construction of deck on rear of house te 17.1 ft. from rear lot line

(minimum @5 ft. rear yard required by Seet. 3-107), located 3420
Lyrae Court, Foxvale Subd., 46-1{(18))11, Centreville Dist.,
27,014 aq. ft., R-1(e), V-6-79.

hr. Donald Nelson of 3420 Lyrac Comnt 1n Oakton stated that he was requesting
variance in order to bulld a deck to the rear of the house.which would be
17.1 ft. from the rear lot line, He stated that he had a walkout sliding

lass door and another walkout exist which could not be utilized unless there
ag a deck. The only property pwner to be effected by this 1s in suppert of
the request. Mr. Nelson asked the Board to grant his request. In response to
uestions, Mr. Nelson informed the Beard that this was new subdlwision. He
stated that there were not any houses that would be visible to the deck.
hairman Smith stated that -there were other houses that might have the same
itugtlon. Mr. Nelson stated that he was not sure of the locatlon of the
other houses and would not be aware 1f there were any problems with the rear
etback. Chailrman Smith inquired as to the reason for locating so close to thd
ear lot line. Mr. Nelson replied that he had 2 plpestem lot which toock up a
ot of the amount of his land area and that there was another house off to the
side of his, The bullder chose the locatlon of the house and sltuated it
lose to the rear lot line.

ere was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
pposltlon.

age 98, February 6, 1979
boNALD E. NELSON ‘
RE S OL UIT IC0NN

n Application No. V-6-79 by DONALD E. NELSON under Section 18-401 of the
oning Ordinance to allow oconstruction of deck on rear of house to 17.1 ft.
rom rear 1ot line {minimum or 25 ft. rear yard required by Sect. 3-107) on
roperty located at 3420 Lyrac Court, tax map reference 46-1((18)}11, County
f Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGlulilan moved that®the Board of Zoning Appeals
dopt the following resolutlon:

WHEREAS, the captloned appllication has been properly flled in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable 3tate and County Cedes and with the by-laws
f the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

EREAS, the Beoard has made the following findings of fact:

l. That the owner of the property is the applicant.
2. The present zoning 1s R-1(c).

3. The area of the lot 1is 27,014 sq. ft.

4., That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location of
lthe exlsting buildings on the subject property.

075



age 99, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoni
ONALD E. NELSON aing Appeals
continued) RESOLUTION

AgDi WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusiong
o] aw:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
Listed above exlst which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
jould result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or buildings involved,

[NOW, THEREFORE, BE TT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limltations:

1. This appro#al is granted for the locaticn and the specific structure
indicated in the plats lncluded with this application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actiocn of this
Poard prior to any expiration. )

rr. Yaremehuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 with 1 abstehtion (Mr. Smith).

- - o 2t .

[Page 99, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

[11:00 = FAIRFAX CIRCLE BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3=-103 of the Ord.

oM. to permit construction of new BSanctuary for church use, 3110
Chichester Lane, 49-3((1))12 & 13, Providence Dist., 4.586 acres,
R-1 > S-3-79.

The requlred notlces were 1n order. Reverend Wallace Hale of Violaz Court in
Fairfax represented the church. He stated that the church was planning to
construct a new sanctuary to be used for a sanctuary and an educational
facility for church related activities. Chairman Smlth inquired if the two
story frame house would remaln onh the property and was informed that 1t would.
everend Hale stated that they were planning to bulld to the slde of the
existing structure. He informed the Board that the present church was located
on Rt. 50 and Chichester Lane.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak in
opposition.

Page 99, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ATRFAX CIRCLE BAPTIST CHURCH
RESOQOQLUTIEOQON

r . Yaremchuk made the followlng motion:

HEREAS, Application No. 5-3-79 by FAIRFAX CIRCLE BAPTIST CHURCH under Section
3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt construction of new
sanctuary for church use on property located at 3110 Chichester Lane, tax map
eference %9-3({(1))12 & 13, County of Falrfax, Virginla, has been properly
riled in accordance wlth all applicable Bequirements; and

HEREAS, following proper notlce to the publle and a phblic hearing by the
oard of Zoning Appeals held on February 6, 1%79; and

EREAS, the Board has made the followlng findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot is U4.586 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
istandards for Specilal Permit Uses In R Districts as contalned in 3ection 8-006

of the Zoning Ordlnance.-

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subgect applicatlion is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

b}
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age 100, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ATRFAX CIRCLE BAPTIST CHURCH
(continued) RESOLUTION

1. This approval 1s granted to the appllcant only and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of this Board, and 1s for the loecation indicated in the
pplication and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unleas renewed
y actlon of this Board prior to any explration.

3, This approval 1g granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
lans submitted with thls applicatlon. Any additicnal structures of any kind,
hanges in use, additicnal uses, or changes In the plans approved by this
oard (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
ses or changes require a Speclal Permlt, shall requlre approval of thils Board
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply te this Board for such approval
ny changes (other than minor engineering details} without this Board's

pproval, shall constitute a wviclation of the conditlons of thils Special Permid.

This granting does not constitute an exsmption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
WALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS GBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Reslidentidl Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made

vailable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of

peratlon of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satlsfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualified as below.
7. The hours of operation shall be normal church activities.

8., The number of parking spaces shall be 162.

Mr. D1Glulilan seconded the motlen.

I'he motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

N1:20 - EUGENE R. APPLETON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A. M, subd. into 2 lots, one of which has proposed width of 15 ft. (200
ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-E07), located 345 Springfield
Road, 7-2((1}))53, Draneaville Dist., 3.780 acres, R-E, V-5=79.

This case was deferred until Mareh 13, 1979 at 10:00 A.M. for advertising and
Penctificatlon purposes.

/
Page 100, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

L1:30 - FORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-E03
.M. of the Ord. to permlt private school of special educatlon, located
r 10415 Hunter Station Road, 27-2({(1))21, Centreville Dist., 11.89

acres, R-E, S=307878.
(Deferred from January 23, 1979 for viewing of the property and for
decislion).

Phairman Smith stated that the appllcatlon was not an ldeal situatlen but as
they only met on Sundays, at least that was the least buslest day. He 1ndicats
khat if this was for dally use that would be another matter. He stated that a
honditicn should be set on the use for a deceleration lane. Mr. Yaremchuk
tated that the Board should analyze %he ‘dlrketion traffic was coming from to
etermine if a deceleration lane was necessary. The Board discussed the parkin

. Covington stated that most of the land was 1n a lloedplaln. The plat
howed 24 parking spaces provided.

=

age 100, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
'ORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC.
RESOLUTION

r . Yaremchuk made the following motion:

HEREAS, Appllcation No. S-307-78 by PORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCED STUDIES, INC
nder Section 3-HQ03 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit private
ehool of specilal education on property located at 10415 Hunter Station Road,
ax map reference 27-2((1))2l, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly
1led 1in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

HEREAS, following proper notlee to the public and a public hearing by bhe
oard of Zoning Appeals held on January 23, 1979 and deferred for declslen
ﬁntil February 6, 1979; and

iﬁ*
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age 101, February 6, 1979
ORTHWAY CENTER FOR ADVANCES STUDIES, INC.
(Continued) RESOLUTION

Board of Zoning Appeals

HEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Forthway Center for Advanced
tudles, Inec.

2. That the present zoning 1s R-E.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 11.89 acres.

4. That compllance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

ND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the appliicant has presented testimony indicating compllance with Stan-
ards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned 1n Section 8-006 of
he Zening Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with thg
following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the appllcant only and is not transferabie
ithout further action of this Board, and 1s for the location indicated in
he application and 1is not transferable toc other land.

2. Thils speclal permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operstion has started and is diligently pursued or unless
enewed by actlon of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this appllcation. Any additional structures of any kind,
hanges in use, addltlcnal uses, or changes in the plans approvediby this
oard (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
Uses or changes require a 3pecilal Permit(,shall rgquire approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Parmlttee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
goard‘s approval shall constitute a violation of the conditiocns of this Speclal

ermit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT 1S NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departmentssof the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use. ’

6. Landscaplng and screening Bhall be requlred and must satlsfy Seect.
13-109 and 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualified below.

7. The number of memberships shall not exceed 100 members per activity.

B. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 5 P.M. on Sundays all year
round; 9 A.M. to § P.M. Monday through Friday, not to esceed ten times per
year; and 8 A.M. to 10 P.M. on Saturdays, not to exceed ten times per year.

9. The number of parking spaces shall be 24 as outlined on the plat.

10. Deceleration lanes shall be provided at all the entrances and exilts to
the property 1n agcordance with the staff request.

11. Tumprovements and dedlcatlon to be Worked out with the staff as to the
timing 1n connectlon with the highway widening as outlined on the plat by
Preliminary Englneering.

12. This permit 1s granted for a pericd of three (3) years with a revliew at
that time by the Board of Zeoning Appeals having the right to eXtend the permit
at that time.

Ms. Ardis seconded the metion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Barnes) with 1 abstentlon{ (Mr.
DiGiulian).

Page 101, February 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:40 - QERALD WALDMAN, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord to allow

ALM. subd. into 2 lots, one of which has width of 80 ft. X, and the
other a width of 15 ft., (100 f%. required by Sect. 3-206),
located 4719 Trotting Lane, 70-1((1))154, Annandale Dist.,
36,947 sq. ft., R-2, V-299-78. (Deferred from January 17, 1979
for viewing of property and decision).

The Chalrman announded that the Board members had vliewed the property and
were now prepared to make a motion in the application.

UL
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Page 102, February 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

ERALD WALDMAN
RESOCLUTION

In Application No. V-299-78 by GERALD WALDMAN under Section 18-%01 of the
Zoning Crdinance to permit subdivision into two lots, one of which has width
of 80 ft. and the other a width of 15 ft. (100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206)
bon property located at 4719 Trotting Lane, tax map reference 70-1{(1))15A4,
County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. DlGiullan moved that the Board of Zoning
lAppeals adopt the followlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captiocned applicatlon has been properly filed in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and wilth the by-laws
f the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the publle, a public hearing was held by
he Board on January 17, 1979 and deferred for deeision untll February 6, 1979}
nd

HEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2, The present zoning is R-2.

3., The area of the lot %s 36,947 sq. ft.

b, That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow and shallow and has an unu3ual conditlon 1n the logation of
lthe existing bulldings on the subject property, and does not have sufficient

oad frontage to allow development in accordance with existing Zoning OrdinancJ

ND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
Iusilons of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical condltions as
listed above exist which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
Eeprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjeet application is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon lndilcated 1n the plats
included with thils application only, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire one yesar from this date unleas this sub-
iivision has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

3. That the applicant reserve land for the future extension of Trotting
Lane through the subJect preperty to the southenly property llne and that an
lescrow be deposlited with Falrfax County for the future constructlom-of
Trotting Lane through the subjlect property; the reservation of land and

dcrow shall be provided to the satlsfactlon of the Director of Environmental
anagement.

r. Barnes seccnded the motion.

e motlon passeduunanimously by a vote of 5 to O. J

age 102, February 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

-255=77 CHURCHMAN JOHNSON: The Board was in receipt of & letter from Mr.
oward G. Sheldon, Jr. requesting an extenslon on V-255-77 granted to

hurchman Johnson on November 8, 1977. Mr. Sheldon was the contract pur-
haser of the lot that Mr. Johnson was granted the varlance on and he was not
ware of the time restrictions in getting the subdivision recorded, The final
esolution was malled to Mr. Johnson who dld not complete the processing of

he varlance through the other County agencles.

e Board stated that Mr. Sheldon dld not have tiltle to the propeety and did
not have any right in the granting of the variance. The Board suggested that
Mr. Johnson reapply for another wvariance and if 1t were approved, that he
complete the processing of 1t immedlately. The Clerk was advised to mall a
new appliication ta Mr. Johnson.

/
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age 103, February 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

-172-78 ESTATES OF INEZ A. DIGIULLAN & WILMER E, LYLES: The Board was in
eceipt of a letter from Mr. Harold A. Logan regarding V-1T2-78. A new plat
as submitted with some minor engineering changes and Mr. Logan was requesting
pproval of these revised plats.

r. Yaremchuk moved that the Beard approve the revised plats as submitted.
r. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed by a vote of 4 to Q0 with 1
bgtention (Mr. DiGiullan).

/
Page 103, February 6, 1975, After Agenda Items

5-171-77 MT.: PLEASANT BAPTIST CHURCH: The Board was In recelpt of a letter
from the Mt. Pleasant Baptlst Church requesting an extensilon of time. One
extension had previcusly been granted whlch was due to explre March B, 1979.
Because of the unusual circumstances involved, Mr. Barnes moved that the
Board grant ancther extension. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon. The motion
Passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

//
Page 103, February 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

PPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board approve the Minutes
of September 12, 1978 as amended, Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The
otion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

7/
Page 103, February 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

S-301-78 TARA SCHOOL, INC,: The Board was in recelpt of the Planning
PCommission recommendation for the Tara School appllcation. The Board asked
that new plats be submitted deleting the second tract of land from the speclal
permit request. The decision was scheduled for February 13, 1979 as an after
agenda ltem.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:55 P.M.

vyt st R L

Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Daniel Smith, ChTtrmar’
Board of Zoning Appeals R

a

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on Date
Submitted to the other departments,

Board of Supervisors and Planning

Commission on

1Uo
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The Regular Meetlng of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was hald 1n the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tueaday, Pebruary 13, 1979. The following Board
Members were present: Danlel Smith, Chairman;
George Barnes; Jonhn Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.
Jonn DiGiulian was absent. (Snow Day)

The Chalrman opened the meeting at 10:45 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Chalrman announced that there had been a problem with the sound
system which delayed the start of the meeting. : ’

The Board recessed into executlve sSession to discuss legal matters.
he meetling reconvened at 10:55 A.M.

The Chalrman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case.

po:0 - MARTHA L. GETCHELL, appl. under Sect, 18-UDL of the Ord. to allow

. M. resubdivision of tWwo exlisting parcels into two lots such that pro-
posed lot A-l would have a width of 58.51 ft. {(min. 200 ft. reguired
by Seect. 3-E08), located 911l Mine Run Drive, Jackson Hills Bubd.,
13-2(¢1))37 & 13-2((4)}8, Dranesville Dist., 181,518 sq. ft., R-E,
V-302-7T8. (Deferred from January 17, 1978 for Notices).

The required nctices were In order. Mr. Robert Lawrence, an attorney in
airfax, represented the applicant. He informed the Board that Mr, and Mrs.
etchell boufght the property in 1952 and built a house on it in 1957. They
have lived there ever since., Mr. Lawrence stated that the parcel was land
locked. This request 1s to provide an entrance across thelr own parcel to the
land locked area. The proposed let 1s larger than the minimum. requirements of
the Zoning Ordinance for the zone. The wvarlance was necessary as the lot did
ot have access to a public road. ¥r. Lawrence stated that the parcel was
land locked when the Getchells origlnally bought 1t. They propese to build a
house on it and live in &t. Lot 37 is . unusually shaped and has been that way
for 20 years.

There was no one to Speak in favor of the applicatlion and no one to apeak in
Ppposition.

ﬁige 104, Pebruary 13, 1979 ' Beard of Zoning Appeals
RTHA L. GETCHELL .
RESOLUTION

In Applicatlon No. V-302-78 by MARTHA L. GETCHELL under Seetion 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow resubdivislcn Into two lots such that proposed lot
-1 would have a width of 58.51 ft. (200 ft. required} on property located at
ﬁlll Mine Run Drive, tax map reference 13-2((1))37 & 13-2((4))8, County of
airfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardls moved that the Beard of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following rescplution:

EREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable 3tate and County Codes and with the by-laws
f the Fairfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board om February 13, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 4.167 acres.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular In shape,
lbeing shallow.

ND, WHEREAS, the Board ©f Zoning Appeals has reached the following con-
elusions of law:

THAT the appllicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
[Listed above exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.
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Page 105, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appezls
MARTHA L. GETCHELL
{continued) RESOQLUTION

NOW, THEREFCHE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlion is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. 'This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats includeq
fwith this applicatlon only, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This varilance shall expire one year from this date unless this
subdivision has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

r. Barnes saconded the motion.

[The moticn passed by a vote of 3 to 0 with 1 ébstention (Mr. Yaremchuk)
(Mr. DiGlulian being absent),

Page 105, February 13, 1979,.Schedu1ed case for

10:10 =~ HANNIBAL S. & MARTHA M., DeSCHMERTZING, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of
ALM. the Ord. to allow subdivision into two (2) lots with lot widths of
25,51 ft. & 25 f£t. (200 ft. required by Sect. 3-E06), located 102%
$o;és;gn Road, 19-2((1))31, Dranesville Dist., 6.2418 acres, R-E,

r. Henry Mackall, an attorney in Fairfax, represented the applicants, He
stated that the parcel contained a little over 6 acres of land was unusually
shaped 1ln that 1t was a long, narrow 50 ft. strip. The property on both sldes

as been subdivided. Neither subdlvision provided access to this land. The
applicant could make thls a cluster subdivislon having enough frontage for
three lots but prefer to subdivide 1t into twe three acre lots instead. 1In

esponse to questions from the Board, Mr. Mackall stated that the applicants
have owned the property afdnge 1956 and that the lot exlsted prior to that,
He stated that the house was bullt prior to 1956 and that they want to keep
the exlsting house.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlon and no one to apeak in

opposition.

Page 105, February 13, 197% Board of Zoning Appealsﬂ

FANNIBAL 5. & MARTHA M. DeSCHMERTZING
RESOLUTION

In Appliecation No. V-10-79 by HANNIBAL S. & MARTHA M. -DeSCHMERTZING under
Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance tc allow subdlvision into two lots with
1ot widths of 25.51 ft. & 25 rt. (200 ft. required by Seet. 3-E06), on
property located at 1025 Towlston Road, tax map reference 19-2((1))31, County
of Fairfax, Virginla, Mr. Yaremechuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resclution:

HEREAS, the captioned appliication has been properly filled in accordance with
the requirements of all appllicable State and County Codes and With the by-laws
f the Falrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publlc, a publlc hearing was held by
the Board on February 13, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2. The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of the lot 1is 6.2U418 acres.

I, That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow,.

hND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
clusiong of lawhk

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
11sted above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordlnance
ould result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would

eprive the user of the recasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:
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Page 106, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
HANNIBAL S: & MARTHA M. DESCHMERTZING
(continued) RESOCLUTION

1. This approval ls granted for the locatlon indicated in the plats
included with this appllcation only and is not transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from thls date unless this sub-
Kivision has been recorded ameng the land records of Falrfax County.

r. Barnes seconded the motlon.
'The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian beilng absent},

Page 106, February 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - OTHAMAN A. BABAN, M.D., appl. under Sect. 18-U01 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow construction of enclosed swimming pool addition to existing
dwelling such that the front yard would be 21 ft. & total silde

yard would be 29,2 ft. (3% ft. minimum front yard & 30 ft. £otal
minimum slde yard reguired by Sect. 3-207), located 3436 Mansfield
Road, Lake Barcroft Subd., 61-1({11))984, Mason Dist., 17,600 sq. ft
R-2, V-12-79.

The Board was 1n recelpt of a letter from Dr., Baban stating that he had
decided to wilthdraw his variance applicatlon and not proceed with the enclosed
Ewimming peol.

r. Barnes moved that the Board allow the varlance V-12-79 to be withérawn
without Ereaudicem Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon. The motlon passed by a
Tote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGiullan belng absent).

4

Page 106, February 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

[L0:30 = TRUSTEES OF 3T. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF McLEAN, appl. under Sect.
A M. 3-E03 of the Crd. to permit continued use of 2 trailers for church
school purposes, located 9220 Qeorgetown Plke, 13-2{(1))8, Dranes-
ville Dist., 7 acres, R-E, 3-7-79.

Mr. Henry Mackall, an attorney in Fairfax, represented the church., He Informe

the Board that speclal permits for both trailers had been before the Board
reviously. Now the church is requesting that both trallers be brought
nder the same special permlt so they would be under the same time schedule.
r. Mackall stated that nhome of the church bullding was visible from the road.
he trallers are located behind a row of pine trees. Both trallers are used
for sunday school purposes. Mr. Mackall stated that they are going to build
ut, again, the church is not sure when they will be able to do so, In
esponse to questions {rom the Board, Mr. Mackall stated that they hope to
ulld within the next two to three years. He lndicated that the church had
grown but not enowgh.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon and ''no one to speak in
lopposition. )

Page 106, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ITRUSTEES OF 3T. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF McLEAN
RESQLUTION

s.Apgissmade-the following motion:

EREAS, Application No. S-7-79 by TRUSTEES OF ST. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF
cLEAN under Sectlon 3~E03 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit
continued use of two trallers for church school purposes on property located

at 9220 Georgetown Plke, tax map reference 13-2((1))8, County of Falrfax,
irglnla, has been properly flled 1h accordance with all applicable Bequire-
ents; and,

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
oard of Zoning Appeals held on February 13, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the sub)ect property 1s the applicant.
2. 'That the present zoning is R-E. ’

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

4. That compliance wlth the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.




Page 107, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
[TRUSTEES GF ST. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF MCLEAN :
Lcontinued) RESOLUTION

ND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Ptandards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectlon 8-006
bf the Zonlng Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllicaticn 1s GRANTED with thd
ollowing limitations:

1. This approval is granted £o the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further action of this Board, and is for the locatlon indicated in the
pplication and 1is not tranaferabize to other land.

2. This special permit Bhall expire one year from this date unless con-
truction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless
enewed by actlon of thls Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submltted with thls application. Any addltional struectures of any kind,
khanges 1ln use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
Lses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this
Bord. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
lapproval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) wlthout this
anrd's approval, shall constitute a violatlon of the conditlons of this

pecial Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
Ledural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
WALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
E POSTED in a conspicuous place c¢n the property of the use and be made avail-
ble to all departments of the County of Faifflax durlng the hours of operatlon
f the permltted use,

6. Landscaplng and screening shall be required and must satisfy Seet. 13-109
Fnd Seet. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as gqualified below.

7. This permit 1s granted for a pericd of three {(3) years.

ﬁr. Barnes seconded the motion.

IThe motion passed by a vote of U to 0 (Mr. DiGlullan being absent).

Page 107, February 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

0:30 - TRUSTEES OF ST. JOHN'S EPIBCOPAL EBHURCH OF McLEAN, appdt. under

M. Sect. 18-501 of Bhe Ord. to allow traller to remain 2.4 ft. from
side property line, located 9220 Georgetown Flke, 13-2((1))8,
Dranesville Dist., 7 acres, R-E, V-8-79.

hr. Henry Mackall, an attorney In Fairfax, represented the chureh. He in-
formed the Board that the traller had been located at thils distance for some
time and was screened by pine trees. Mr, Mackall stated that the church was
lanning to construct but were uncertain as totwhen they would be able to do
S0 .

there was no one to speak in favor of the applieatlon and no one to speak in
lopposition.

Page 107, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ITRUSTEES OF ST. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF McLEAN
RESOLUTION

In Application No. v-8-79 by TRUSTEES OF ST. JOHN'S EPISCCOPAL CHURCH OF MCLEAN
linder Secticn 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow trailer to remain 2.4 ft
from side property line on property located at 9220 Georgetown Fike, tax map
reference 13-2((1))8, County of Falrfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved that the
oard of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution? :

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

MHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie, a public hearlng washheld by
the Board on February 13, 1979; and

LU
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age 108, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
RUSTEES OF S3T. JOHN'S EPISCOPAL CHURCH OF MCLEAN
(continued) RESOLUTION

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2., The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of the lot is 7 acres.

4, That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the locatlon
of the existing buildings on the subjJeet property.

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

THAT the appllcant has satlsfied the Beoard that physical condltions as
isted above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance

would result ln practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivs
he user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved,

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
he following 1imitations

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the speclfie structure
indicated in the plats inciuded with this appllication only, and is not trans-
erable to other land or te other structures on the same ,land.

2. This wvarlance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
as started and 1s dlllgently pursued or unless ranewed by actlon of this
oard pricr to any explration.

3. This varlance 1ls granted for a perlod of three years.
Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon.

fThe motlon passed by & vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian being absent).

Page 108, February 13, 1979, Scheduled aase for

10:50 - PROCTOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
A .M. Oord. to amend $-100-T6 for a prlvate school of general education to
permlit increase in maximum number of students from 75 to 105,
located 7136 Telegraph Rodd, 91-4((1))12, Eee Dist., 28,952 sq. ft.,
R-1, 5-11=79.

Chairman Smith announced that a guestlon had arilsen as to the amount cf square

Ifootage involved in this application. A& plat had been submitted to the Zoning
dminlstrator showlng additional land area but that additional ares had not
een Included in the advertisement. The Board announced that a readvertlsement
ould take place. In addition, the Board was In receipt of a letter requestin
hat a traffic survey be made a part of the staff report to the application.

In view of the above, the Board deferred the applicatioen until Maren 27, 1979

t 10:00 A.M. for a proper application and a report from the Pollee Department

/
Page 108, February 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:10 - INTERNATICNAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
AWM. Ord. to amend exilstling use permilt to allow contlnued use of temporary
traller for tennis, located 13200 Lee Jackson Highway, 85-1((1})11,
Centreville Dist., 240.87 aeres, R-1, 5-13-79.

IAs the required notices were not 1n order, the Board deferred the appllcatilon
until March 27, 1979 at 10:2¢ A.M.

I/
Page 108, February 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:15 - TARA SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Ord. to permlt

.M. school of genergl instruction for maximum of 200 students, located
1742 Sunset Hills Road, C.R, Ball Subd., 18-3((2))5, Centreville
Dist., 5.000 acres, R-E, S$-301-78. ({Deferred from January 17, 1979
for decision).

The Board was in receipt of the revised plats as requested at a previous meet-
ing and weee prepared to make a motion. J
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Page 109, February 13, 1979 Board of Zoning A 1
ARA SCHOOL, INC. ' & Appeals

RESOLUTION

n . Yaremchuk made the following motion:

HEREAS, Application Neo. $-301-78 by TARA SCHOOL, INC. under Section 3-E03 of
he Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit schocl of general imstruction
or maxlmum of 200 students on property located at 1742 Sunset H1lls Road, tax
ap reference 18-3({2))5, County of Falrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed
in accordance Wwith all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Beard of Zoning Appeals held on February 13, 1979; and

rHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of faect:

1. That the owner of the subJect property 1s the applilcant.
2. That the present zoning is R-E.

3. That the area of the lot is 5,00 acres,

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

FND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followilng concluszions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicatlng compllance with
Btandards for Special Permlt Uses 1n R Districts as c#intalned in Section B8-006
kf the Zoning Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations: ,

1. This approval is granted tc the appllcant cnly and is not transferable
ithout further action of thls Board, and is for the locatlon 1indlcated in the
[pplication and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permlt shall explire cne year from thils date unless con-
truction or operatlon has started and is dilligently pursueddor unless renewed

by actlon of this Bpard prior to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
Iplans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
khanges in use, additlonal uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by thls
Board {other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additlonal
uses or changes require 4 Speclal Permit, shall require approval of thls
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such

pproval. Any changes (other tham minor engilneering defails) without this

oard's approval, shall constitute a vielation of the conditlons of this
Special Permit.

4, This grantling does not c¢onstltute an exemption from the legal and pro-
edural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
ALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
EE POSTED in a conspicuocus place on the property of the use and be made

vailable to all departments of the County cof Falrfax during the hours of
bperation ¢f the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect.
&3-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordlnance except as qualified below.

7. The total number of students shall be 200.

8. The plat 1s to be revised to remove lot 4§ 1f it 13 not to be inecluded
in the special permit land area; designate at least 30 additional overflow
parking spaces; designate specific active play areas, 1if proposed sueh as
hasketball or multi-purpose courts; and speclfy setback of proposed bullding
ifrom front property lilne.

9. A dectleration lane shall be provided to the satisfaction of the

irector of Environmental Management.

10. A trail shall be provided along Sunset Hills Road. _

11. The Zoning Administrator shall review the use at the end of tWo years
with particular attention to the adequacy of parking. Should 1t be found that
arking 1s inadequate, the speclal permlt shall be returned to the Board of
oning Appeals for review of additlonal parking.

12. The appilcant shall provide not only the barriler as required in Article
13 of the Zoning Ordinance, but also provide screening in acecordance wilth
aragraph 3A of Sectlon 13-109 along the side yards.

13. An undisturbed 100 ft, strip of exlsting wegetation shall remaln on the

ear of the lot.
14, The hours of operation shall be from 7 A.M. to & P.M. for normal
ctivities and until 10 P.M. for school related functlons,

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

hhe motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {(Mr. DiGiulian being absent}.

I
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Page 110, February 13, 1979

By

Sfdra L. Hicks, Clerk to the
Board of Zonlng Appeals

Submitted to the BZA on

Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commission on

Submitted to the other departments

3

.

Board of Zoning Appeals

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 11:35 A.M.

Daniel Smit

APPROVED:

Date
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
‘was held ip the Board Reom of the Massey Building on
Wednesday, February 21, 1979. The following Board
Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
George Barnes and Barbara Ardils. John DiGiullan

and John Yaremchuk were absent. {Snow Day)

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:25 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'cloek e¢ase.

10:00 - R: I .FAITH, appl. under Sect. 18-401l of the Ord. to allow sub-
P.M. division into 4 lots, one of which has a width of 20 ft. (150 ft.
minimum lot width requilred by Sect., 3-106), located 11900 Bennett

Road, 36-1((1)}15, Centreville Dist., 5.6807 acres, R-1, V-14-79.

Mr . Ken Hersing of Charles Runyon Assoclates in Falls Church represented the

applicant. He informed the Board that this was for a plpestem lot . Because
f the location of the exlsting house, adequate lot frontage could not be
rovided.for the proposed subdivision. A vaprlance was necessary for the
roposed lot 4. The existing house would remain on lot 2.

ere was no one to speak in favor of the applicatlon and ne one to speak in
pposltlon.

age 111, BEebruary-2k,-197&- .. . Board of Zoning Appeals
. D. FAITH
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-14-79 by R. D. FATH under Sectlon 18-401 of the Zoning
rdinance to allow subdivision into four lots, one of whlch has a width of

20 £ft. (150 ft. minimum lot width required by Sect. 3-106) on property locatsed
t 11900 Bennett Road, tax map reference 36-1((1))15, County of Fairfax,
irginia, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the feollowilng
esolutlon:

HEREA3, the captioned application has been properly flled:1n accordance wigh
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and wlth the by-laws
jof the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

MWHEREAS, followilng proper notlce to the publie, a public hearlng was held by
the Board on February 21, 1979; and

rHEREAS, the Beoard has made the following findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning is R-1.

3. The area of the lot 1is 5.6407 acres.

4L, That the applicant's property has an unusual conditlon in the location
bf the exlating buildlngs on the subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physlical conditions as listeq
labove exlist which under a strict interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinance would
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildingsianvolved.

ﬁOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subjJect application is GRANTED wlth
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlen indicated in the plats included
Wwith thils application only, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. Thils variance shall expire one year from thls date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land recerds of Failrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

he mo?lon passed by a vote of 3 to 0 (Messrs., D1Glulian and Yaremchuk being
bsent).
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(Page 112, February 21, 1979, Scheduled case for

le¢:10 = L. D. GADDY CONSTRUCTIGN COMPANY, INC., appl. under Sect. 18-k0l of

A M. bhe Ord. to allow subdivision into 7 lots, 2 of which have lot
width of 5 ft. and 1 of whiech has width of 10 ft. (80 ft. minimum
lot width required by Sect. 3-306), located 7618 Shreve Road,
49-2((1))161, 162 & 163, Providence Dist., 2.57 acres, R-3,
V-15-79.

Mn .L. D. Gaddy of 5813 Fitzhugh Street in Burke represented the construction
company. He stated that his dad has owned the preoperty since July of 1977 and
that he was actlng as hls dad's agent. Chalrman Smlth informed Mr, Gaddy that
the varlance application should have been flled in the name of the property
wners rather than the constructlon company. Chalrman Smith stated that he
felt the application should be readvertised. Mr. Covington stated that the
card has amended the application at the time of the heardng in the past.

n .Gaddy stated that he was the owner of the property and dld not waste time
in refllige the application. Mr. Covington stated that the original applica-
ion listed a lot 116 which was changed by :the zoplng staff but lert off the

advertising. R

In order to correct the application, the applicant was instructed to amend the
pplication to show the proper land owners and if there were a contract
urchaser, to list them as a co-appllicant. Chalrman Smith staked that the

application would have t0 be readvertlsed.

his application was deferred until March 27, 1979 at 10:20 A.M. for proper
pplication.

/
Fage 112, February 21, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - PHILANDER P. CLAXTON, appl. under Sect., 18-U401 of the 0Ord. to allow
A M. subdivision into 6 lots, wlth proposed corner lot #1 having a width
of 156.08 ft¢. (17% ft. minimum lot width required by Sect. 3-106),
located 1155 Chain Bridge Road, Ballantrae Farms, 31-1((2))38B:, 38,
384, 40C, Dranesville Dist., 7.3103 acres, R-1, V-16-79.

pplicant. He stated that thils request was to create a subdivisioen with one

orner lot having a lot width of 156.08 ft. in lieu of the required 175 ft.
Mr. Simmons stated that the lot is irregular in shape and does not have ade-
quate street frontage. A strict applicatlon of the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance would deprive the owner of the reasonable use of the land. The
Master Plan calls for one to two dwelling units per acre in thils area. The
zonlng 1s fobt one acre lots. Mr. Simmeons stated that the property was belng
developed in a much lesser density..

gr. Hal Simmons of Piculllil, Simmons & Assoclates In Vienna represented the

The following person spoke in favor of the application. Mr. Harry Armston, an
abutting property owner, stated that he had no objectlon but was concerrmed
about the drainage through the property and hoped that 1t would not affect

his property. He informed the Board that he owned lot.37 to the north of the
subject property. Mr. Armston stated that there was a swell through his
property and was concerned that the new development take the necessary ateps
to insure the sontinucus flow of the drainage. Chalrman Smith stated that

a culvert might take care of the additional flow which would be addressed at
the time of Site Plan review. However, he noted that hif the water was backin
at the present time that a culvert would not relleve the situatlion. Mr. Armst
again informed the Board that he was not opposed te t{he varlance request.

Mr. Arthur Ismay of 1169 Chain Bridge Road spoke in opposition of the applica-
tion. He informed the Beoard that Dolley Maddson was large artery and that the
real issue was on the other side of Chain Brlidge Road. He stated that this
neighbcorhcod was a low density and had small homes situated on small lots. He
stated that he opposed this varlance request as he did not feel that the
applicant suffered from any hardship. He stated that the appllcant was new to
the néighbonheod. Mr. Ismay stated that many cof the resldents 1n the area hav
lived here 2 long time and are opposed to this request, However, because of
the weather they were unabie to attend the hearing. Mpr. Ismay requested that
the Board defer the declslon of the hearing until such time for the neighbors
to be heard on thils request.

Chalirman Smith informed Mr. Ismay that thls reqguest was for a propeosed siz lot
subdivision with Just a 8light varlance. There would at1ll be a lot width of
150 ft. with a request for about a 19 ft. varlance on the corner lot. He
stated that 1f this was anilnterior lot that a warlance would not be necessary
He stated that the actual lot wldth was really no different than what would
normally be found In a one acyre subdlvlsion. The corner lot situatilon makes
it a unusual situation. The property 1ls zoned R-1 and master planned for one
to two dwelling units per acre.

e



Page 113, February 21, 1979
PHILANDER P. CLAXTON
{continued)

Chairman Smith stated that he could understand the objections simply because
of the houses there that are developed on larger tracts of land. However, an
acre lot today in the Coungy is an awful iot of land, He stated that mosf of
the land develcped now is in townhouses of units of 5 to 10 per acre. He

stated that there were few people who could afford housing on two to filve acrey
anymore.

Mr. Ismay again requested that the Board defer decision untll the neighbors
could attend the hearing. Ms. Ardis Inquired of the Clerk if anyone had calle
to say that they  were unable to attend the hearlng and was informed ne to the
best of her knowledge. Chalrman Smith stated that they could not defer the
case just because of the wWeather. HoWever there were only three Board members
present. Chalrman Smith stated that this case was not unusual and he 1s very
conservative in granting varlances. Kk atated that this request seemed to be
a reasonable use of the land and was against deferring the appllcation.

Mr. Ismay stated that he could not speak for his nelghbors and urged the Board
to defer the declsilon.

Chairman Smith stated that they would hold the record open until March 6, 1979
for any addlftional information in wrlting and would make a deeislen at that

time. In addition, the absent Board members would be allowed to review the
tapes and partlclpate In the declislon If they so desired.

Ve
Page 113, February 21, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 -~ I. WARREN & JOYCE M. PEEPEES, appl. under Sect. 3-E03 of the Ord.

A.M. for renewal of special permit for a kennel, located 642 Seneca Road,
Barrington Subd., 6-2((1))8, Dranesville Dist., 4.888 acres, R-E,
5-17-79.

Mr. Warren Peeples of the above address stated that he and his wilfe operated
what was primarily a breeding kennel for toy poodles. They have been operatin
for twelve years. They show the poodles and are mathly concemned with improve
ment of the breed and for their own personal satlsfaction of ralsing the
animals. There are no outside runs. There are no signs on the property and
therefore no way for anyone to know that a kennel 1s located on the property.
The kennel 1s eompletely enclosed and 1s alr conditioned. All of the dogs are
kept inside. The sewerage and septic are on a separate system. Mr. Peeples
stated that he had a consliderahle lnvestment in this venture. He stated that
he has never had any complaints and did not belleve that any of his -neighbors
objecbed to the use, He iInformed the Board that he has had uhusual success

in the showing of thelr dogs and has won the top winning toy poodles awards
for the past five years.at the naticnal level. In response to guestions from
the Board, Mr, Peeples stated that he keeps approximately 75 dogs. Most of
the animals are older animals who have retlired from the shows but are kept and
malntained., He stated that the kennel was attached to hls house. The average
iife span of the animals 1s between 13 to 14 years.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and neo one to speak in
oppesition.

Page 113, Februafy 21, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
1. WARREN & JOYCE M. PEEPLES

RESOLUTION
Ms. Ardis made the follolwng motlon:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-17-79 by I. WARREN & JOYCE M. PEEPLES under Section
3-E03 of the Palrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit renewal of special
permit for a kennel on property located at 642 Seneca Rosd, tax map reference
6-2((1))8, County of Falrfax, Virginla, has been properly filed in accordance
with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice te the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on Pebruary 21, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the feollowing findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the aubject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-E.

3. That the area of the lot is 4.888 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordilnance 1s required.
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Page 114, February 21, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
I. WARREN & JOYCE M, PEEPLES
(continued) - RESOLUTION

AND, WHEREA3, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with the
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the subject.appliéation 1s GRANTED with
the following limltations:

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

2. This speclal permlt shall expire one year from this date unless con~
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of thls Board prior to any explratilon.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indlcated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additlonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board, It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without thia
Board's approval, shall constltute & vlclation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thils County and State. THIS SPEGIAL PERMIT IS NOT
ALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residentilal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place 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.

.  Landscaping and -screenlhg shall be required and must satlafy Regt. 13-
109 and Seet. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordilnance except as gqualified below.

7. The maximum number of dogs shall be 75.

8. This permit 1s granted for a period of three (3) years wilth the Zening
Adminlatrator empowered to gxtend for three (3} one year perlods.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 0 (Measrs. DiGlulian and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 114, February 21, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:50 - BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 38303 of the

A.M. Ord. to amend existing speclal permit for country club to allow new
clubhouse additlon to eventually replace exlsting clubhouse, located
6023 Fort Hunt Road, 83-4{(1))5, 6 & 13, Mt. Vernon Dist., 156.6952
acres, R-3, S-18-7%.

fMr. Phil vanger Mege represented the Belle Haven Country Club. The club 1is
located on 156 acres on Ft. Hunt Read and is zoned is R-3. The purpose of
thls application i3 to amend the existing special permit to allow a new ¢lub-
house addition to replace the existing clubhouse. He Informed the Board that
the ¢lup recelved a special permit last September to bulld an addition onto
the old clubhouse. However, later 1t was learned that thls was not & practical]
solution. The existing clubhouse has deteriated and now they have decided to
proceed with a new clubhouse 100 ft. further back on the property. Thia will
alldw the widenlng of Ft. Hunt Road and will improve the area around BSlle
Haven. Mr. Vander Mere stated that the orilginal building was conatructed

in 1920 and has been added to since then. The new applicatlon 1s adding
addit ional parking on the property. The clubhouse 1s eatlng up money. There
is no insulation and the new buildlng will be a much better installation.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Vander Mere stated that the
bullding will be in the tradltional styling. The citlzens have examined the
plans and approve of them, The club 1is golng to provide a deceleration and

Chairman Smith stated that all parklng must be contalned on the site.
There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition.

acceleration lane. There willl be a total of 266 parking apaces for 560 membery.
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Page 115, Pebruary 21, 1979 Board 6f Zoning Appeals
BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY BLUB
RESWLUTIGCN

Ms . Ardis made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-18-79 by BELLE HAVEN COUNTRY CLUB, INC. under
Section 3-303 of the Pairfax County ZoRking Ordinance to amend exlsting special
permit for country club to allow new clubhouse addition to eventually replace
exlsting c¢lubhouse on property located at 6023 Fort Hunt -Road, tax map
reference 83-4((1))5, 6 & 13, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly
filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followling proper notlice to the publie and & public hearing by the
Board of Zening Appeals held on February 21, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Brard has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject preoperty 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 156.6952 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the fellowlng conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testlmony indicating compllance with
Standards for Speclal Permilt Uses In R Districts as contained 1n Section
8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance,

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted £o the appllcant conly and Is not transferable
wilthout further action of thls Board, and 1s for the loecation lndicated in the
application and 18 not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall explire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlion of this Beard prior to any expiration.

3. This approval ls granted for the buildings and uses indlcated on the
plans approved by this Board (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or
not theae addltlonal uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall requlre
approval of this Beard. It shall be the duty of the Permlttee to apply to thi
Board for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details)
without thls Board's approval, shall constitute a viplation of the eonditions
of thls Speclal Permlt.

b. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE PCSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the CountyodfFFalrfax durilng the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaplng and screening shall be reqgulred and must satlsfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as gualifiled below.

7. All other condltlons of thecoriglinal use permlt shall remain in effect.
8. Prior to use of new facility, appllicant shall submit a revised plat to
the Board showing parking for at least the required number of cars as provided

in the Ordilnance.

9. All parking must be on site.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian and Yaremchuk being
absent).

Page 115, Pebruary 21, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - JOHN E. & NORIS P. MeGREEVY, appl. under Sect. 18-U401 of the Ord.
A.M, to allow construction of garage 22.9 ft. from cutlet road {minimum
50 ft. required by Sect. 3-E07), located 1071 Cedrus Lane, Peacock
Station Subd., 19-2((9))27, Dranesville Dist., 100,801 sq. ft., R-E,
V-303-78. (Deferred from January 30, 1979 for revised plats show-
ing locatlon of sepple tank and topographip contours).

This application was further deferred until Mareh 6, 197% at 11:30 A.M.
Ie4
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Page 116, February 21, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved that the Minutes for September 19, 1978
and September 26, 1978 be approved as amended. Ms. Ardls seconded the motlon
and it)passed by a vote of 3 to 0 (Messrs. DiGiulian and Yaremchuk being
absent).

// There belng no furtherrbusiness, the Board adjourned at 11:40 A.M.

-

B

Sandra L. Hleks, Clerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

Daniel SmIth’, man

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on .
Submitted to the other departments,
Beoard of Supervilsors and Planning
Commission on .




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was h#xd in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
an Tuesday, March 6, 1979. The Following Board
Members were present: Danlel Smith, Chairman;
John DiGiulilan, Viee-Chalrman; John ¥agemchuk and
Barbara Ardis. George Barnes was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:15 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Covington.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case.

10:00 - MOZAFAR & MAHIAN AMIGHI, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
A.M. allow resubdivision of two lots into four lots, two of whlech have
width of 6 ft. (minimum 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), located
3434 & 3436 Holly Road, Richard Robinson Estate Subd., 59-2((2))1,
and 2, Providence Dist., 2.3181 acres, R-2, V-305078. (Deferred
from January 30, 1979 for Noticesz).

Again, the notlces were not in order. Mr. Amighl stated that the engineer was
handling the case and the notlces. <Chalrman Smith stated that the Board would
defer this only one more time and informed Mr. Amighi to get in touch with his
engineer and straighten out the matter of the notlces.

This case was again deferred until April 10, 1979 at 10:00 A.M. for notices.
¥4
Page 117, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:10 - ENDURANCE CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION, appl. under Sect. 1lB-401 of the
AM, Ord. to allow subdivision Into 3 lots, 2 of which have 12 ft. lot
width (80 ft. minimum lo$ width required by Sect. 3-306), located
2205 Wittington Blvd., McConnell Subd., 111-1({1})14A, Mt. Vernon
Dist,, 46,701 sq. ft., R-3, V-20-T9.

The required notices were not 1n order. Mr. Glangreceo dlscussed the matter of
notices with the Board and pleaded that the hearing take place as he 4id not
feel that the notices were deficient.

qu. A. Andrew 3iangreco, &t attorney 1n Alexandria, represented the applicant.

The Board determined that the notices were not in order and, therefore, the
hearing could not takekplace. This matter was deferred untll April 10, 1979
at 10:10 A M.

/7
Page 117, Maren 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - ROBERT H. STROUD, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. construction of garage addition to dwelling 7.4 ft. from side lot

* 1ine (12 ft. minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-107), located
3604 Twillight Court, Waples Mills Estates Subd., 46-1((13))3,
Centreville Dist., 21,894 sq. ft., R-1(e), V-21-79.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Robert Stroud of the above address
informed the Board that he was applying for a variance becaase hils property

1s such that the lecatlon of the house prevents any addition except where he
is proposing to construct it. The septlic rields on the property 1limit where
construction could take place. He stated that he needs a garage because of
all the treess on the property and his car belng subJeet to damage by falling
1imbs and tree sap. In additlon, hils wife was self-employed and the garage
would provide adequate storage space for her files. fe stated that both he
and his wife have handlcapped brothers and need a covered area for them to
enter the house. Chairman Smith noted that most of the lots in the subdivisio
had the same situation. Mr. Stroud stated that mest of the lote would have
adwquate room for extra sppace and a garage on the property without a varlance

Mr. DiGiulilan inquired as to whether the garage could be moved back. Mr. Stro
stated that he needs a Varilance to the overall total requirement of kg ft, for
side yards. He statdd that he was unaware of this. His house is situated on
the property at an angle. Mr. dgroud stated that originally they had ohly
applied for a variance to the one slde yard. He stated that they do need the
extra space. The builder had planned garages but Mr. Stroud stated that at
the time the house was built he could not afford the garage. Now he is in a
s|position to afford to construct the garage.

L
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Page 118, March 6, 1979
ROBERT H. STROUD
(continued)

r. Stroud stated that he could construct a single garage. He indicated that
he would need 4 ft. for an entrance way to his house from the garage. The
stailrwell would be 1n the back corner of the garage. He stated that if he

oved the garage back he would run into problems with the oll tank and the air
conditioning unit. In additlon, a large tree would have to be removed.
Chairman Smith stated that none of this was shown on the plats. Mr. S3troud
stated that he was not aware that it had to be included on the plats.

There was no one to speak In favor or 1ln opposltlon to the applleation.

Page 118, March &, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
ROBERT H. STROUD

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-21-79 by ROBERT H. STROUD under Sectilon 18-U01 of the Ord
Zoning Ordinance to permlit construction of garage addition to dwelling 7.4 ft.
from side lot line (12 ft. minimum required by Sect. 3-107) on property loca
located at 3604 Twilight Court, tax map reference U6-1({13)}3, County of
Fairfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the
following resolutlon:

WHEREAS, the aaptioned application has been properly filed 1in accordance with
the requilirements of all applicable 3tate and County Codes and wlth the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on Mareh 6, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following flndings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2 The present zoning 1s R-1(C)}.

3. The area of the lot is 21,864 sq. ft.

4 That the applicant's property has an unusual conditlon In the location
of the existing buildings on the subject preperty.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Boning Appeals has reached the feollowlng con-
clusions of law:

THAT the applicant has gatisfied the Board that physlcal conditions as llste
above exlst which under a strict interpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance would

result in practleal difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the

user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon is GRANTED with
the following limitaticna:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure
indieated in the plats included with thhs application only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same lend.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and 1s dlligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon ¢f this
Board prior to any explration.

v Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith){(Mr. Barnes belng absant).

Page 118, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - ROBERT J. & HELEN E. HING, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to
A.M. allow enclosure of carport located 7.21 ft. from side property
line (8§ f£t. total of 20 ft. requlred by Sect. 3=-307), located

East Averue, Devine's Additlon to Chesterbrook Subd.),
31 3((8))(u)5 & &, Dranesville Dist., 9,776 sq. ft., R-3,
V-24.79,

Mr. Robert Hing of the above address stated that he needed a varilance 88r8/10
of a foot on the slde setback and a varlance of 1 ft. to the overall total
dide yard requirement. The narrow wldth of the property prevents compliance .
with the present Zoning requirements. The Ordinance required an 8 ft. minimum
and an overall minimum of 20 ft. He stated that they would 1llke to enclose
the existing carport. The purpose would be to park one car and house yard
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Page 118, March 6, 1979
ROBERT J. & HELEN E. HING
(continued)

equipment, biecycles and household effects. He informed the Board that his
house does not have a basement. Mr. Hing stated that his request would not
cause any problems for the neighbors. In response to

In response to questions from the Board, Mr, Hing stated that he was just
enclosing the present carport and was not adding to it. He stated that there
were only three other homes 1n the area like his own. All the others already
have garages.

There was no one to speak 1in favor of the appllication and no one to speak In
opposition of the application,

Page 119, March 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ROBERT J. & HELEN E. HING

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-24-79 by ROBERT J. & BELEN E. HING, under Section 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit enclosure of carport located 7.21 rft. from
side property line (8 ft. & total of 20 ft. required by Sect. 3-307), on
property located at 1659 East Avenue, tax map reference 31-3((8)}(4}5 & 6,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulilan moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolutilcn:

WHEREAS, the captloned application has beén properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Fairfax County Beard of Zoning Appeals; ané

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on March 6, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 9,776 =sg. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlonally Ilrregular in shape,
including narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Beard that physical condiltions as
l1isted above exist which under a strict lnterpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practlcal difficulty or unnecesasary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or buildings lnvolved.

NOW, THERERORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specifiec structure
tndicated in the plats included with this applicatlon only, and 18 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 and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of thia
Board prior to any expiratlon.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 {Mr. Smith){Mr. Barnes belng absent}.

Page 119, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - DONALD B. JUNCAL, ET. AL., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

ALM. allow subdivisilon into 3 lots with proposed lot 2 having wildth of
176.21 ft. and proposed lot 3 having wldth of 15.04 ft. (200 ft.
minimum lot width required by Sect. 3-E06), located 624 Walker Road,
7-4((1))42, Dranesville Dist., 6.9903 acres, R-E, V-22-79.

As the required notlces were not in order, this application was deferred until
April 10, 1979 at 10:20 A.M.

/7
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Page 120, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

1L0:50 - CHRISTINA D. ZOGHAIB, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit

AM. school of special educatlon-secretarial Instructlion, located 2719
Gallows Road, 49-2({(1))44, Providence Dist., 0.303 acres, R-3,
8-19=79.

3, Chris Zoghalb of 2713 CGallows Road in Vienna appeared before the Board.
She stated that the hours of the school are to be 8 A.M. to 5 P.M. C(lasses
ould be from 8:30 until 3:30, five days a week. Classes would be small with
o more than four at a tlme. The school was for secretarial instruction.
She stated that she 1s presently teaching in her home but was made aware of
the fact that if she has more than eight students 1n a given day that a aspecla]
permlt was necessary. She Informed the Board that they plan to have more than
eight but no more than twelve In any given day. Later on they hope to expand.
he stated that thls was an eight room house with two rooms being uses for
lasses. She stated that she has lived there for two years and are the newest
people in the nelghborhood.

In response to questlons from the Board, Ma. 3oghalb stated that four parking
spaces would be provlded. She stated that she was aware that the parking
ould have to have a dustless surface. BShe stated that the school does not
perform any secretarial work. Ms. Zoghalb and her husband are the only
instructors at the school.

ith respect to the parking requirements, Ms. Zoghalb informed the Board that
;t fould take about two to three months to comply Wlth the staff’s recommen-
ations.

Chairman Smith stated that this area already had a lot of use permits. He was
informed by Mr. Covington that most of them were non-conforming. In response
to further questions from Mr. Smith, Ms. Zoghalb stated that the land area
consisted of a thlrd of an acre. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the area was
Eurrounded by apartments and industrial complexes acress the street, It
ppeared to be the perfect area for a small school.

lAn adjolning property owner of 2725 Gallews Road appeared to speak in support
of the application. There was no one to speak 1n oppositlon to the applica-
tion.

Eage 120, March 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

HRISTINA D. ZOGHAIB
RESOLUTIGOCN

s. Ardis made the following moticn:

HEREAS, Application No. S$S-19-79 by CHRISTINA D. ZOGHAIB under Sectlen 3-303
of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordilnance to permlt school of special education -
secretarlal instruction on property located at 2719 Gallows Road, tax map

eference 49-2((1))44, County of Falrfax, Virginla, has been properly filed in
accordance with all applicable requirements; and

HEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public and a public hearing Wy the
card of Zoning Appeals held on March 6, 1979; and

HEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. Trnat the owner of the subject property 1s the appllcant.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-3.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 0.303 acres.

4, That compllance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony Indlcating compllance with Stan-
dards for Speclal Permlit Uses in R Distrlets as contalned in Section 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinanece, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon is GRANTED with thd
following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not tranzferable
1thout further actlon of this Beard, and is for the location Indicated in the
Fpplicacion and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this dabe unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlon of thls Board prlor to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses Indlcated on the
plans submitted with thils applicatlon. Any additlonal structures of any kind,

j20



Page 121, March &, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHRISTINA A. ZOGHAIB
{continued) RESOLUTION

changes 1in use, addltional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board, It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes {(other than minor engineering detalils) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a wviclatlan of the conditlons of this
Speclal Permit.

4. This granting does not constltute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL 4 NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT I8 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplicuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to a2ll departments of the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

Landscapling and sereening shall be pequired and must satisfy Seet. 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualifiled below.

7. The number of students shall be twelve (12).

8. The hours of operatlon shall be 8§ A.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Friday.

9. The number of parking spaces shall be four (l) and the driveway and the
parking spaces must have a dustless surface.

10. This permit 1s granted for a perilod of three (3) years with the Zoning
Administrator empowered to grant three (3) one-year extensions.

11. There shall be a specific prohlbitlon of secretarlal service asscclated
with thls use.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes belng absent).

Page 121, March 6, 1079, Scheduled case for

11:10 - BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF PFAIRFAX, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to
aA.M. permit additlon of vestibule to existing church,located 4340 0x
Road, 57-4({1))2, Annandale Dist., .432 acres, R-1, 5-23-79.

Reverend John Allen of Stafford, Virginia, represented the church. He stated
that they would like to add a veatlbule to the entrance of the church. The
roof 18 veshaped. He stated that thils request had been granted previously In
1975 for the same addition but was never bullt. Mr. Covington stated thattthe
original additlon was a much larger structure. In response to questions from
the Board, Reverend Allen stated that the church planned to add three more
parking spaces to make a total of fourteen parking spaces.

There was no one to speak in faver of the application and no cone to speak &n
opposition

Page 121, March 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF FAIRFAY

RESOLUTION
Mr. DiGiullan made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Applicatlon No., S-23-79 by BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF FAIRFAX under Section
3-103 of the Failrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of vestibule
to exlating church on property located at 4340 Ox Road, tax map reference
57-4((1))2, County of Falrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance
with all applicable requirements; and,

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appezls held on March 6, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the Bibleway Church Trustees.
2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 0.432 acres.

4. That compliance with the Silte Plan Ordinance 1s reguired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:
THAT the applicant has presented testimony indleating compliance with

Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectlon 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

R
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Japproval. Any changes {other than minor engineering detalls) without this

Page 122, March 6, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
BIBLEWAY CHURCH OF FAIRFAX
{continued) RIESOLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the followlng limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of thils Board, and is for the location indicated in the
application and 13 not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is dlligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlon of thls Board prior te any explration.

3. This approval ls granted for the bulldings and uses indlcated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the ‘plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Spec¢ial Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thiz Board for such

Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
(VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thls Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspiclous plaece on the property of the use and be made avail-
able to all departments of the County of PFairfax durlng the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be reguired and must satisfy Sect., 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as quallfled below.

7. The hours of operation shall be normal hours of church activities.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be fourteen (14).

IMr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes being absent).

Page 122, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for '

11:20 - PHILANDER P. CLAXTON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A .M. subd. into 6 lots, with proposed corner lot #1 having a wildth of
156.08 £t. (175 f£. min. lot width required by Sect. 3~106), located
1155 Chain Bridge Road, Ballantrae Farms, R-1, V-16-79.
{DEFERRED from February 21, 1979 for additional written information
and declsion).
Chalrman Smith announced that at the orlglinal hearing there had not been a
full Board present whiech was the reason for the defereal.

. Philander Claxton of the above address stated that the property was a
corner lot and fronts on Delley Madison and Ballantrae Lane. He statéd that
the lot was irvegularly shaped, The property 1s zZoned R-1 but 13 master

Elanned for one to two units per acre.

1th respect to the previous hearing, Chalirman Smith stated that the person
carrying the oppeosition had requested time to submlt writfen testimony.
Mr. Claxton stated that his neighbor had stated that he was enly eoncerned
hout the drainage and did not objJect to the varlance.

e Board allowed testimony from the following persons. Mr. Richard Carney

f 1144 Waverly Way stated that he lived down the street from the subjeet

roperty. He stated that thls was a small varlance but would mean another

ouse 1n the area which he was opposed to. It would inerease the traffic and

ring more services into the area. Chalrman Smlth stated that the reguest

oes not exceed the master plan and that the variance was only for a lack of

treet frontage as thia was a corner lot. Mr. Carney presented the Board with

letter from another nelghbor on Ballantrae Lane who was alsc in opposition.
\

e next speaker who reslided at 1171 Gh#in Bridge Read stated he was-also in

pposition to the varlance as it did not meet the lot size requirements of

e laws in Falrfax County. He indlcated that every house but one has at least

% acres or even 2 acres of land. He objJjected to droppling the land area down

o 36,000 sgq. ft. He stated that this area already had one house with less

han an acre of ground that was built one year ago. He stated that this

roperty should meet the requirements of the Ordinance.
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Page 123, March 6, 197% Board of Zoning Appeals
PHILANDER P. CLAXTON
{continued)

uring rebuttal, Mr. Claxton informed the Board that the previous hearing toock
place two weeks before during a heavy snowstorn. Since that time, he hal an
opportunlty to talk to the surrounding property owners. Most of the immedlate
eighbors 40 “Qtobject to the variance. Mr. Claxton stated that he appreciated
thetfact that many of hls nelghbors wanted to keep the nature of the area
unchanged but he stated that he lived there also. This is a large irregular
piece of land contains more than seven acres. It is a relatlvely small
varlance request. There 1s no change ln the zonlng. It is in compliance wibh
the master plan.

Chairman Smith announced the concluslon of the public hearing. A% the request
of Mr.. DiGiulian and- Mr.. Yapemchuk who wanted an opportunlty to listen tb the
tapes -of the previous hearing and revlew the fille, the declslon was deferred
unt1l March 13, 1979.

/7
Page 123, March 6, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:30 - JOHN E. & NORIS F. McGREEVY, appi. under Sect. 18-401 of the Crd. to
A.M. allow construction of garage 22.9 ft. from sutlet road (min. 50 ft.
required by Sect. 3-E0T7), locatéd L0071 Cedrus Lane, Peacock Station
Subd., 19-2((9))27, Dranesville Dist., 100,801 sq. ft., R-E,
v-303-78.

This application had been deferred from January 30, 1979 for revised plats
showing topographlc contours of the property and the locatlon ol the septle
fielda; Chalrman Smith announced that the Board was in recelpt of a letter
from the appllcants requesting withdrawal of the appllcatioen.

Hﬁr. Digiulian moved that the applicatlion be Withdrawn without prejudice.
r. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon. The motion passed by a vote of 4§ to 0.
{(Mr. Barnes being absent).

/7
Page 123, March 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The Board requested deferral of the approval of the
1nutes for October 3, 1978 and October 11, 1978 until a full Board was
present.

/!
Page 123, March 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

5-196-77 CHRISTIAN FELLOWSHIP CHURCH: The Board was 1n receipt of a further
request for an extenslon on the special permlt granted to the Chrilstlan
Fellowship Church. The original permit was granted on September 20, 1977.
One extension for 1B0 days was granted by the Board on Sepbtember 12, 1978 and
has due to explre on March 20, 1979. The Board had requested the appllcant
to furnish a detalled report on the actlons taken to keep the special permit
in effect. This report was given to the Board.

Ms. Ardis moved that the Board grant a further extension for a period of 180
days. Mr. DiGlullan seconded the motion. The motion passed by & vote of
4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes being absent).

rs
Page 123, March 6, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-304-78 John Parrot & Arif Hodzlc: This variance appllication had been
deferred to allow the applicant an opportunlty to seek alternate means of
subdividing without a vartance. The Board was 1in receipt of a letter from
Oscar Hendrickason of Preliminary Engineering. As a result, the Beard
instructed the Clerk to write Mr. Hodzic and inform him he would need to write
a letter to the Board requesting withdrawal of this variance appllcation.

I¥4
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Page 124, March &, 197%, After Agenda Ltems

4-18-74 Central Falefax Services, Inc.: The Board was in recelpt of a
equest for an extension of the specdal permif due to explre April 24, 1979.
e permit was orlglnally granted April 24, 1974 and did not have any exten-
slons left. The Board was in receipt of a letter from the Dlrector of the
Center requesting the extension for a brilef perlod of time to allow them time
to move to the new buildlng. The Beoard announced that 1t would be up to the
Zoning Administrator to allow them a perlod of 60 days to move Into the new
facllity.

¥/ There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 11:50 A.M.

BY .. .
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the Dinlel 3mit
Beard of Zonlng Appeals
APPROVED: (4]
ubmitted to the BZA on ok 5. /748 Ddte
IBubmitted to the other departments,
Board of S@gprvisors and Planning

Commigssion s /280 .




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday, March 13; 1979. All Board Members were
present: Danilel Smith, Chalrman; John DiGiulilan,
Vice~-Chairman; George Barnes, John Yaremchuk and
Barbara Ardis.

The Chalrman opened the reeting at 10:15 A.M. led with a prayer by
|Mr. Barnes. .

The Chairman c¢alled the scheduled 10 ofclock case.

10:00 - FEUGENE R. APPLETON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
A.M. gllow subd. intoe 2 lota, one of which has proposed wigdth of
15 ft. (200 ft. min. lot wilidth required by Sect. 3-E0T),
located 817 Springvale Road, 7-2{(1))53, Dranesville Dist.,
3,780 acres, R-E, V=-9-79.

This application had been deferred from Pebruary 6, 19 for advertislng and
renotifisation purpeses. The Boardlwas in receipt of letter from thei
engineer requesting wlthdrawal of the application without prejudice.

r. Barnes moved that the Board allow thk applicatlon to be withdrawt without
prejudice., Ms. Ardis seconded the motiol. The motion passed unanimously by
a vote of 5 to 0.

£/
10:10 - LOUIS A. & MARY C. SCHUPPIN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord.
A.M. to allow constructlion of a garage 1l.ft. from rear lot llngq & 2 ft.

from side lot line such that total side yards wouldlbe 7.3 °ft.
{min. 11 ft. rear setbhack & 8 ft. & a total of 20 ft. side setback
required by Sect. 10-105), located 6404 13th Street, 83-4((2)}(2%)
23 & 24, Mt. Vernon Dist.,*7,000 sq. ft., R-3, V-25-73.% New
Alexandria Subd. |

Mr. Lomis Schuppin of 6406 13th Street informed the Board that he and his wife
were the owners of the property. He stated that they resilde at J006 N. 2Uth
Road. He stated that he dld not live at the subject property at the present
time. He stated that he has owned the property since 1958. He actually lived
at the property for about 8 or 9 years from 1958 to 1967. In response to
questions from the Beard, Mr. Schuppln stated that he wished to renovate the
property and move back there. Mr. Schuppln stated that at thls property he
would need a garage %o store hils car, garden equipment, and to have a small
workshep. The house does .not have a basement. The proposed garage wWould be
28 ft. x 16 rt. with a gaple roof. It would be 11 ft. in height and would be
compatible with the buildings in the surrounding neighborhood. . The garage
would be the same color as the house. Mr. Schuppln atated that his lot faces
13th street and has a paved alley 1n the rear of the property. He stated that
he could builld a garage in the back yard. The back yard 1s extremely small.

e stated that he needed a varlance in order to locate the garage-2 ft. from
the side lot line and about 5 ft. from the rear. He stated that this would
then leave adequate back yard for recreation and a garden. Mr. Schuppin
ratated that this request was not unique 1n this subdivision. He .stated that

most of the lots have garages within 5 ft. from the rear property line and
withtén 2 ft. of the side.

Chairman Smith inguired as to the topographic conditlon that Mr. Schuppin coulq
not comply with that necessltates a, varlance. Mr. Schuppln stated that the
lot was very small. He stated that If he complied with the sptbacks, the
gerage would be logated in the center of the bBack yard. The ground 1s flak
and there 1s not any topographic problem.

- 1
There wag no one to speak 1n favor of the appllication and no one to eak in
ocppesition. The Board was lh recelpt of a letter from Mrs. Phyllis Norter
asking that 1f the varlance was granted that 1t be granted with certgin
condiltions. Mr. Covington informed the Board that the property was sub-
standard lot having only 7,000 sq. ft. Prdor to August of 1978, a variance
ould not have been necessary. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that Mr. Schuppln should
not be penalized because of a change In the Ordinance.

_______________________ ———— o it . —y 4 — e of
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Page 126, March 13, 1979 Board cof Zoning Appeals
LOUIS A. & MAR¥ C. SCHUPPIN
RESOLUTTION

In Applicaticn No. V-25-79 by LOUIS A. & MARY C. SCHUPPIN under Seetion 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to permit constructlon of a garage 11 ft. from rear
lot and 2 ft. from side lot line such that total side yards would be 7.3 ft.
(minimum 11 ft. rear setback and 8 ft. with a total of 20 ft. side setback
required by Sect. 10-105}, tax map reference B83-4((2))(925)23 & 24, County of
Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the following resclution:

WHEHREAS, the captloned applieaticn has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and wilth the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on March 13, 1979; and

IWHEREAS, the Beard has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.
2. The present zoning is R-3.
3. The area of the lot is 7,000 sq. ft.
That the appllcant's property 1s exceptlonally 1rregular in shape,
being a gubstandard lot lneluding narrow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng conclusiond
of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical condltions as listed
above exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zeonlng Ordinance would
result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

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

2. This varlance shall explire one year from this date unlesa construction
has started and 1s dilligently pursued or unless nenewed by action of this
Board prlor to any explration.

3. Construction 1s tco be completed within one year.
Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a voSe of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 126, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - DARRELL L. RAINES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A M. garage to remain as constructed 1.7 from side lot line (8 ft.
setback indicated on bullding permit & 8 ft. min. required by
Sect. 10-105), located 1937 Anderson Road, Pimmit Hills Subd.,
40-1((13))49, Dranesville Dist., 10,010 sq. ft., R=-4, V=26-79.

r. Darrell Raines of 1937 Anderson Road stated that he received a bullding
mermtt in September to bulld a two car garage ln his back yard. He stated
that he had discussed hils garage with the Zonlng Office. The garage 13 to be
13 ft. 1n helght. He astated that he was told by the Zoning Offlce that if

the garage was over § ft. in height that he would have to be § ft. from the
property line. He stated that he informed the Zoning Office that he was
Eonstructing the garage 1n the ground so that kt would not be more than 8 ft.
igh above ground level. Mr. Raines stated that his gaeage doesz not viclate
the height limitations because he constructed it 1n the ground. According to
the County Code, the garage was measured to be 13 ft. from the ground to the
peak of the roof. Mr. Ralnes stated that on the slde of the garage next to
the fence, the garage was bullt into 3 ft. of ground and goes to 4 ft. in the
rear. Mr. Relnea stated that 1t measured only 7 ft. in helght on the zide.
He stated that he could not build up the other side because of the dralnage.

Chairman Smith asked for comments from Mr. Covington. Mr. Covington astated
that Mr. Raines got a bullding permit stating that he would be 8 ft. from the
slde lot line. Chalrman Smith stated that the fact that Mr. Raines buklt up
the ground around the bullding has no bearing on the height of the garage.

|26



Page 127, March 13, 1979
IDARRELL L. RAINES
(eontinued)

Mr. Covington agaln stated that a bullding permit was 1ssued based on the
drawings submitted which showed the garage to be located § ft. from the side
lot 1line. Mr. DiGilulian inguired that if the garage had been less than 7 ft.
in height,how c¢lose could he come to the property line. Mr. Covington stated
that if the height was under seven feet 1f could be located anywhere in the
rear yard. The height determines the setback.

IThe question for the Board was whether the fact that the garage was partially
submerged into the ground would still be included as part of the helght of the
structure. Mr. Yates informed the Board that the average level .of.thke-ground
EurrOunding the building is where the height 1s measured. The sldes of the
ullding count as well. Mr. Yates suggested that the Board defer decision of
the application until later in the meeting to allow time to research the issue

The Board asked for testlimony from the audience in case anyone would have some
imore legal polnts for research. Mr. Ray Mask of 1935 Anderson Read spoke in
favor of the appllcation. He stated that if Mr. Raines bullt the garage 8 ft.
from the side lot line that 1t would be impeossible to put the car in the
garage. There 1s a steep bank on the property with about a 7 to 8 ft. fall.
He stated that his property was higher than Mr., Raines. BHe stated that he

had no objectlion to the varlance request.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application and no one to aspeak
in opposition.

IThe Board deferred decislon untll later in the meeting.

74
Page 127, March 13, 197%, Scheduled case for

10:30 -~ REINSTATEMENT: THE TOPAZ CORPORATION, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of
A. M. the Ordinance to allow variance of lot width for lot 3-D, (118.38 rt
shown, 150 ft. reqguired), lccated 1427 Trap Road, Shady Acres Subd.,
28-2((1))8, Dranesville Dist., 1.672 acres, R-1, V-194-78.

"[Thls application was admlnistratively withdrawn.

4
Page 127, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - W & N COMPANY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A.M. a subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lot 3 having width of
86.13 ft. % proposed lot U4 a width of BB8.30 ft. (100 ft. min.
lot width required by Seet. 3-208), located 9656 Blake Lane,
Blake Lane Subd., 48-3((4))D, Providende Dist., 97,003 sq. ft.,
R-2, V=-27=79.

IThe required notices were in order. Mr. Wllllam HE. Gordon of Reston repre-
sented the appliaant. He stated that the configuration of the lot was such
hat it has sufficient land area for four lots and even five lota. A variance
ould be necessary for the lot width requirements on two of the four lots
requested. 'The property is zoned R-2. In response to questlons from the
card, Mr. Qordon stated that W & N acqulred the property six to elght months
efore applylng for the varlance. Chalrman Smith inquired as to who George M.
Neal, Trustee was. Mr. Gordon stated that he was a member of the W & N Co.
hairtman Smith stated that Mr. Robert Wlser was listed as agent on the
application. Mr. Gordon informed Chalrman Smlth that Mr. Wilser was Mr. Neal's
partner. Chalrman Smith asked for a copy of the deed. Mr. Gordon stated that
he did not have one with him., He stated that he belleved that thls was a
limited partnership. Chalrman Smith deferred the hearing to allow Mr. Gordon
time to determlne how the deed was recorded.

/7
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Page 128, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

m0:50 - LAWRENCE . PULLEY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. subdivision inte 3 lots with proposed lot 2 having wldth of 125.57
ft. & proposed lot 3 having width of 127.95 ft. (150 ft. min. lot
width required by Sect. 3-106), located 8500 Ardfour Lane, 70-1{(1))
2, Annandale Dist., 3.4501 aeres, R-1, V-29-79.

As the required notlces were not in order, the Board deferred the application
until April 3, 1979 at 11:50 A.M.

/7
Page -128, March 13, 1979, Continuation of deferred case of:

W & N COMPANY, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

a subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lot 3 having width of
86.13 ft. & proposed lot 4 a width of 88.30 ft. (100 fg. min.
lot width required by Sect. 3-206}, located 9656 Blake Lane,
Blake Lane Subd., 48-3((4))D, Providence Dist., 97,003 sq. ft.,
R-2, V-27-79.

Mr. Gorden returned to state that Mr. George M. Neal, II, has been Trustee
as of November of 1878.

r. Yaremchuk moved that the appllcation be amended to read W & N COMPANY
& GEORGE M. NEAL, TRUSTEE. Ms. Ardis seconded the motion. The motion paszed
y a vote of 5 to 0.

r. Gordon stated that development of the exlsting parcel was lmpossible

ecause of the lot width which would deprive the owner of the reasonabie uze
of the land., He stated that the land meets the density requirements of the
zone. Chalrman Smith stated that there was an exlsting house and a barn on
the property. Mr. Gordon stated that the address for the property was Blake
Lane but thae. ... .address. for.the.two lets.would-he.danee«itreet. Mr. Coving-
ton told Mr. Gordon that addressed woulfi not Be ‘assigned untll the property
waa developed. In response to further questlons from the Board, Mr. Gorden
stated that the property on both sldes of thls lot were deweloped.

here was no one to speak 1n favor of the applieation. Mr. Robert Lopez of
82650 Townsend Street spoke in oppesition to the application. He stated that
e owned 3 house on James 3treet. He stated that he obJected to more crowdlng
on the cul-de-sac. Mr. Lopez stated that it would detract from the area. He
stated that the cul-de-sac was already very crowded. Chalrman Smith inquired
if Mr. Lopez's home was constructed by the W & N Company. Mr. Lopez stated
hat his home was bullt 16 years ago and that W & N Company did not build it.
There was no one else to speait 1n opposition.
Eage 128, March 13, 1979 Board of Zconing Appeals
& N COMPANY & GEORGE M. NEAL, TRUSTEE
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-27-79 by W & N COMPANY AND *GECRGE M. NEAL, II, TRUSTEE
*(application amended at hearing) under Section 18-401 of the 8oning Ordinance
to permit subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lot 3 having width of 86.13
ft. and proposed lot 4 a width of B8.30 ft. on property located at 9656 Blake
Lane, tax map reference 48-3((4))D, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolutilon:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publlc hearlng was held by
the Board on March 13, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applilcant.

2, The present zoning is R-2.

3. The area of the lot is 97,000 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlonally irregular in shape,
ineluding narrow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng conclusions
of law:

|38



age 129, March 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
& N COMPANY AND GEORGE M. NEAL, ITI, TRUSTEE
(continued) RESOLUTIGN

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditlions as
l1isted above exist whilch under a striet lnterpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would deprivg
Ehe user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with thq
following limltations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the leocatlon indicated in the plats Ilncluded
WMith this applicatlon only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless thls sub-
ldivision has been recorded among the land records af Fairfax Cecunty.

3. BRemoval of both structures shown con the plat 1s regquired.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
IThe motion passed by a vote of & to 1 (Mr. Smith).

|——— - ——————— — RO R P ———

Page 129, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - WILLIAM M. COFER, appl. uader Seet. 183401 of the Ord. to allow
A, M. construction of a fence B ft. high aleong front lot line (max.
helght of 8 ft. required by Sect. 10-105), located 7254 Spring
Side Way, Spring Side Subd., 36-1({17))2A, Dranesville Dist.,
17,170 s8q. ft., R=3, V=32-70.

[The Board recessed for five minutes iIn order for the Clerk to check the notlceq
which were not shbmitted prlor to the hearing. When the Board reconvened,
the Chairman announced that thils applliecatlon would be passed over in order
to contlnue with a .case that had been defermed sarlier.

//
Page 129, March 13, 1979, Continuation of deferred case of

DARRELL L. RAINES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
garage to remain as constructed 1.7 ft. from side lot line (8 ft.
setback indicated on ballding permit & 8 £t. min. required by
Sect. 10-105), located 1937 Anderson Road, Pimmit Hills Subd.,
40-1((13))49, Dranesville Dist., 10,0810 sq. ft., R-4, V-26-79.

[Mr. Ralnes stated that the measurement of the garage came out to be 7.3 ft.
Chalrman Smith asked 1f there was any one else interested in the application.
Chalrman Smith stated that apparenftly there was a mistake on the part of
someone in locating the building at its present locatlon. After listening

to the testimony and the analysis of the Ordinance, 1t was one that could be
considered an honest mistake. However, If the applleant had followed the

8 ft. requirement in the location of the bullding he would not have any
problem. Mr. Yabemchuk stated that he would llke to hear from Mr. Yates, the
Zoning Adminlstrator. Mr. Yates Informed the Board that the garage measured
out to be 7.3 ft. in helght. He stated that the applicant would need a
variance from the 8 ft. side yard requirement. Mr. Yates stated that the
oard might wish to entertain the thought of the varlance under Sectlon 18-
406 as 1t was an honest mistake by Mr. Raines. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that
everyone 1s human and everyone makes mistakes.

Page 129, March 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DARRELL L. RAINES

RESOLUTION
r. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

EREAS, Applicatlon No. V-26-T79 by DARRELL L. RAINES under Section 18-406 of
the Falrfax Coubty Zoning Ordlnance to permlt garage to remaln as constructed
2.7 ft. from side lot line (8 ft. setback indisated on building permit and

8 ft. minimum setback regquired by Seet. 10-105), on property located at 1937
lAnderson Read, tax map reference #0-1((13))49, County of Fairfax, Virginla .
lhas been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a publiec hearing was held by
the Board of Zoning Appeals on March 13, 1979; and

129
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Fage 130, Mareh 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appezls
PARRELL L. RAINES
contlinued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlhg findings of fact:

L THAT nonmcompliance was the result of an honest error in the location of the
uilding.

ND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclu-
icns of law:

THAT the granting of this varlance will not impalr the intent and purpose of
the Zoning Ordinance, nor will 1t be detrimental teo the use and enjoyment of
bther property in the immedlate vicinity.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon 1s GRANTED with thd
following limitatlion:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure
ndicated in the plats included with this applicatlon only, and is not trans-
erable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

r. DiGiulian seconded the moticn.
e motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 130, March 13, 1979, Continuatien ef deferred case of

WILLIAM M. COFER, appl. under Sect. 18-U401 of the Ord. to allow
construction of a fence § ft. high along front lot line {maximum
height of 4 ft. required by Sect. 10-105), located 7254 Spring
Side Way, Spring Side Subd., 30-1({17))2a, Dranesville Dist.,
17,170 sq. ft., R-3, V-32-79.

Chairman Smith stated that this applilcaticon was simllar tothe next two pending
applications but that each would be considered under its own merlit. This
property was owned by Mr. Cofer. The next two properties were owned by the
uilder. Mr. Cofer requested the Board to hear the cases together since the
ullder was constructing the fence and was informed that it was not possible.
e was told that the bullder could represent him but each case would bpe
considered separately. Mr. Cofer stafed that the same conditlon existed at all
three lots. The lots have two fronts. If one of the fronts was consldered a
ack yard, the fence would be allowed. The homes face Spring Side Way. There
is no aceess to Balls Hill Road from these propertles. The builder informed
the Board that he had originally planned to build an earth berm along Balls
111 Road and facing the cul-de-sac. This berm would have been 6 to 8 ft.
igh. The County told the builder that he could not slope the berm on the
right-of-way and stated that they would prefer a fence lnstead.

IThe construction of & fence would provlde some privacy for these hames. It 1s
just a technicality that the lots are consldered to have two front yards
instead of a front and back yard. The housés wlll remaln and wlll back up to
the fence. The fence will provide prilvacy as well as eliminate loud noise
from Balls Hill Road traffic.

Mr. Yaremchuk reminded the Board that 1t had previously granted a fence for
the same type situation along Braddock Road. He stated that thls was a good
1dea and was good planning.

e bullder stated that he pianned to make the fence more attractive by
E?anting some eversgreen trees., He stated that they were still 1n the
process of selling homes here.

Chairman Smith inquired if there were other lots 1n the subdivision with this
same problem. The builder stated that ohly lots 2-A, lot #1 and lot #9 had
this problem and they were all under conalderation for a varlance. Lot 2-A

1s owned by Mr. Cofer. There would be a low rail fence constructéd on the
corner lot. Chairman Smith questioned Mr. Covington about the two front ¥abds
situation. Mr. Covington stated that LIf 4t was not considered twoc fronts, the

an would not be here for a varlance. Chliirman Smith stated that 1t was hils
understanding that the front would be where the entrance was. Mr. Covington
3tated that was true for a pipestem lot but that these lots are not plpestems.
Chairman Smith stated that apparently then there was n¢- way to construct a
8 ft. fence wilthout & varilance. The buillder's name was Joe Smyth of 6710
eaver Avenue in Malean.

/30



Page 131, March 13, 1979
WILLIAM M. COFER .
{continued)

ere was no one to speak in favor of the application and the following
persons spoke in oppositlon.

r. Flynn, residing at 1334 Balls Hill Road, stated that he lived acress the
street from the subJect property. He stated that the fence was not consfiructeq
Wwhen he purchased hils property. He belleved that the fence would detract from
he value of his property. In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Flynn
stated that he lived at this property for nine months and that the house is
nine years old.

Colonel Webb gtated that his property adloined the subject subdivision on
the same slde of the street. He stated that he was also speaking for one othey
neighbor living across thHe-atreet.. This person lives in Elmwood Estates.
olone]l Webb informed the Board of a problem that the neighbors had with
respect to a 3 ft. wire fence which became overgrown with briars and brush.

e stated that they had great difficulty having 1t removed and had to do it
hemselves. The proposed 8 ft. fence would prevent them from seelng as they
httempt to come out of their driveways. Trafflc &n Balls Hill Roadé is con-
siderably greater than in other areas. Colonel Webdb  stated that the pro-
lposed fence was a hazapd as 1t would block thelr view. He spoke of another
foroblem fence in MeLean behind the Jack-in-the-Box restaurant which was not
maintained. The area between the fence and Dolley Madison is littered. The
ounty comes through and mows it. Colonel Webb stated that thls area 1is
quite an eyesore wlth all the trash. After the County mows the trash, it is
evenn more af an eyesore., In response to questions from the Board, Celonel

ebb atated that hls property is about 30 ft. from the proposed fence. That
is where hls driveway 18 locatéd. Colomasl Wehb stated that other property
owners were also in oppesltion. One ochhr'properxg,ouneruxn_qppcsitﬁonfuns
the McCarthys. - Again, Colopel Mehb-stated shat-the feérve- should be dented.

!

he next speaker was Leroy C. Grayson of 1343 Balls Hill Road. He shated he
a3 opposed to the fence bDecause 1t would be an eyesore. He stated that the
fence would interfere with his site distance comlng out of his driveway. He
stated that a fence of thils nature was bad for Balls Hill Road. It wouid
remind you of the beltway. He urged the Board to deny the regquest for the 8
ft. fence. He stated that 1t waa unfortunate that & house was censtructed
here because a car could go out of contrel and iInjJure children playing in the
back yard.

e next speaker was Emlly Casey of 1335 Balls H11ll Road. She stated that the
fence would be right next to her property. It would be just like she was in
all. She stated that she has lived here all of her 1life. She does not want
o be fenced in and wants to be able to see.

e next speaker was Thomas C. Mercer of 1339 Balls Hill Road. He stated that
he has lived here for 36 years. He was opposed to a fence going in front af
1s property as 1t would obstruct the view.

The next speaker was Henry Mackall, an attorney, of 4031 Chain Bridge Road,
representing Mr. & Mrs. Walter Addlson from Elwood Estates. He stated that
hey are opposed to the construction of the fence. He indlcated that there
ere not any topographic conditlons to warrant constructing an 8 ft. fence.
e builder bought the land elected to construct homes along Balls Hill Road
with the homes facing the cul-de-sac. He stated that the fence Would create
lan eyeaore in a very nlce area. He stated that the homes could have faced
he other way and stlll have had access from the cul-de-sac with a garage

on that end of the house.

During rebuttal, Mr. Smpth, the bullder, stated that he had no ldea people
jwould be upset about the construction of the 8 ft. fence. In fact, he assumed
everyone would Bncourage 1lt. Originally, a berm had been planned but everyone
complained about it. He stated that he purchased the land from Mrs. Casey and
olonel Webb in order to bulld this subdivision. He stated that his problem
as not pursulng the fence sltuatlon wlth the surroundlng property owners.

e County did not llke the berm proposal. In response to questlons from the
Boapd, Mr. Smyth stated that the County had approved his plans for a 6 ft.
berm for privacy screening. The Highway Department had stated that a bern
ould cause problems in mowing along that strip. The Ceounty approved it but
[the Highway Department asked that it not be construeted. Mr. Covington stated
fthat the problem had been that part of the berm was on the state right-of-way.
e suggested that the berm be built on the bullder's property and 1t would
solve the problem with the highway department.

NEL R
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Page 132, March 13, 1979
ILLIAM M. COFER
{continued)

r. Yaremchuk inquired of Colonel Webb as to whether he was aware of the plan
for the berm. Colonel Webb replled that he was but that the berm was never
ore than 4 ft. high and there was a plan for trees to be planted on top of
he berm. Chalrman Smith stated that 2 berm with trees would be a bettSer
ltuation for the area.

fter discuasion by the Beoard, the applicatlon was deferred for decision untll
March 27, 1979 at 11:20 A.M. to allow the Board a chance to vlew the property.

L/
Page 132, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

H1:00 WILLIAM. H. PLANK & JOSEPH G, SMYTH, TRUSTEES, appl. under Sect. 1B-401
w.M. of the Ord. to allow constructlon of fence B ft. high on front lot line

and 4 ft. high around lot corner {max. height of 4 ft. required by
Sect. 10-105) and max. height of 3% ft. around lot corner required by
Sect. 2-505), located 7256 3pring Side, Spring S5ide Subd., 30-1({17))1,
Dranesville Dist., 17,185 sq. ft., R-3, V-33-79,

Chalrman Smith ssated that the Board would go ahead and hear the applicaticn
but defer decision on the case untll Marech 27, 1979 at 11:25 A.M.

r. Joseph Smyth of 6710 Weaver Avenue in Mchean stated that the Justificaticn
as the same as the case prevlously. The lot In gquestion has twoe front yards.
ne of the front yards Bhould be consldered a slde yard. Mr. 3myth inquired
if the fence were changed to a maximum helght of 6 ft., would 1t be allowed.
e was informed that the Code only allowed a maximum height of ¥ ft. for a
front yard without a varlance. Mr. Covington stated that lot 1 could only
ave a 3% ft. fence because of the elevatlon and tha faet that 1t was a corner
oLt. Mr. Yaremchuk suggested that Mr. Smyth talk to the citlzens in the area
o see 1f they would come to some kind of an agreement. Mr. Smyth stated that
he fence would be tapered down for slte distance. The fence 1s necesaary to
liminate sound and visual problems for the pegople living 1ln these homes.
r. DiGiulian inquired 1f the bullder still had approved plans for the berm
nd was informed that they did, Mr. Smyth stated that the bern tapeged off
nd would average a height of U ft. Plants would be used on the berm for
creening. Mr. Yaremchuk suggested that they set the berm back from the
roperty line so that 1t would not sllde Into the hilghway department's right-
f-way. Mr. Smyth stated that 1f they bullt - g 4 ft, berm with U f¢. of
lanta on top of that it would end up belng the same helght as the requested
ft. fence. Chairman Smith stated that the Board had set up a two week perilocq
in which te view bhe property. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that 1f they built the
erm and kept 1t .out of the #ight-of-way, the Board would not have to look at
he site. Mr, Smyth inquired if a 4 ft. fence could go on top of the berm.
hairman Smith stated that the interpretation of the CGrdinance was based on
verage ground level for the helght of fence.and that a 4 ft. fence on top of
4 f. berm would not have been approved. However, if the trees were planted
s orlginally suggested, it would be allowed and would certainly improve the
environment.

ere was no one to speak in favor of the application. The following persons
spoke in opposition to the applisation. Mr. Flynn of 1334 Balls Hill Road
stated that the proposed fence would detract from his view and the value of
is property. His entire property would face thls fence and he urged the
card to deny the request, Colonel Webb of 3322 Balls H1ll Road stated that
e also represented the McCarthys and wanted his previous remarks to be
included in this appliication. Ms. Casey of 1333 Balls H1ll Road stated that
she was still in oppositlien to this request. Mr. Thomas Mercer of 1339 Balls
111 Road stated that he was opposed to a fence being constructed in front of
is property. Mr., Mackall asked that hls comments from the previocus hearing
e included in this hearing.

gain, Chalrman 3mlth announced that a declsion in thls matter would be deferrd
until March 27, 1979 at 11:25 A.M.

/
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age 133, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

b1:00 - WILLIAM H. PLANK & JOSEPH G. SMYTH, TRUSTEES, appl. under Sect.

8. M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of fence 8 ft. high on
front lot line and 4 ft., around 2ot corner (max. helght of 4 ft.
required by Sect, 10-105)and max. helght of 3% ft. around lot
corner required by Sect. 2-5058), -keeated-7-259 Spring Side Way,
Spring Side Subd., 30-1({17)}9, Dranesville Dist., 14,248 sq. ft.,
R-3, V-34-79.

Chairman Smith stated that the Beard would defer the application until March
27, 1979 at 11:3¢ A.M. for the applicant to work out a solution. If a
olution could be worked ocut with the citizens, the Board would allow the
pplicant to withdraw the appliecations without prejudlcdé in March.

/

Page 133, Mareh 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:15 - SPEECH & LANGUAGE CENTER OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA, appl. under Sect.
A M, 3-103 of the Ord. to permit continuation of preschool In existing

ghurch, located 888 Dolley Madison Boulevard, 31-2({1))Y4A, Dranes-
ville Dist., 6 acres, R-1, S-28-79.

r. William Barton of 6924 Chelsea Road in McLean represented the preschool.

e stated that the school has been in exlistence since 1965 but the permit

apsed. He atated that they were llcensed for a maximum of 66 at any one time
Me ages of the children are prescheol, ages 2% to 3 and 4 years. The originaj

ermit was for ages two to six. The hours of operation would be 9:15 A.M. to
EE:OO P.M. on some days. They do have an afberncon class sometimes.

r. Covington stated that the original permit allowed hours of 9-A.M. to 4 P.M
five days a week, Monday through Friday. Chalrman Smlth stated that 1t would
be best to contlnue it on that basls.

There was no¢ one to speak In favor of the applicaticn and no one to speak in
opposition te the application.

Page 133, March 13, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
ISPEECH & LANGUAGE CENTER

OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA

RESCLUTION

3. Ardis made the following motion:

HEREAS, Application No. S-28-79 by BPEECK AND LANGUAGE CENTER OF NORTHERN
IRGINIA under Section 3~i03 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit
ontinuatlon of preschool in existing church on property located at 888 Dolley
adlson Boulevard, tax map reference 31-2({(1))4A, County of Pairfax, Virginia,
has been properly flled in acceordance with all applieable requirements;: and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notlce to the public and a public hearing by the
Pagrd of Zoning Appeals held on March 13, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng filndlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the subjeet property 1s Presbyterian Church of
ashington, Trustee and that the appliaant is the lesgsee.

2. That the present zoning 1s R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 5.8341 acres.

4. That compliance wilth the Site Plan Ordilnance is required.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Beard has reached the followlng conclusions of law:
THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Stan-

Hards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Seetion 8-006 of
he Zoning Ordinance, and

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
ne following limitatlons:

1. This approval ls granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
ithout further actlion of this Board, and is for the location indlcated in
he application and ls not transférable to other land.

2. Thils special permlt shall explre one year from this date unless construcH
lon or operatlon has astarted and 1s dlligently pursued or unless renewed by
ction of this Beard prior to any explratlon.

L1343
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Page 134, March 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
SPEECH & LANGUAGE CENTER

OF NORTHERN VIRGINIA
(continued) RESOLUTION

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the

plans submitted with this applicatlon. Any additleonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the planas approved by this
Hoard (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes requlre a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this Board
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply te this Board for such approval
liny changes (other than minor engineering details) wilthout this Board's
approval, shall constltute a violation of the condltions of this Special
Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requlrements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permlt SHALL
HE POSTED 1n a consplcucus place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of

peratlon.of the permitted use.

6., Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Seet., 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except as qualified below.

7. The maximum number of students at any one time shall be 66, ages 2 to 6.

8. The hours of operation shall be 9 A.M. to 4 P.M., Monday through Friday.

9. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of three (3) years with the Zoning
Administrator empowered %o grant three (3) one-year extensions upon presents-
tion of a new lease 30 days prlor te the expiratlon date of this permit.

Er. Barnes seconded the motion.

he motion passed unarimousiy-by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 134, March 13, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 - PHILANDER P. CLAXTON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M, allow subdivision into & lots, with proposed corner lot #1 having
a width of 156.08 ft. (175 ft. minimum lot width required by
Sect, 3-106), located 1155 Chain Bridge Road, Ballantrae Farms,
31-1((2))38B1, 38, 38A, 40C, Dranesville Dist., 7.3103 acres,
R-1, V-16-79.
(Defirred from February 21, 1979 and March 6, 1979 for Declsion
only).

IThe Chairman inqulred 1f the Board was prepared tc make a metlon.

Page 134, March 13, 197¢%
PHILANDER P. CLAXTON

Beard of Zoning Appeazls
RESOLUTTION

In Application No. V=16-79 by PHILANDER P. CLAXTON under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt subdivislon into 6 lots with proposed corner lot

#1 having & width of 156.08 ft. (175 ft. min. lot wldth required by Sect. 3-
106) on property located at 1155 Chaln Bridge Road, tax map reference 31-1({2)
38B1, 38, 38A & 40C, County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGilulilan moved that the
Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

HEREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of ail applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
f the Palrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on February 21, 1979 and March 6, 1979 and deferred for decision
until March 13, 1979; and

%HEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present goning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the 1ot i3 7.3103 acres.

k. That the applicant's property 1s exceptlonally irregular in shape,
including narrow, and has an unusual conditien in that the cenfigunakion..ef
the land willl not allow develeopment 1n accordance with the existing zéning or
the surrounding area without a varlance.

hND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the folloWwlng concluslons
of 3aw:
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HILANDER P. CLAXTON

Eage 135, Mareh 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
continued) RESOLUTION

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as

Nisted above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
Would result in practlcal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect &pplication 1s GRANTED with
the following limltatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon indlcated 1n the plats
Hneluded with thls appllcation only, znd 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records cof Fairfax County.

Ms. Ardls seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

5-218-77 The Church of God of Prophecy: The Board was iIn receipt of a reques
for a determination as to whether the existing screening on the property would
3atisfy condition no. 6 of the special permit. It was the consensus of the
oard that 1f Preliminary Engineering dld not have a preblem with £, it would
eet with their approval.

/
Page 135, March 13, 1979, After Agenda Items
IAPPRCVAL OF MINUTES: Ms. Ardils moved that the Board approve the Minutes for

Detober 3, 1978 and October 11, 1978 as amended. Mr. Barnes seconded the
otion and they were unanlimously approved.

s. Ardis moved that the minutes for Ogctober 17, 1978 and October 24, 1978
e approved as amended. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion and they were unanl-
ously approved.

/

Page 135, Mareh 13, 1979, After Agenda Items

I9-63-T8 Temple Baptist Church: The Board was in receipt of a letter from
Temple Baptlst Church requesting an extension on the speclal permit. The
permit was granted by the Board on April 18, 1978.

\mr. Yaremchuk moved that Temple Baptist Church be granted an 18C day extension
r. DiGiulian seconded the motlon and it was unanimously approved.

/ There belng no further business, the Board adj)Journed at 12:50_BR.M.

IB

Sandra L. Hlcks, Cierk to the Danlel Smith,” Chairman

lsubmitted to the BZA on %ﬂm APPROVED: Fedtuury /3, /980
dDate

Submitted to the other departients,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commission Feddwary &, {950

=
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday Night, March 20, 1979. The followlng
Board Members were present: Daniel Smith, Chairman;
George Barnes, John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.

Mr., DiGiulilan was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 8:15 P.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Chairman called the scheduled 8 o'clock case:

100 - C. D. PROFFIT, appl. under Sect. 3-803 of the Ord. to permit
P.M. community tennis court, located 2708 & 2712 Popkins Lane, Bryant
Togne Court Subd., 93- 1((1))8 % 9, Mt. Vernon Dist., 12 030 sg. ft.
R-8, 3-35-79.

r. Fagelson, an attorney, represented Mr., Proffit. Mr. Fagelson informed thei
oard that Mr. Proffl¢ and his brothers developed this property into townhouse
fter a rezoning to the R-8 category. One of the profers made at the time of
ezoning was that they would build a tennls court and have the homes sell at
moderate level. The bullders felt that the communlty should have a tennis
court gven though the homes were moderately prlced. The propesed tennis courtd
111 be used for the peeple-living in the development and thelr guests. There
111 only be 14 houses in this subdivision which 1s why no parking for the
tennis court was provided. The street through the subdivision is a private
street owned by the home owners assoclatlon. The tennls gourts will be
nlighted and Mr. Hagelson stated that there would not be any kind of a public
ddress system or music. Adequate screenlng would be provided

ere was no one toc speak in favor of the application and no one te speak in
ppositicn of the appllcatlon.

Page 136 March 20, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
. D. PROFFIT

RESOLUTTION
¢ » Yaremchuk made the following motion:

HEREAS, Application No. S-35-79 by C. D. PROFFIT, under Section 3-803 of the
airfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit community tennis court on property
located at 2708 & 2712 Popkins Lane, tax map reference 93-1({(1))8 & 9, County
f Palrfax, Virginla, has been properly flled in accordance with all applicablg
equirementa; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a publlic hearing by the
oard of Zoning Appeals held on March 20, 1979; and

HEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-8.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 12,040 sq. ft.

4, That compliance wilth the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

|AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conclusions of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses In R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordlnance; and

W, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with ths
following limitatlons:

1., This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of this Beard, and is for the locatlon indicated 1n the
lapplication and 1s not transferable Lo other land.

2. This speclal permit shall expire one year from thls date unless construc
tion has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
oard prior to any eXplration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indlcated on the
lans submitted with this appliecatlon., Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additioconal uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engilneering details) whether or not these additional
juses or changes regulre a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this Board
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age 137, March 20, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
. D. PROFFIT
(

continued) RESOLUTION }

It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply tc this Beoard for such approval] / r;7
ny chenges (other than minor engineering detalls) without this Board's

Epprovsl, shall constitute a vilolatlon cf the conditions of thls Speclal
ermit.

k., This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Specilal Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avall-
lable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Seet, 13-
109 and Seet. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 8§ to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian being absent).

Page 137, March 20, 1979, Scheduled case for

8:20 - SHEFFIELD DEVELOPMENT LTD. PARTNERSHIP, appl. under Sect. 3-503 of
P.M. the Ord. to permit community tennis courts (unlighted) located
7525 & 7571 Pohick Read, Summerhill Subd.; 108-1({1))35 & 41,

Lee Dist., 14,400 sq. ft., R-5, S-30-79.

Mr. George Rathman of 9900 Georgla Avenue 1ln Bethesda represented Sheffleld
Ibevelopment Ltd. Partnership. He stated that they have flled for.a speclal
permit for tennis courts. There are B89 townhouse lots and 124 single family
lots to be constructed. The tenhls court will be owned by the Sheffield
[Recreation Assoclation. The area will be connected by tralls to the town- .
Ihouses and single family residences. The tennis courts would be used during
fdaylight hours only. In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Rathman
lexplained that the recreation association would not be the home owners
jassoclation. It was separate from the home owners assoclation. The recreatior
lassociation would hold title to the land and assume full control of the tennis
courts. Mr. Rathman informed the Board that the courts would be withln walking
distance even though located on 66 acres hecause #f the tralls conmecting the
lareas. The tralls was a profer at the time of rezoning. Ms. Ardis inguired
las to when the courts would be 1n operatlion and was 1nformed that would depend
lon the selling rate of the homes. Mr. Rathman stated that they would 1like

jto construct the tennls courts as soon as posslble as the recreation assocla-
iticn was ready to assume responsibllity. He stated that they would maintain
fthe courts until the recreatleon assoglation took them over. Mr. Barnes stated
fthat 66 acres was-a:-let.:te~haweidewwadls: Mr. Rathman explained that the
[tennis courts would be used by the pscple living in the development and that
;the courts would be regulated. Mr. Barnes stated that they would have to set
up rules that no automoblles are sllowed to park near the courts. He was
concerned about parking in someone's driveway or blocking access. Mr. Coving-
iton stated that his only concern was the transfer of ownership from the develop-
lment company over to the recreation association. He sgggested that the Board
fhave the recreatlon assoclatlon come hack as a new occupany when they -assume
Iresponsibility. Mr. Rathman stated that they do not have final approval ex-
‘cept for the subdivision. They are waiting for bonding before they could
begin construction. He stated that 1t would probably take 2 to 2% years beford
‘complete control could be glven to the recoreation assoclation. No constructiorn
lof elther the townhouses or the single family homes have actually begun
‘uet. He stated . that they were golng to start by bullding 49 single family
[homes and then some of the townhouses. There will not be any membership fees.
lchairman Smith stated that the permit should be limited to & certain period

of years for the courts to be built. Mr. Rathman stated that shortly after
[the construction begins, the common area will be conveyed. It will be con-
[trolled by the developer. The tennis courts are planned for the third phase
of the constructlon tlme table of the developer. Chalrman Smith stated that
wo to three years should be ample time in whileh to construct tennis courts
and transfer ownershilp of the property. Mr. Rathman stated that the recrea-
ltion assoclation would have ownership but no control until all of the homes
lare sold. He anticipated that the courts would be bullt within 12 to 18 monthd
Ifrom the hearing date. Ms. Ardls asked Mr. Covington if two years would
fsatisfy hls concern. He suggested that the recreation assoclatlen come back
fat the end of that time. <Chalrman Smith stated that perhaps 1t should be set
for reevaluatlon 1n two years.

There was no one to speak in faver or in opposition to the application.
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age 138, March 20, 1979 Board of Zonfng Appeals
HEFFIELD DEVELOPMENT LTD. PARTNERSEIP
RESOLUTION

3. Ardis made the following motlon:

HEREAS, Application No. 3-30-79 by SHEFFIELD DEVELOPMENT LTD. PARTNERBEIP
nder Sectlon 3=503 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordlnance to permit two
nlighted community tennis courts on property lecated at 7825 & 7571 Pohick
oad, tax map reference 108-1((1))35 & 41, County of Falrfax, Virginia, has
een properly flled In accordance with all appllcable requirements; and

EREAS, following proper notlce to the publlie,and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on March 20, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property ls Ru F. Crist, Trustee,
2, That the present zoning ls R-5.

3. That the area of the lot is 14,400 sq. f%.

4, That compliance with the 3ite Plan Ordinance 18 required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conecluslons of law:

THAT the appllecant has presented testimony Indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
bf the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon ls GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable

without further action of this Board, and is for the loeation indieated 1n
he application and 1s not transferable tc other land.

E 2. This special permit shall explre one year from thls date unless con-
truction has strated and is dilipgently pursued or unless renewed by actlon

f this Board prlior to any expiratlon.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses lndicated on the

lang submitted with this applicaticn. Any additional structures of any kind,
hanges in use, addltional uses, or changes in the plans approved by thils

oard {(other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these addlticnal
ses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of thlg Beard
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such approval
ny changes (other than minor engineering details) without this Board's

pproval, shall constitute a violatilon of the conditions of this Speclal Permiy.

4§, This granting does not conatltute an exemptlion from the legal and pro-
lcedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NOMN-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SEALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
lavallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
pperatlon at the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and mast satlsfy Sect. 13-
N09 and Seet. 13=110 of the Zonlng Ordinance.

7. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of two (2) years.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

IThe motion passed by a vote of U4 to 0 (Mr. DiGlulian being absent).

- -— e ———————————————— 4

[Page 138, March 20, 1979, Scheduled ease for

B:40 - COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to
?.M. amend existing permlt to allow continued use of traller for Sunday

School classrooms, located 6200 Indian Run Parkway, Bren Mar Subd.,
81-1({1))9B, Mason Dist., 5 acres, R-4, 5-31-T9.

ﬁs the required notices were not in order, this applicatlon was deferred until
ay 1, 1979 at 10:00 A.M.

v/




lbage 139, March 20, 1979, After Agenda Items

IAPPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. Barnes moved that the Minutes for Cctober 31, 1978
be approved as amended. Ms. Ardls seconded the motlon and 1t was passed by
ln vote of ¥ to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian being abaent). .

/
[Page 139, March 20, 1979, After Agenda Items

from the attorney for the American Horticultural Soclety requesting an exten-
sion on the special permit granted by the Beard on April 18, 1978. As this

3e was now governed by the Board of Supervlsors under the new Zonlng Ordinancd
he Board deferred the applicant'’s request pending review by the County
ttorney's O0ffice to determine if the Board had authority to grant an exten-
slon.

/
Page 139, March 20, 1979, After Agenda Items

V-6-78 Elsie Leigh: The Board was in receipt of a request for an extension
lon the variance granted to Elsie Leigh by the Board on April 4, 1978.

r. Barnes seconded the motion. The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr.

Er. Yaremchuk moved that the Board grant an extension for a peried of 180 days
1Giulian belng absent).

/ There belng nc further business, the Beard adjourned at 9:05

By?Mzéﬁ;&,
andra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zoning Appeals

Submitted to the BZA on Ad: 5 /950 Datée
|Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commission sfed-. 5 /%o .

I5«~348-77 American Horticultural Soclety: The Board was in receipt of a letten

Lod
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday, March 27, 1979. The following Board
Members were present: Danlel Smith, Chalrman;
George Barnes and John Yaremchuk. John DiGlulilan
and Barbara Ardls were absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:05 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Board adjourned into Executive Session to discuss legal matters.
The Beard reconvened at 10:30 A.M. to continue with the scheduled 10 o'clock
case.

N0:00 =~ PROCTOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHOOL, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-103 of
P.M. the Ord. to amend S-100-T6 for a day care center to permit increase
in max. number of students from 76 to 105 and an increase 1n land

area to 28,828 sq. ft., located 7136 Telegraph Road, 91-U{(1))pt.
of 84 & 91-4((3))12, Lee Dist., 28,828 sq. ft., R-1, 3-11-79.

This application had been deferred from February 13, 1979 for proper applica-
tion. Mr. Dexter O0din of 4013 University Drive in Falrfax represented the

pplicant. <Chalirman Smith announced that the Beard was in receipt of a memo
ated Mareh 26th from the Assistant to the County Executlve, Verdla Haywood,
tating that based on the 1ssues discussed 1n the report and other legal
oneerns, Supervlsor Alexander was requesting the Board of Zonlng Appeals to
efer the applicatlon for a perlod of at least 30 days. In the interim, the
cunty would attempt to resolve some of the legal matters 1lnvolved in this
equest.

r. Odin-ateted; that he.was_nat,éware of the request from Mr, Haywood. He
tated that he was present at the original Beard hearing in PFebruary and was
ot aware of any such request. He stated that he had no objJections to the

ontinuance of the application as 1% would not delay the enrollment of studentd.

r. Yaremchuk stated that a full Board was not present and it milght be toc the
pplicant's advantage to wait for a full Board. Chalrman 3mith inquired if
here was anyone from the Board cof Superviscordd present at the hearing and
here was not. He stated that he was concerned about the delay of 30 days
1thout being glven any dpeciflic reason. He stated that perhaps the-Board
hould defer any actlon until the full Board was present but he objected to

he 30 day deferral. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that he object to the 30 day deferrg
1lso .pecause 1t had already been deferred once. <Chalrman Smith stated that -..
f the legal concerns #nvolved the site plan, that could be addressed by the
roper County agency at the time of site plan review. He stated that the
¢hool has been in operation for a number of years and &s a well liked school.
t has served the community well. He stated that he would need tc know some-
hing more speclfic before granting a further deferral.

r, Yaremchuk inquired if Mr. Yates was present at the Board of Supervisors
earing when they made their decision to ask deferral of thls application.
r. Yates stated that he was not present but he was aware of the decision.
e stated that Mr. Alexander has some problems with the findings In the Board'sg
esolution. He indicated that a 30 day deferral would .allow Supervisor
lexander time to get together with the County Exeeutive to try to rest¥ve
some of the problems associated with this use.

hailrman Smith inquired 1f the other Board members would objJect Lo & two week
eferral perilod. - After.mich.dlacuiglon, Mr.. Yaremchuk moved. that. the applica-
ion be deferred fow a perfod-of 30 ‘days’” ¥y,  Badhes sewvonded: themotton but
he motlon falled by a vote of 2 to 1 (Mr. Smith). Chairman Smith announced
hat the Board would defer declsion on thls matter for a one week periocd in
rder to have the full Board consider the deferral as requested by Supervisor
lexander. Mr. Yaremchuk mowed that as the Board would have to walt for a
adlision from the full Board that the Clerk send a memorandum to Verdla Haywoog
sking if a two week deferral would be sufficlent. Mr. Barnes seconded the
otion and it was unanimously passed by a vote of 3 to ¢ {Mr. DiGlulian and
Ms. Ardisz béing absent).

Chairman Smith requested the Clerk to hand deliver the memorandum to the
County Executive's Office.

/

=]
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Page 141, March 27, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
in .M. Ord. to amend exlsting use permit to allow contlnued use of
temporary traller for tennis, located 13200 Lee Jackson Highway,
45-1((1))11, Centreville Dist., 240.87 acres, R-1, S-33-79.

This application had been deferred at the request of the appllication from
fFebruary 13, 1979.

Chairman Smith announded that there were ohly three Beard members present and
informed the applicant that it would be to hls bveneflt to seek a further
deferral. Chairman Smith stated that there was a apecial permit already
granted previously wilth & maximum of two years for the temporary trailer to be
used for tennis. He indlcated that he could not support any additional time
for the use of the traller az a pro-shop. The spokesman for the country club
stated that they had looked into a more permanent structure to be constructed
ut more urgent needs had arisen. The club has spent money on the areas that
needed lmmediate attention. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to the obJectlon for
the traller beilng used for tennls. Chalrman Smith stated that it was granted
as a temporary temdller for two years and that time is up. Mr., Yaremchuk
stated that the club had the right to come back and request contlinued use of
the trailer. Agailn, Chalrman Smith stated that the club should ask for a
deferral. Mr. Barnes stated that he travels by the club all the tlme and he
[hardly sees the trailler. He did not feel it was that notlcable. Mr. Yaremchul
agreed with Mr., Barnes. Mr. Barnes stated that he would be wllling to extend
the special permit because of the money situatilon.

The spokeaman for the club stated that the traller was well screened. They
have planted a number of trees. He Indicated that the club does want a
Eermanent structure later i1n this same vdcinlty. He stated that the c¢lub was
aving problems with the septlc flelds. They are being required to correct
that situation immediately. It 1s costing them a large sum of monrey in order
to correct the situation. The pro-shop 1s very much needed by Bhe members but
at this time the club 13 without money to construct a permanent structure.

r. Yaremchuk stated that he was very famillar with thls area and the surroundq
ing subdivisions.

This matter was deferred until April 17, 1979 at 11:20 for a full Board.

&4
Page 141, March 27, 1879, Scheduled case for

10:30 -~ LONNIE D. GADDY, JR. & SHIRLENE . GADDY AND L. D, GADDY CONSTRUCTION
IROM. 0., INC., appl. under Sect. 18=401 of the Ord. to allow subd. into
7 lots, 2 of whilch have width of 5 ft. and 1 of which has width of
10 ft. (80 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3~306), located
7618 Shreve Road, 49-2((1))161, Providence Dist., 2.57 acres, R-3,
V-15-79. (Deferred from 2/21/79 for readvertising).

IThe spokesman for the above-captloned appllcatlon requested a deferral untill
lthere was a full Board present. Thls application was deferred _untll April 10,
1979 at 11:20 A.M. for a full Board. T

74
Page 141, Mapch 27, 197%, Scheduled case for

10:40 - BOYER COMPANIES, LTD., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A M. allow resubdivision of twe exlsting lots such that proposed corner
lot 14A would have width of 205.86 ft. (min. lot width of 225 ft.
for corner lots required py Seet. 3-E06), located 2000 Roundhouse
Road, Hunter's Statlon Subd., 27-1({1))4, Centreville Dist.,
3.5434 acres, R-E, V=-36-79. ‘

r. Charles Runyon, an engineer 1n Falls Church, represented the appllcant.
Chalrman Smith announced that there were only three Board members present.

r. Runyon declded to proceed with the publie hearing. He stated that thils

1s an existing subdivision that has been recorded. They ran intoc a gazline
and find that the road wlll have to be shifted. Dolng this willl c¢create a
coerner lot which will necessitate g varlance to the lot width requirement.
Chalrman Smith ingulred if there was an additional lot belng added to this
Esubdivision. Mr. Runyon emphasized that there would only be two lots and that
fthey were only shifting boundaries arocund because of the gasline problem.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no cne to speak 1n

141
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Page 142, March 27, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
BOYER COMPANIES, LTD.
RESOLUTION

Tn Application No. V-36-79 by BOYER COMPANIES, LTD. under Section 18-4Ql of
the Zoning Ordinance to allow resubdivision of two existing lots such that
kroposed corner lot 144 would have width of 205.86 ft. (225 €t. minimum lot
Width required by Sect. 3-E06) on property located at 2000 Roundhouse Road,
ltax map reference 27-1((1l))4, County of Fairfax, Virginla, Mr. Yaesmchuk moved
that the Board of Zonilng Appeals adopt the following resddution:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on March 27, 1379; and

WHEREAS, the Boardnahas made the followlng findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of the lot 1s 3.5473 acres.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional fopographic problems.

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

THAT the appllicant has satisfied the Beard that physical conditions as
1isted above exlst which under a strilet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical diffleculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivd
“;he user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings inveolved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limisatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the location lndicated in the plabs include
with this application only, and is mot transferable to other land.

2. This varlance shall explre one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

', Barnes seconded the moticn.

The motlon passed by a vete of 3 to 0 {Mr, DiGlullan and Ms. Ardis being
absent). :

0:50 -~ EMIL G. & ELAINE M. SABA, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

M. allow subdivision of parcel into an ocutlot & a lot having width of
15.03 £t. (200 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-E06), located
9L411B Arnon Chapel Read, B-4({1))11, Dranesville Dist., 5.267 acres,
R-E, V-38-79.

r. Kenneth White, a surveyor in Alexandrla, represented the applicanta. He
as informed by the Chalrman thdt cnly three Board members were present.

r. White indicated that he would proceed with the hearing. Mr., White stated
hat the variance was to allow a 15 ft. strip of land to Arnon Chapel Road

o alliow the further subdivlslon of the five acre parcel. Part of the

utlot would be conveyed to the property in the south. The outlet has terrain
nd drainage problems and 1s of no use to the applicant but 1t could be used

n the development to the south. Mr. Saba proposes to sell the outlot. This
utiot A will be attached to the property of Schneil contalnlng 9.7 acres

olng all the way to Riverbend Road. This will bring the total land area of

chnell to 11 acres.

hairman Smith noted that there was an exlsting dwelling and 1lnguired 1if the
pplicant owned the dwelling. Mr. White stated that l1s where the applicants
ive. In response to further questions from the Beard, Mr. White stated that
he applicants have been using the exlsting easement for access for a perlod
£ four years. Chairman Smith inquired as to why a varlance was necessary
ince the house was already there as well as the drlveway. Mr. Covington

IThe land was non-conforming and the appllicants are now asking that it be
brought into ceonformance. Mr. (ovlington stated that Subdivislion Control would
hot alloew the applicants to sell off the outlot until the land was brought intq
konformance. Chalrman Smith stated that he felt the varlance was unnecessary.
He stated that the applicants have the fright to do what they want wlth the

replied that the Zoning Administrator interpreted that a varlance was necessary.

] ¥ A



age 143, March 27, 1979
IL G. & ELAINE M. SABA
(continued)

nand since there were no other structures on that outlot.. He stated that the
land would conform when the outlot was connected to the other parcel.

There was no one t¢ speak in favor of the appllcation. Mr. David Mason spoke
in opposition .to the varlance. He stated that he owned the parcel of five
acres adjacent to Mr. Saba'’s property but his land doces not actually touch
r. Sapa's property. Mr. Mason stated that the road frontage requirement was
200 ft. Chairman Smith stated that thils was 2 acre zoning and the varilance
ould not change the requlrements of the zone. He stated that the only reason
he applicant was before the Board was to get some kind of actlon to bring
his property into conformance. Chairman Smith stated that no changes would
ake place. Mr. Mason stated that his concern was the other lot acress the
street. They have 31z acres and could subdivide - Into six lots. Mr., Mason
as concerned that if the Beard granted a varlance to Mr. Saba 1t would set
precedent for the other surrounding lots. Chairman Smith Informed Mr. Mason
hat this variance request was for an action that would not create anything
hat was not already exlsting on the property. He stated that all this
ariance request would do would be to eliminate unsultable land and transfer
it to a contigucus property owner. Mr. Masen inqulred as to why an action was
required from the Board. Chalrman Smith stated that the County required the
action of a variance 1norder to delete the unsultable land teo the adjolning
property owner. He stated that he disagreed wlth the County's ruling.
r. Barnes stated that 1t was the Zoning Administrator who made that inter-~
pretation. Mr. Mason stated that the request was being treated as a varlance.
nairman Smlth stated that thils was non-conforming at the present time. It is
\permitted by right .to remain there- for an indefinite perlod of time. If the
fhouse were to burn down and 1t was not rebullt in two years in the same area
1t would lose the grandfather provision.

i r. Covington stated that this situatlon was c¢reated under a former Zoning
rdinance that permitted 1t. If the Board were to deny the vaklance, it
would not affect the grandfathered sltuatlon. Mr. Mascon stated that as long
as it was grandfathered and would not set a precedent for the area, he did
ot have any cbJections to 1t. .

Page 143, March 27, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
[EMIL. G. & ELAINE M. SABA

i

RESCLUTION

Tn Application No. V-38-79 by EMIL G. & ELAINE M. SABA under Section 18-401 of
the Zoning Crdlnance to allow subdlvision of parcel 1lnto an outlot & lot
having width of 15.03 ft. (200 ft. minimem lot width required by Sect. 3-E06),
lon property located at 9411B Arnon Chapel Road, tax map reference 8-4({1)}1i1,
County of Failrfax, Virginia, Mr. yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning
lAppeals adopt the following resclution:

EREAS, the captloned application has been properly filed in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and wlith the by-laws
T the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a publlec hearing was held by
he Beoard on March 27, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of faet:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 13 R-E.

1. The area of the lot 1s 5.267 acres.

4. That the appllcant's property 1s excepticnally irregular in shape.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals bas reached the followlng conclusiong
of" law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physlcal ecenditions as
listed above exist whiech under a strict interpretation of the Zonlng Ordilnance
would result in practlcal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivg
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject ‘application 1s GRANTED with
he following limitations:

L4as

(95




144

MIL G. & ELAINE SABA

Fase 144, March 27, 1379 Board of Zoning -Appeals
(continued) RESOLUTION

1. This approval 1s granted for the location indic&ted in the plats
Hncluded with this application only, and is not tranaferable to other land.

2. This wvariance shall explre one year from this date unless thls aub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passsd by a vote of 3 to 0 (Mr. DiGiullan and Ms. Ardis being
absent) .

[Page 144, March 27, 1073, Scheduled Case for Board of Zoning Appeais |
11:00 - DANIEL R. DARNELL, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
A.M. allow constructlion of a porch addition to the rear of existing

resldence to 15.9 ft. from rear lot line (25 ft. min. setback
required by Seet. 3-307), located 12041 Forbes Glen Drive,

Stuart Ridge Subd., 11-3((3))59, Dranesville Dist., 12,041 sq. ft.,
R-3(e), V-40-79.

IThe required notices were in order. Mr. Dan Darnell of 12041 PForbes Glen Dr.

in Hernden was informed that there were only three Board members present. He

as informed by the Chalrman that 1t would take a unanimous vote 1n order for

he variance to be granted. Mr. Darnell stated that he wished to procedd with
he hearing. In response to questions from the Beard, Mr. Darnell stated that
@ settled on the property in November 1976 and bought the property from

arr Developers. He stated that he occuples the premlses at the present time.
r. Darnell stated that he was requesting a varlance teo allew a porch

ddition to the rear of the house. Thils addition would be 12 ft, x 1i ft.

e requlred setback ls 25 ft. and a varlance of 9.1 ft. would be necessary
for the construction of the porch. Mr. Darnell stated that his request should
e granted as the property is irregularly shaped and 1s a shallow lot. If
he house had been moved forward or 1f the leot had been regularly shaped, the
ariance would not have been necessary. There are no houses either directly
ehind or on elther side of the sublJect property. Most of the land I1s owned
¥ the Falrfax County Park Authorlty. Mr. Darnell stated that he di1d not
elieve the additlon would affect or infringe on the rights of any current
roperty owners., He stated that he has contacted property owners who border
he property and explatned the requested variance. No one cbjects to the
ddition.

here was no one to speak 1n favor of the application and no one to speak 1n
pposition to the application.

______________________ - ————— —————
Page 144, March 27, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ANIEL R. DARNELL

RESOLUTION

n Application No. V-40-79 by DANIEL R. DARNELL Under Section 18-401 of the
oning Ordinance to allow construction of a porech addition to rear of exlst-
ing residence to 15.9 ft. from rear lot lime (25 ft. minimum setback required
¥ Sect. 3-307), on property located at 12041 Forbes Glen Drive, tax map
eference 11-3({3))59, County of Pairfax, Virginla, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that
he Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlhg rescluticn:

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

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publle hearlng was held by
he Board on March 27, 1979; and

HEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-3(C).

3. The area of the lot 1s 12,041 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,
Hneluding shallow.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the followlng conclusiong
of law:
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Page 145, March 27, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ANEEL R. DARNELL
(continued) RESOLUTION

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physlcal cendltions as

[listed above exist whlch under a striet interpretation of the Zonlng Crdinance
would result in practlcal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that wceuld deprivg
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

INOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlion and the speclfic structure
indicated in the plats Included with this application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other struetures on the same land.

2. This wvarlance shall expire one year from thls date unless construetion
has started and 1s dlligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

fThe mo?ion passed by a vote of 3 to 0 (Mr., DiGiulian and Ms. Ardls belng
absent).

Page 145, March 27, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:10 =~ IMMANUEL PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH, appl. under Sect. §-103 of the Ord.

A M. to permit additicn of new sanctuary & fellowship hall to existing

church, located 888 Dolley Madison Boulevard, 31-2({1))44, Dranes-
ville Dist., 5.834 acres, R-1l, S=37-79.

Mr. Frederick M. Gloeckler of 6814 Wemberly Way in McLean represented the
church. He stated that he was an elder in the church and a member of the
building committee. Immanuel Presbyterian church has been in operation on the
present site since 196C. The existing sanctuary and fellowship hall are
inadequate and the church proposes to build a new sanctuary and fellowshlp
hall on the existing filwve acres. The s8ite wlll hold 200 people. The exist-
1ng parking area will accomodate 57 parking spaces which the church belleves
1s adequate for the use. The architectural deslgn of the new sanctuary and
the fellowship hall wlll be 1n keeplng with the surrounding architecture. It
111 be 26 ft. high and have 5,000 sq. ft. of floor space. Mr. Gloeckler
stated that the present sanctuary was bursting at the seams. The finances are
lined up and the church proposes to proceed with the new conatruction at the
present time.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the application and ne one to speak in
oppesition to the application.

Page 145, March 27, 1379 Board of Zonlng Appeals
IMMANUEL PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH

RESOLUTICGCN

r. Yaremchuk made the followlng motion:

HEREAS, Application No. 5-37-79 by IMMANUEL PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH under Section
8-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of new
sanctuary and fellowshlp hall to existing church on property located at 888

olley Madison Boulevard, tax map reference 31-2((1))44, County of Falrfax,

irginia, has been properly filed in aceordance with all applicable reguire-
ents; and,

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie and a public hearing by the
PBoard of Zonlng Appeals held on March 27, 1979; and

IWHEREAS, the Board has macde the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zonlng 1s R-1.

3. '"hat the area of the lot is 5.834 acres.

4., That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Beard has reached the following ceoncluslens of law:
THAT the appllicant has presented testimony lndicating compliance wlth

IStandards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Seetion B8-006
lof the Zoning Ordilnance, and

140
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Page 146, March 27, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
IMMANUEL PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH
(continued) RESOLUTION

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect applicatilon 1s GRANTED with
he followlng limitations:

1. This approval iIs granted to the appliecant only and ls not tranaferable
ithout further actlon of thls Board, and 1s for the location lndicated in
he application and 1s not transferable tc other land.

2. This speclal permit shall explre one year from thls date unless con-
struction has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of
this Board prior to any expiration.

3. Thils approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the

lans submitted with this appliecatlion. Any additicnal structures of any kind,
(other than minor englneering details) whether or not these additional uses or
changes require a Special Permit, shall requilre approval of this Board. It
ashall be the duty of the Permlttee to apply te thls Board for such approval.
ny changes (other than minor engineering detzlls) without thls Board's
pproval, shall conatitute a vilelaticn of the conditlons of this Special
Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requlrements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
IVALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thls Special Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED 1n a consplcucus place on the property of the use and be made
lavallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of
leperaticn of the permltted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Seet.
13-109 and Sect. 13=110 of the Zoalng Ordinance.

7. The hours of operation shall be normal hours of operation for a church.
8. The number of parking spaces shall be 57.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by & vote of 3 to 0 (Mr. DiGiullan and Ms. Ardis being
fabsent) .

Page 146, March 27, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 - WILLIAM M. COFER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
A.M. construction of a fence 8 ft. high along front lot line (maximum
height of U4 £t. required by Sect. 10-105), located 7254 Spring Side
Way, Spring Side Subd., 30-1((17})24, Dranesville Dist., 17,170 sq.
ft., B3, V-32-79.

IThis application had been deferred from March 13, 1979). As there were only
fthree Board members present, the Chalrman stated that a further deferral would
e granted for%period of one week.

/
[Page 146, March 27, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:25 - WILLIAM H. PLANK & JOSEPH G. SMYTH, TRUSTEES, appl. under Sect.
s . M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of fence 8 ft. high on
front 1ot line and 4 ft. required by Sect. 10-105)and maxlmum
height of 3% ft. around lot corner required by Sect. 2-505},
located 7256 Spring Side, Spring Side Subd., 30-1((17))1,
Dranesville Dist., 17,185 sg. ft., R-3, V-33-79.

IThis application had been deferred from March 13, 1979. As there were only
three Board members present, the Chalrman stated that a further deferral
wodld be granted for a period of one week.

/
Page 145, March 27, 1979, Scheduled case for

N1:30 - WILLIAM H. PLANK & JOSEPH G. SMYTE, TRUSTEES, appl. under Sect.
A.M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow constructlon of fence 8 ft. high on
front lot line and 4 ft. high around lot corner (max. helght of
4 ft. required by Sect. 10-105)and max. height of 3% ft. around
carner lot required by Seet. 2-505), located 7259 Spring Side
Way, Spring 8ide Subd., 30-1((17})9, Dranesville Dist., 14,248
sq. ft., R=3, V-34=79.

This application had been deferred from Mareh 13, 197%. As there were only
three Board members present, the Chalrman stated that a further deferral would

be granted for a period of one week.

/
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Page 147, March 27, 1979, After Agenda Items

=105-73 Pirst Baptist Christian Day School: The Beard was In receipt of a
equest from Mrs. Marcla (ibson, Director of the First Baptlat Christian Day
chool, for the ages of the children to be amended from two years to twenty-twg
onths provided the ¢hlld would be two by November lat. It was the consensus
f the Board that no formal action needed to be taken. It was the opilnion of
he Chalrman that if Mra. dibson followed the same policy as the publie school
system which was 1f the chlld weould reach the minimum age within 90 days of

he start of the school year, that he would not have a problem with the age
limitation on the speclal permit. The second part of the reguest was seeking
n inerease in the number of children allowed. The Board stated that an
increase could only be accomedated through a publiec hearing process.

/
page 147, March 27, 1979, After Agenda Items

merican Horticultural Soclety: S-348-77: The Board was 1in receipt of =
equest for an extension of tlme on the speclal permit of the American Horti-
cultural Society. Thls matter had been deferred in order to determine whether
he BZA had the authorlty to grant an extenslon since the adeptlon of the
current Zoning Ordinance put this type of category as a speclal exception to
he Board of Superviscrs. The Board was in recelpt of a memerandum from the
Zoning Adminlstrator. As there was not a full Beoard present, the Chairman
eferred thls matter for a one week periled.

/
Page 147, Mareh 27, 1979, After Agenda Items

equest from Planning Commission for the Beard of Zoning Appeals to change
thelr scheduled nilght meeting in May sc that the Flanning Commlsalon could
¢ld a public hearing. The Chairman asked the Clerk to inform the Planning
ommlssion that ¥t would reschedule the night meeting to accomodate their
equest,

/

Page 147, March 27, 1%79, After Agenda Items

Langley Hilgh 3School Government Class Project: Some high school students from
Langley High School had attended the BZA meeting. At the conelusion of the
[schedaled after agenda items . they asked questions of the Board regarding
policles and procedures of the zoning Beard.

¥/ There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:

“Zandra L. Hicks, Clérk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

By
Danilel Smith,

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on . Date
Bubmitted to the other departments,

Board of Supervigors and Planning

Commlsslon

L4/

147



l4ad

The Regular Meetlng of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding
on Tuesday, April 3, 1979. The followlng Board
members were present: Danlel Smith, Chairman;
John DiGlulian, Viee Chairman; George Barnes and
Barbara Ardis. JIohn Yaremehuk was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:35 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

The Bhairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case:

10:00 - GEORGE V. GRAHAM, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to

A.M, appeal Zoning Administrator's refusal to issue bullding permit
for a greenhouse for a commerclal nursery on property in an R-1
district, located 10614 & 10618 Leesburg Pike, 12-3((1))11 & 12,
Dranesville Dist., 3.8776 acres, R-1, A-39-79.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Sheehan, an attorney, represented
the appilcant. For minutes of this hearing, please refer to the verbatim
transceript located in the file of George V. Graham, Jr.
Page 148, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning ‘Appesals
GEORGE V. QRAHAM, JH.

RESOLUTION

r, DiGiullan moved that the Board grant the appeal of CGeorge V. Graham, Jr.
and direct the Zoning Admlnistrator teo appreve Mr, Graham's bullding permit
application in accordance with 1ts decision of December 12, 1$78.

r. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by & vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith){Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 148, aApril 3, 1579

The Chalrman informed Mr. Dexter 0Odin, an attorney presenting Proctor Hatsell
Private School, that the case had been scheduled for April 10, 1979 at 11:30
A.M. 1n accordance wilth Supervisor's Alexander's request for a two week
deferral.

/
Page 148, April 3, 1979, After Agenda Item

Town & Country School of Vienna, S«87-76 (EBQ Joint Venture & Educo, Inc.):
The Board was in recelpt of a request from Mr. Richard V. MeCool, the Head-

ster of the Town & Country School of Vienna, requesting the Board to approve
some changes. The school wished to renovate storage space Into classroom
space without any increase in the number of atudents and wanted the approval
ithout going bhrough the .public hearing process. It was the consensu#f of
he Board that an appliestion to amend the special permlt would be necessary
before the Board could fake action on the request.

/
Page 148, April 3, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - DEWEY ASSOCTATES, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Omd. to allow
o .M. approval of a "grandfathered” site plan revision whereby a
partially-constructed industrial building i1s located 43 ft. from
a C district zoning boundary line (50 ft. min. setback required
by Sect. 30-3.4.4 of the previous Zoning Ord. which is applicable
to this site plan revisilon), located 2937 through 2995 Prosperity
Avenue, 49-3({(1))100, Providence Dist., 4.5198 acres, I-5,
v-41-79.

Mr. Douglas R. Fall of Dewherry, Nealon & Davls represented the applicants.
The required notices were in order. Mr. Fall stated that Dewey Assoclates was
requesting a varlance from the Board to the minimum yard requlrements of
Chapter 12 of the Zoning Ordinance. This sltuation was created by the adoptiodg
of the new Zoning Ordinance. The site plan was grandfathered as it was filled
before the new Zoning Ordlnance went into effect. It was flled around June 16
1978 which was approximately four months before the adopted effected date of
the new Ordinance. This sife plan was approved by Envircnmental Management on

|78
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Page 149, April 3, 1979
DEWEY ASSOCIATES

(continued) '1 ?
on September 25, 1978. The approved site plan provided for a 43 ft. setback 1

from the adjolining boundary. Actually one corner of the bullding was situated
at the 43 ft. The Zoning Ordinance required a 80 ft. setback from the C Dis-
$rlct boundary line. The varlance request is to allow the building to be
constructed 43 ft. from this boundary line as shewn on the approved slte plan.

In response to questions from the Board as to whether this building would have
been allowed prior to the adoptilon of the new Zonilng Ordilnance, Mr. Fall state
that the new<ioning-@pd-wdees.. not have any side yard restrictions. It 1s
the 2ld Ordlnance that has the 50 ft. setback requirement and because the site
plan was grandfathered under the 01d Crdinance, compliance must be met or a
variance applied for. The Site Plan had been erroneously approved and the
buildlng partially conatructed before the mistake was dlscovered. Chairman
Smith stated that 1t appeared tec be an administrative errcr. Mr. Pall stated
that the applicants were seeklng a varlance to relieve DEM of the precblem.
The construction had already commenced in accordance with the approved site
plan. When a revised site plan was submitted, 1t was rejected because 1t did
not comply with the setback requirements of the old Ordinance. The mistake
was not discovered unbil-several months after the initilal approval. If the
istake had only been a matter of 5§ ft., the Zoning Administrator could
dminlstratively approve a varlance. However, the mistake is 7 ft. Agailn,

r. Fall stated that the new Zoning Ordinance does not require any setback for

side yard. The adjoining property owner, Mr. Roland Thompson, supported the
Irequested varlance. .

&here was no one to speak in favor of the application and no cne to speak In
cpposition to the appllecation.

Page 149, April 3, 1980 Board of Zoning Appeals
[DEWEY ASSOCIATES

RESQLUTION

In Application No. V-41-79 by DEWEY ASSOCIATES, under Section 18=401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt approval of a "grandfathered" site plan revislon
Whereby a partially-constructed industrial building 1is located 43 ft. from a

C district zoning boundary llne on property located at 2937 - 2995 Prosperity
lAvenue, tax map reference U49-3((1))100, County of Falrfax, Virginla, Ms. Ardis
Eoved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

HEREAS, the captloned application has been properly flled 1n accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publlec heering was held by
the Board on April 3, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact: -

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2. The present zoning 1s I-5.

3. The area of the lot is ¥.5198 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condltion 1n the lecation
of the exlsting building on the subject property.

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

THAT the appllcant has satsifled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings
Involwved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appllcation 18 GRANTED with
the following limitatlions:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specifie structure
indlcated in the plats included with this applicatlon only, and 1is not
transferable to other land or to other structures con the same land.

2. This variange shall expire one year from thils date uhleas construction
has started shd is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiration.
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HOEWEY ASSOCIATES

[Page 150, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
{continued) RESOLUTION

Mr. D1Giulian seconded the motion.

fhe motion passed by a vote of U4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 150, April 3, 1979, Scheduled case for

NO:40 -~ DIANE B. & PAUL N. ZITO, appil. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
A.M. allow construction of deck at rear of existing dwelling to 14 ft.
from rear lot line (19 ft. min. setback required by Sect. 3-107)
and Sect. 2-402), located 3025 Miller Helghts, Cinnamon Subd.,
w1 {£6))58, -Centreville Dist., 25,391 sq. ft., R-1(C), V-U44-T9.

The required notices were in order. Mrs. Dlane Zito appaared before the
Board with her hushand regeesting conaslderation for a variance to allow the
censtructlon of an open deck. 3She stated that plans for a deck had been
pomtemplated since occupancy of the residence. Mrs. Zlto stated that they had
permlssion from the highway department to place the support for the deck with-
In 5 ft. required area. This deck wlll be on the first floor living area.

The next door nelghbor does not object to the request. Mrs. Zito presented a
petition from the nelghbors in fawer of the request.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak In
bppositlion to the applieation.

Page 150, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DIANE B. & PAUL N. ZITO
RESOLUTION

[n Application No. V-44-79 by DIANE B. & PAUL N. ZITO under Section 18-401 of
Ehe Zoning Ordilnance to permlt construetlon of a deck at rear of existing
Hewllling o 14 £t. from rear lot line on property located at 8025 Miller
Helghts, tax map reference 47-1{(6))58, County of Fairfax, Virginia,

Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the following
resotutlon:

he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-

EHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly flled in accordance with
aws of the Palrfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

NHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Beard on April 3, 1679; and

NHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. Thatkka: owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-1(C).

3. The area of the lot 1s 25,391 sq. ft.

4., That the applicant's preperty has an unusual conditlion in the locatilon

of the existing bulldings on the subJect property.

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

THAT the appllicant has satisfied the Beoard that physical condltions az
listed above exlst which under a strict Interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practlcal difficiilty or unnecessary hardshilp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and or buildlngs
involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. 'This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated in the plats Included with this applicatlon only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr., Smith)}(Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).
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Page 151, Aprll 3, 1979, Scheduled case for

AM. constructlon of garage to 2.6 ft. from side lot 1ine ¢8 ft..min.
side yard required by Seet.. 3-=U07), located 231a Malraux Dr.,
Tyions EOOdS Bubd., 39-3((28))81, Providence Dist., 8,407 sq. Tt.,
R-4, V-45-79.

10:50 — RANDALL ¢. FOLTZ, appl. under 3ect. 18-4QL of the Ord. to allow /5'-/

Mr. Foltz informed the Board that theg had granted a varlance for him to
construect a garage ln December of 1978. Unfortunately, when he had the plans
drawn up, it was discovered that there was a problem with the locatlcon of the
heat pump which 1sbtoo difficult to move. In addition, there 1s a window

that would have toaboarded shut. Now, he 1s seeking another variance to
alleviate these problems. Mr. Foltz stated that he planned to move the garage
forward instead of back as previously shown on the approved plats. Mr. PFoltz
presented the Board with a letter from the nelghbor next door stating that he
did not have any objection to this new request. The original variance was for
construction at 3.5 ft. The new request was for 2.6 ft. to allow slightly
more room. .

There was no one to speak In favor of the application and no one to apeak in
opposltlon to the applieatlon.

Page 151, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
RANDALL ¢. FOLTZ

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-45-79 by RANDALL C. FOLTZ under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of garage to 2.6 ft. from slde lot
line on property located at 2310 Malraux Drlve, tax map reference 39-3((28))
81, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardils moved that the Board of Zonigg
Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREA3S, following preper notice to the publie, & public hearing was held by
g::e Bozrd on April 3, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:
1
. 1. THat the cowner of the property’is the applicant.
.2. 'The present zoning is R-4. ¢
.. 3. The &rea of the lot is 8,407 eg. ft. o o
#. That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape and ﬁ

a8 an unusual condition in the lecatlon of the existing bulldings on the
ubject property.

ND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng con-
lusions of law:

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physical condltlons as
listed above exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning
&Fdinance would result in practlecal difficulity or unnecesasary hardship that

ould deprlve the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildlngs
involved.

*EJH, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED wilth
he following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon and the speclfiec structure
Hndicated 1n the plats included with thils applieation only, and is net trans-
Jferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thls date unless construction
as started and . is diligently pursued or unlezs renewed by actlon of this
Roard prior to any explration, f

R

i r. Barnes seconddd the metlon.

Jthe motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Mr. Yaremchuk being absent}.




Page 152, April 3, 1979, Scheduled cage for

AM, of the Ord. to permit %inge,- located 3305 Glen Carlyn Rd.,
61-2¢(1))8 & 8A, Mason Dist., 13.4400% acres, R-3, 3-42-79.

Ag the requilred notices were not In order, the Board deferred this applicatlion
until May 1, 1979 at 12:00 -P.M.

L
// {
Page 152, April 3, 1979, Scheduled case for
11:20 -  REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, under Sect.
A.M. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit addition of a new sanctuary and other
facilitles to existing church, lecated 5616 Inverchapel Road,

Ravensworth Subd., 79-2{(3))(3)C, Annandale Dist., 2.55 acres,
R-3, 3-43-79.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the appliecation
until May 8, 1979 at 10:00 A.M. .

//

Page 152, April 3, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:40 - EMILY A. MAHONY, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to permit
A.M. gchool of general educatlon in private residence, located 1924

Freedom Lane, Marlborough Subd., 40-2((12})93, Dranesville Dist.,
11,577 sq. ft., R-3, S-47-79.

IMr. Terence Mahony informed the Board that the ‘application was to allow a
lachool of general education at 1924 Preedom Lane in an R-3 zoning distriet.
{He stated that the school would notnlnecompatible with the surrounding neighbor
Fhood. There 13 a growing need for this serviee in thls immedilate area, The
program i1s for students with learing disablilitles. It would not replace any
exlsting programs in the public schools but would provide addltional help for
these students, More and more children are belng ldentified as having learn-
ing disabllity problems. The public schools cannot addquately provide help
for these youngsters. The propesed school would econtinue the educatilon of
the disabled youngster even durlng the summer months. Children of school age
ould attend the program Monday through Friday from 9 A.M. to 12 P.M. During
he summer, another teacher would be provided. The winter program would be
mich smaller In scope. It would have children of kindeepgarten ages with a
aximum of four chlldren during the winter.. Mr, Mahony stated that he did
not believe this school would generate any amount of traffic. The traffic
ould be staggered to prevent any backup. Children would be dropped off in

a maximum of two minutea. The departumes would also be staggered. The
drivers would be cautloned to drlve slowly throughout the nelghborhoed. The
size of the class would be limited to four students and would be similar to
school of specelal instruction which 1s allowed by right.

he intent of the school and primary function is the summer program. He Stateﬁ
nat it would provide beneficial support to sRe students education. 1In
response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Mahcny stated that the earliest

curs would be 9 A.M. to 12 P.M. and the latest would be 4 P.M. to 7 P.M.

r. Mahony stated that his wife was a learning disability teacher at West
Bpringfield. He stated that he and his wife have lived on Freedom Lane since
Rlarcn 5, 1977. Chalrman Smith inquired as to why the special permit was
Wecessary as thils was similar to schools allowed by right in the zone. The
ilreason 1s beeause of the definition of schools of speelal education.

e Tollowing persons spoke in opposltion teo the application. Ms. Pam Davia
A 2004 Freedom Lane stated that she was not sure what the implication would
fe if the speclal permit was granted. 3he inquired as to what would happen
Hf Mr. Mahony sold the property and was lnformed that the special permit was
hot transferable, Ms. Davis stated that she obJected to the application
‘secause 1t would change the general character of the neighborhood. She was
sginformed by the Chalrman that if the permlt was granted there would be certain
ALonditions under which the applicant must abide. She stated that this would
Bet a precedent in the area and asked the Board to deny the request.

fhe next speaker was Mr. Beardley of 1927 Freedom Lane whe llves aecrcss the
btreet. He stated that he has lived there since 1369 when the suhdivision was
Briginally formed. He informed the Board that thls use was agalnst the
Fovenants of the subdilvialion. He was informed by the Chalrman that the
JBovenants were a clvil matter which did not enter into the Board's consideratidn.

11:00 . - KNIGHTS OF CQLUMBUS, FAIRFAX COUNCIL #4522, appl. under Sect. 3-303 / 5' }



age 153, April 3, 1373
MILY A. MAHONY
(econtinued)

r. Beardley stated that he was strongly opposed. to this application as this
appeared to be the flrst lnstance of a residential use being altered. He
stated that he was unconvinced that there was a great need for this sgervice.
It was his opinlon that 1f there was a strong need that the public schools
could carry out the program without the need of a school in soméone's home.
hr. Beardley informed the Board of the traffic hazard that would be presgent,.

e informed the Board that many youngsters in thls area have been atruck by
vehicles in the past year. He stated that they did not need the increased
risk of additional vehicles. He indicated that conditicns could be set on the
use but that it would be difflcult to enforce them. He stated that this use
would not be of benefit to his children. He requested the Board to deny the
permlt.

The next speaker was Paullne Skilnner of 6520 Tremont Lane. She stated that
Mr. Mahomp had indicated that the students would be arriving at 5 minute
intervals in the morning. She stated that there was no way to get children
ready without some kinds of delays. She stated that if several cars arrivead
at the same time it would cause a traffle hazard. She requested the Board to
obtaln a traffic survey hefore granting such a request.

During rebuttal, Mr. Mahony stated@ that when the appllication was being
consldered, he had been sensitive to the traffiec hazZards. He stated that he
read the Zoning Ordinance and there 1s a distlnction between scheols of specla
education and general education. The schools of speclal instruction are
allowed by right and the schools of general education are allowed with a
speclal permit. Mr. Mahony stated that he was not sure of the reason for the
distinetion. He stated that the granting of this request would not set a
precedent as each applicatilon Is considered on its own merit. He stated that
this use would not affeet property values. In addition, it would@ not change
the character of the area. He indicated that he was abiding by the covenants.
With respect to the traffic, he believed that a staggered arrival and departur
would work. It it doesn’t, he would insist upon a e¢arpecol arrangement, If
that doesn't work, then he stated that he would terminate the arrangement
himself. With respect to the ataff report about an outside play area, he
indicated that the program would only last about three hours inslide the home
and then the pupill would depart. There would not he a need for an ocutside
play area. There would not be any children under the age of five 1n the
program.

EMILY A. MAHON
REZSOLUTION

Mr. DiGiullan made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S5-47-79 by EMILY A, MAHONY under Section 3-103 of
the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit school of general education in
Rrivate residence on property located at 1924 Preedom Lane, tax map reference

0-2({12})93, County of PFairfax, Virginia, haa been properly filed in accor-
dance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper ncotlce to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 3, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zonlng 1ls R-3.

3. That the area of the lot is 11,577 sq. ft.

. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordilnance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following concluslens of law:

THAT the appllicant has not presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Spetial Permlt Uses In R Distrlcts as contailned in Section
8~006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is DENIED.
Mr. Barnes sec¢onded the motion.

The motion falled by a vote of 2 to 2 (Mr. Smith and Ms. Ardis).

As the decislon resulted in a tie vote, Chalrman Smith stated that the absent
Board member, Mr. Yaremchuk, would be allowed the opportunlty to participate
in the deecision and that the matter would be deferred In order to allow this.

Page 153, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
Y .
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Page 154, April 3, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:50 -~ LAWRENCE C. PULLEY, appl. under Sect. 18-%01 of the Ord. to allow

AWM. subdivision into 3 lots with proposed lot 2 having wldth of 125.57
ft. & propeosed lot 3 having width of 127.95 ft. (150 ft. mirn. lot
width required by Sect. 3-106), located 8500 Ardfour Lane, 70-1({1)}
2, Annandale Dist., 3.4501 acres, R-1, V-29-79.

Mr. Thomas R. Scott of Scott Bullders represented the appllecant. The requlred
notices were 1n order, Mr. Scott 8stated that the purpose of the varlance was
to turn the land into 3 lots wilth 2 lots regulring a varlance as they dld not
meet the minimum lat width requirements of the R-l zone. Mr. Scott stated
that one of the lots was & corner lot and that the land is covered with a lot
of trees and oak fences which they wish to keep intact., There 13 an existing
nouse on 1ot 2 which is the residence of the Pulleys and it will remain.

The chairman questioned whether the existing house would meet all of the set-
back requirements 1f the land was subdlviged. Mr. Scott stated that 1t would.
He indicated that the only varilances necessary were for the lot wildth require-
ments for lots I and 2. Lot 3 was the corner lot and 1t met the lot width
requirements. He atated that the Pulleys have owned this land for 30 years.

There was no one to speak In favor of the application and no one tgo speak in
oppesition.

Page 154, April 3, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LAWRENCE C. PULLEY
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-29-79 by LAWRENCE C. PULLEY under Secticn 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivisilon intc 3 lots with propesed lot 2 having
width of 125.57 ft. and preposed lot 3 having width of 127.95 ft. on property
located at B500 Ardfour Lane, tax map reference 70-1{{1)}2, County of Pairfax,
Virginia, Ma. Ardls moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the followlng
resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on April 3, 19793 and

WHEREAS, the Board has madeé the follewing findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot 13 3.4501 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location
of the existing buildings on the subjeet property and the property i1s irregulal
in shape.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical gonditlons as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
Would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivg
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/cr bulldingss involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subJect application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location ilndicated in the plats
Included with this application only, and 1s nect tranaferable to other land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from this date unless this sub-
divisilon has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

hr. DiGiulian seconded the motlon.
fhe motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 154, April 3, 1979, After Agenda Items

Proctor Hatsell Private School 35-11-79: This matter was agaln deferred until
lApril 10, 1979 at 11:30 A.M.

/




Page 155, April 3, 1979, After Agenda Items

Dr. Wember: The Board was In receipt of a letter from Dr. Wember requesting
an out-of-turn hearing on hls application for a heme professional office.

It was originally scheduled for May lat but Dr. Wember requested an earller
kearing in order to meet hils contract deadline. The Board scheduled the
hearing for April 24, 1979 at 8:50 P.M.

7/
Page 155, Aprii 3, 1979, After Agenda Items

American Hortlcultural Socclety, S-348-77: The Board had been in recelipt of

a requeat for an extension on S-348-77 which was deferred from March 27, 1979
for lack of a full Board. At its meeting of April 3, 1979, with only four
Board members present, the Board took action to grant the extension based on a
decree from Judge Plummer and because they did not agree with the County staff
recoimendation.

Ms . Ardls moved that the Board adopt the resolution amending the Speclal Permi
amendment which 1s set to expire April 18, 1979 and that the specific items be
amended to permit an extension of time for one year subsequent to the final
judiclal review; and, further te add the restrictions stipulated by the Court
as follows:

1. No funection which is not directly related to horticulture shall be
permitted on the property;

2. The AHS shall be permitted %o have outdoor soclal funetions, provided
they are directly related to hortlculture, on three (3) days per calendar year
but in ne event shall such functlons be permitted any closer to the existing
[Halpin house than is the main house of the Amerlcan Horticultural Sociefy and
such functicons must terminate by 10:00 P,M. on the day held;

3. Soclal rfunetions which are directly related to horticultural may be
held lndocrs on the property, provided total attendance at any such funetlon
does not execeed 100 persons, and provided such functleons are completed by
10:00 P.M. Mondays through Saturdays and by 6:00 P.M. on Sundays;

4. Because of the particular hardship imposed on the Amerlcan Horticul-
tural Soclety as a result of these findings, and there belng no objection by
the partles, the American Horticultural Society may hold 1ts previously
scheduled outdoor aoelal event 1h May 1979 on the property;

And, it was further stated that the major access road should be completed one
year a&fter the final judiclal review.

Mr. DiGilulisn-~seconded the motlon. The motlon passed by a vote of I to 0
(Mp. ¥aremchuk being absent).

44
Page 155, April 3, 1979, After Agenda Items

The Board was 1n recelpt of a letter from Ivy Mitchell of the Wolf Run Cilvie
ssoclation, Ifie. regarding possible viclations of the Zoning Ordinance at the
R, Wayne Hirst residence at 12000 Henderson Road in Clifton. As the letter
was addressed to the Zoning Administrator, the Board did not take any action
and left the matter to Me. Yates.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:10 P.M.

By .
Sandra L. Hleksa, Clerk to the
Board of Zonlng Appeals

Submltted to the BIA on . DATE
Submitted to the other departments, h
Board of Supervlsors and Plannlng

Commisslon B
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals : - /5‘ é
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on

Tuesday, Aprll 10, 1979. All Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGlulian, Viee-Chairman;

George--Barnes; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis. l

The meeting began at 10:20 A.M. led wlth a prayer by Mr. Barnes.
5. Ardis moved that the Board adjourn into Executive Session to dlscuss legal

atters. Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The Board reconvened intc public
session at 10:40 A.M.

4
Mr. Lenn Koneczny introduced three new Zoning Inspeetors to the Board of Zonin# l
Appeals. They were Betty Tiches, John Hardy and Joe Bakos.
/
The Chalrman called the scheduled 10:00 case:
10:00 = MOZAFAR & MAHIAN AMIGHI, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
A .M. allow resubdlvislon of two lots into four lots, two of which have

width of 6 ft., (min. 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206}, located

3434 & 3436 Helly Rd., Rlchard Robinson Estate Subd., 59-2((2))1 & 2
Providence Dist., 2.3181 acres, R-2, V-305-78.

(Deferred from January 30, 1979 and March 6, 1979 for Notilces).

The required notices were In order. Mr, Charles Huntley, an engineer, repre-
sented the applicants. He stated that the request was to allow two lots to
be developed into four lots whieh would have less than the required street
frontage. In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Huntley stated that
the applicants have owned the property for over a year. <Chalirman Smith
inquired if the applicant had been before the Board previously. Mr. Huntley
informed the Board that the application had been deferred previously because
of a deficlency In the notice requirements. He atated that the applicant had
Inever been before the Board at any other time. The Justificatlon for the
lvarlance request was because of the conflguration of the property. The land l

1z 408 ft., deep and only has 247 ft. of frontage on a public street. This
request would create pipestem lots which would not significantly alter the
character of the neighborhood.

There Wwas no one to speak in favor of the appllcation. Mr. David Hart of
8107 Gale Street spoke in opposition to the application. He stated that this
equest backed up to four lots on Gale Street. He stated that they were in
opposition to thils request as there was a 10 ft. strlp of land included in the
applicant's request which was deeded to the four property owners along Gale
Street. This matter 1s being investigated by the Title Insurance Company.
r. Hart stated that Mr. Amighi had assured them that the 10 ft. strip of land
ould not be 1included when the Site Plan was submltted for subdivislion approval.
r., Hart stated that they would support the variance reguest as 1t provided
for single famlly homes as lang as the 10 ft. of land was conveyed.

hairman Smith informed Mr. Hart that the Board does not have the authority

¢ approve land transfers. Mr. Hart stated that he only wanted to make the
card aware of the questieon of the 10 ft, strip as to ownership. He stated
that he felt that the gentleman's agreement was sufficlent at thls polnt.
hairman SMith stated that the Board could not enforce a genstleman's agreement
If the Board granted the varlance, it would be as submltfed and the Board
could not require the appllicant to abide by any verbal agreements made to
other parties. - e

inquired of Mr, Huntley as to whether the 10 ft. strip of land was included
in the plats presented to the Board. Mr. Huntley stated that the land had
already been removed since 1t was being investigated by the insurance company.
[He assured Mr. DiGiullan that the certified plats were valid.

There was no one else to $peak in opposltion of the application. Mr. DiGlulian l

Page 156, April 10, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
PQZAFAR & MAHIAN AMIGHI
RESQLUTION

Tn Application No. V-305-78 by MOZAFAR & MAHIAN AMIGHI under Section 18-401 of l
the Zoning Ordinance to permlt resubdlvision of two lots into four lots, two




age 157, April 10, 1979 j Board of Zoning Appeals
OZAFAR & MAHIAN AMIGHI
(econt inued) RESOLUTIORN

¥ which have width of 6 ft. (min. 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), on
roperty located at 3434 & 3436 Holly Road, tax map reference 59-2((2))1 & 2,
ounty of PFairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulilan moved that the Board of Zoning
ppeals adopt the following resclution: ’

EREAS, the aaptioned application has been properly flled 1n accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Failrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

FHEREAS, fellowing proper notlce to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Beard on April 10, 1979; and

&rHEREAS, the Board has made the feollowing findlngs of fact:

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

2. The present zoning ls R=2.

3. The area of the lot is 2.3181 acres.

Iy, That the applicant's preperty 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
ineluding narrow.

FND, WHEREAS, the Boaprd of Zonlng Appeals has reached the fol)lowlng conclusionsg
f law:

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
1isted above exlst which under a strict 1lnterpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance
ould result in praectical diffieulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would

eprive the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESULVED, that the subject appllcation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats
included with this applilcation only, and is not transferable to other land.

2, 'This varilance shall expire one year from this date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

[Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to I {Mr. Smith).

Page 157, April 10, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:10 - ENDURANCE CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the

A.M. Ord., to allow subdivislon into 3 lots, 2 of which have 12 ft. 1lot
width (80 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-306), located 2205
Wittington Blwvd., MeConnell Subd., 121-1{(1))14A, Mt. Vernon Dist.,
46,701 sq. f£t., R-3, V-20-T79.

This application had been deferred from March 6, 1979 for Notices. The
required notices were in order. Mr. Glangreco, an attorney at 110 N. Royal
Street 1n Alexandrla, represented the applicant. He informed the Board that
the request for pipestem ilots was compatible with the pipestem lots now exlst-
ing in the Mt. Vernon area. He stated that Mt. Vernon was one of those areas
where you have numerouls lrregularly shaped lots. The preposed lots would be
1n excess of the currént zoning requirements. There ls an exiating one atory
house whilch has been renovated by the applicant. These proposed lots will
back up to Ft. Hunt Park. The applicant has construcbed a storm draln cover
at hls own expense. Mr. Glangrecc stated that Wittington Blvd. 1s a very
dangerous and narrow road. Mr. Cash has posted bond which requires him to
provide for atorm drainage, curb and guttering. This land had been -swamp land
before Endurance Constructlon adquired it. He stated that they- felt this
subdivislion would enhance the nelghborhood.

In response to questions from the Beoard, Mr. Glangrece stated that the plat
did show four lots. The lot with the house d¢n it was owned by Mr. Cash and
was not a part of the varlance request. Mr. Glangreco stated that the pro-
posed three lots averaged about 15,000 sq. ft. each.

Mr. Peyton Brown of 2201 Wittington Blvd., spoke in favor of the application.
He informed the Board that he was an engineer and felt the request would
enhance hisproperty. He lndicated that the land was a breeding ground for
mosquitoes. Mr. Cash had renovated the 0ld house and cleaned up the awamp.
He stated that he lived wery close by and would like to see the application

Lo/
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|lof the County Code. He stated that the pipestem lots In this area have create

Page 158, April 10, 1979
[ENDURANCE CONSTRUCTION CORPCRATION
{continued)

granted. In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Brown stated that he ha
tived at hls property since December 1975. 1

kr. Edward S. Holland, a professlonal engineer from Alexandria, stated that hne
as been practicing as an engineer since 1940. Thls area was one of the
earllest areas that he had worked. He 1indicated that thls area was Somewhat
repressed because of the street situatlon. He stated that this partilcular
plece of lAnd was an eyesore and had been a problem for the neighbors and the
County ever since the street cars were removed. He stated that Mr. Cash had
taken an irregularly shaped plece of 3&nd and bonded himself{ to improving the
area. He stated that there were many plpestem lots nearby and thls request
would not be strange to the area.

The following persons spoke in opposition to te application. Mr. Peter
Brinitger-diaformed.she-Board that he was the Mt. Vernon representative on the
Fairfax County Planning Commissien. He stated that the applicant had his day
in court end was turned down. The community has seen many trucks, large
trailers and callousness. He stated that there was no jJustificatilon for
granting this request. He stated that the community did not ask him to buy
the lot. Wittington Blvd. 1s poorly paved. He stated that the bullder has
flaunted the authority of the County and dcne many things in direct violation

many preblems for Stratford Landing. In respense to-questions.-from.-the Board
as to whether he would still be opposed 1f another bullder with a better racor
applied for a pipestem varlance, Mr. Brinitzer stated that he would 3till be
opposed because of bad experiences with plpestems. He eclted problems with
storm dralnage, the people living there and problems left by & bullder to
grate on everyone's nerves. When askdd:by the Board what he felt should be
done with the property, Mr. Brinitzer stated that another house should be

uilt leaving the old schoolhouse snd leaving large yards for the houses.

p. Brinitzer informed the Board .of  -sode viclations against the bullder.

r. Kon®ezny from the Zoning Enforcement Division related to the Board the
lvarious problems the County had had with the builder.

The next speaker in oppositlon was Walter G1111ls of 2225 Wittington Blve. He
stated that when thls matter first came before the Board, they had presented
s petition in opposition to the request. He stated that 1t was the unanlmous
oplnion of those sighing the petitlon that the proposed varlance for a plpeste
ould have an adverse impact on the communlity. Everyone was amaged that he
could reapply to the Board after being turned down once already. In addition,
the neighbors had little sympathy towards the appllecant as he was aware of the
problems assoclilated wlth the property when he bought it. Mr. Glllls stated
that 1f the request was granted that 1t would reduce the property values of
the land surrounding it.

The next speaker was Jerry Kintz of 8710 Mercedes Court. He stated that the
Eroperty sat vacant and unimproved until a year ago. Since that time, a lot

as happened to the property with the bullder beglnning construetdon on week-
ends. After calling the County, it was learnsd that the builder did not have
the proper permits to begin construction. Later on, Mr. Kintz was informed
that he could not prevent a geading permlt from being 1lsaued. Mr. Kintz was
informed by the Chalrman that the only matter before the Board was the request
for a varlance.

IThe next speaker was Kevin J. Keaney of 2213 Somerszet Lane who stated that he

Was an abuttlng property owner., He stated that the Board had heard this
equest previously and was amazed that 1t was being considered again. He
stated that he did not object to a developer making money but felt that the
eveloper should abilde by the same limitations as others when developing

property. He stated that the property was irregularly shaped before the
eveloper purchased 1t. He indicated that the pipestem request would make a
ockery of the law.

urigg rebuttal, Mr. Glangreco stated that Mr. Keaney's property ls located to
the rear of the subject property and he did not understand how he could be

ffected. He indicated that most ¢f the arguments presented were based on
emotion. He informed the Board that the plans drawn up by Mr. Holland had
shown a swell. After the bullding permit was 1ssued, there was a sllght changq
in that Mr. Cash undertook to construct a pipe when the plan had called for a
swell. Mr. Giangreco stated that there are two trallers located on the
property for storage of equlpment and fer an office. He atated that some of
the property owners have signed a petltlon in favor of the applicatlon and are
excited about having the property developed., Mr. Glangreco stated that the
varlance would be agn asset to the community.
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Page 159, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ENDURANCE CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-20-79 by ENDURANCE CONSTRUCTION CORPORATION under Section
18~-301 of the Zoning Ordinance t© permit subdivision into three (33 lots, two
of which have 12 ft. lot width (80 ft. minimum lot width required by Sect.
3-306) on property located at 2205 Wittington Blvd., tax map reference 111-1
{(1))14A, County of Fairrfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiullan moved that the Board of
Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng resclution:

IWHEREAS, the captloned appileatlon has been properly filed in accordance wlth
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board of April 10, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 13 the applieant.

2. That the present zoning 1s R-3.

3. The area of the lot 1s 46,701 sq. ft.

i, That the applicant's property 13 exceptionally irregular in shape, has
an unusual condltion in that the configuration of the lot will not allow
development in accordance with the exiasting zenlng or that of the surrounding
area.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following concluslbdn
oF law:

THAT the applicant has satiafled the Board that physical conditlons as liste
above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance would
result 1n practical e¢ilfficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subject appllcation 1s GRANTED wilth
tha following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the location Indlcated in the plats include
with thls applilcation only, and la not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from this date unless thls subdivisi
has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax county.

Mr. Barnea seconded the motlon.
The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 2 (Mr. Yaremchuk &nd Mr. Smith).

Page 159, April 10, 1979, Scheduled caze for

10:20 - ©DONALD B. JUNCAL, ET. AL., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow subdivision 1nto 3 lots wilth proposed lot 2 having wldth of
176.21 ft. and proposed lot 3 having width of 15.04 f£t. (200 ft.
min. lot width required by Sect. 3-E06), located 624 Walker Road,
T-4((1))42, Dranesville Dist,, 6.9903 acres, R-E, V-22-T9.

This application had been deferred from March 6, 1979 for notices. Mr. Charle
Runyon, an engineer in Falls Church, represented the applicant. He stated
that a variance was rrequested as the proposed lots did not meet the minimin
lot wldth requirements for astreet frontage along Walker Road. Three lots were
hbeing proposed with lot 3 having 3.26 acres. The requirement for dedication
Wwould be met by the appllcant . in that 30 ft. would be dedicated for future
construction. Thls is the only way that the property could be developed becau
of the narrowness of the property. The property was 1in conformance with all
other zoning requilrements of the zone. Mr. Runyon stated that thls request
was similar to other requests for this area except that there was an outlot
for the development. He stated that this was a peasonable request and urged
the Board to grant the request.

There was no one to speak in favor of the appliecation and no one to speak in
oppesltion.

n
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Page 160, April 10, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
DONALD B. JUNCAL, ET. AL.
RESOLUTION

In Appllication No. V-22-79 by DONALD B. JUNCAL under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt subdivision into three lots with propecsed lot 2
aving width of 176.21 ft. and proposed lot 3 having width of 15.04 ft. (200
ft. minimum lot width required by Section 3-E06) on property located at 624
alker Road, tax map reference 7-4((1))42, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms,.
rdis moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the following resolution:

WHEREAS, the captloned applicatlon has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all appllecable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, followlng preper notlee to the publie, a publle hearing was held by
the Board on April 10, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1ls the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-E.

2. The area of the lot 1s 6.9903 atres.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followlng conclusionﬁ
of law:

THAT the applicant has satigfled the Board that physical conditlons as
1isted above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result 1n practilcal diffleulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the location Indicated in the plats
included with this appllcation only, and 1s no% transferable tc other land.

2. This wvariance shall explre one year from this date unless Shis subdivisiﬁn
tjs been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

. Barnes seconded the motlocn.
IThe motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 160, April 10, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 =~ SAMUEL LEVY, appl. under Sett. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow con-
A.M. struction of a room additlon to existing dwelling 23.5 ft. from
rear lot lilne (25 ft. min. rear yard required by Sect. 3-307)},

located 1904 @reat Falls Street, Great Falls Manor Subd., #0- 2((20)) .
Dranesville Dist., 8,200 sq. ft., R-3, V-46-T79.

The required notieces were 1n order. Mr. Samuel Levy of 1904 Great Falls St.
in Mclean ixformed the Board that at present there existed a deck which he
proposed to continue and enlarge and enclose for g sun room. He stated that
the deck would be replaced with thls new additlon.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
oppesition of the application.

Page 160, Hpril 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
SAMUEL LEVY

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V=46-79 by SAMUEL LEVY under Sectlon 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to permit construetion of additlon to existing dwelling 23.5 ft. fro
rear lot line (25 ft. minimum rear yard required by Sect. 3-307) on property
logated at 1904 Great Falls Street, tax map reference 40-2((20))5, County of
[Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGlullan moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt
the followilng resoclution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applleatlion has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
lof the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appedls; and

e



Page 161, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
SAMUEL LEVY
(cont inued) RESOLUTION

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applileant.
2. The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot 1s 8,400 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant’s property is exceptlonally lrregular 1in shape,
includling shallow.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board fhat physical conditlons as
listed above exlat which under a striet ilhberpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user aof the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREPORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the subject appiication is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This spproval is granted for thelocatlon and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this applicatlon only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This varlance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any explration.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

10:40 - DEMETRIOS & ASPASIA & GEORGE NICHOLAKOS, appl. under Sect. 18-401

A .M. of the Ord., to allow resubdivision of 2 lots into 4§ lots, with
proposed lots 1-B, 2-A & 2-B having widths of 97.07 ft., 94.47 ft.

% 91.02 ft., respectively (100 ft. min. lot width required by

Sect. 3~206), located 1355 Windy Hill Read, 30-1((1))24, Dranesville
Dist., 2.0 acres, R-2, V-58-79.

he Board recessed for fifbeen minutes in corder for the Clerk to check the
oticea which had not been submitted to the Zenlng Office prior to the hearing
r. Russell Rosenberger, an attorney at 9401 Lee Highway in Falrfax, repre-
sented the applicants. He informed the Board that the subjJect lots were to be
esubdivided into 4 lots of about % acre each. The lots would meet all of the
other zoning requirements for the distriet. The Magster Plan callas for 2 to 3
welling units per acre. Because of the shape of the lot, a variance 1s
ecessary to the lot width requirement. Other options would be to have 2
ipestem to serve all four lots. The applicants felt 1t would be mere appro-
priate to spread out the varlance throughout all three lots rather than having

. Rosenberger requested the Board to grant the varlance because of the shape
lor the lot and because the request would be in harmony with the surrounding
devakopment in the area.

In reaponse to questions from the Board, Mr. Rosenberger stated that the
property had Just recently been rezoned to the R-2 category. The rezoning
kook place January 22, 1979. He informed the Board that the applicants pur-
lthased the property in 18%8:

IThere was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
loppesltion to the applicatlon. :

Page 161, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

IDEMETRIOS & ASPASIA & GEORGE NICHOLAKOS
RESOLUTION

In aAppliecation No. V-48-79 by DEMETRIOS AND ASPASIA AND GEORGE NICHOLAKCS under
Section 18-801 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow subdivislon of 2 lets into 4
lots with proposed lots 1-B,. 2=A k¥2:B-having wEdthivpfodTudRafia e b7 1,
& 91.02 ft. respectively (100 ft. minimum lot width requlred by Sect. 3-206)
on property located at 1355 Windy Hill Road, County of Falrfax, Virginila, tax
lmap reference 30-1((1)}24, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning Appealj
adopt the following resclution:

ust bhees rots meeting the requirements and one lot requiring a large variancel.

1ol
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Page 162, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
EMETRIOS & ASPASIA & GECRGE NICHOLAKOS
{contlnued) RESOLUTION

HEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
the requlrements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the :by-laws
of the fFairfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

HEREAS, following proper notice to the publle, & public hearing was held by
lthe Board ox Aprill 10, 1979; and

WEEREAS, the Boardihas made the following findings fof faect:

1. That the owner of the property is the appllcant.

2. The present zohing 1s R-2.

3. The area cof the lot 1s 2.0 acres.

4. That the applicant’'s property l1s exceptlionally irregular in shape,
including narrow.

IAND, WHEREAS, the Beoard 46 Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusionJ
of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical ecnditions as
1isted above exist which under a strist interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difflculty or unnecessary hardship that would deprivs
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or dulldings involved.

OW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
he following limitatlions:

1. This approval is granted for the location indilcated in the plats
1ncluded with this application only, and is not tranaferable to other land.

2, This varlance shall expilre one year from this date unleas this sub-
divislion has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. DiGiullan seconded the motion.
The motlon passed by & vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).-

—— Jp— - —— ———— LT p—
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10:50 - ST. GEQRGE'S UNITED METHODIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of
AL M. the Ord. to permit construction and operation of a church, located
4912 Ox Road, 68-1((1})10 & pt. 6f 14, Springfield Dist., 5.842
acres, R-1, S5-49-79.

mr. John T. Hazel of 4084 University Drive in Fairfax reppesented the church.
e stated that his secretary and his wife are both members of the bburch. It
is losated on Hoberts Road next to the George Mason University. The current
church will move over to this new .a%te and the George Mason Universlty will
take over the old property. The property is served by public water and sewer.
iThere 12 ample room for expansion. The plat shows 72 parkKing spaces 1n excess
of what is required by the Ordinance. Mr. Hazel suggested that the Board only

approve the required number of parking spaces s¢ that the church would not be
ound to a larger number. With respect to the staff report, Mr, Hazel stated
that the chureh did not have a problem with the dedication of 15 ft. along
the front of the ch#meh property. The staff report requested. a standard ser-
vice drive, Mr. Hazel stated that he belleved a travel lane was all thét
ould be necesszary. He indicated that there was only one more parcel from
the church's property to.the corner. He indlcated that a service drive would
e an unreasonable burden on the church. He 1ndicated that the matter should
e left to the Site Plan review for final determination. Mr. Hazel stated that
the chureh did not have any problems with the landscaplng and screening
regulremsants.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Hazel stated that there was a 25
ft, setback requirement for the parking. He stated that they could move the
parking back 10 ft. Chalrman Smith stated that the Board would need a revised
plat showing the revised parking. Mr. Hazel stated that he could submit a
reyvised copy to the Board at such time as the site plan was flled. Ms. Ardis
inquired if there was a reason the church -was requesting hours of 9 A.M. to

9 P.M. daily. Mr. Hazel stated that there would be people comlng and going

on a dally basis. He stated that they did not anticlpate transferring the

day care center located in the existling church. The chlldren attending this
center would transer to the Salvatlon Army day care center instead. The churcw
would be open on a dally basls and would have a secretary working there.

2
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Page 163, Aprll 10, 1979
ST. GEORGE'S UNITED METHODIST CHURCH
{continued)

oppozition.

Page 163, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appezls

ST. GEORGE'S UNITED METHODIST CHURCH .
RESOLUTION

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the application and no one to speak in / C, ;:7

Ws. Ardis made the followdng motiaon:

EREAS, Application No. 5-49-79 by ST. GEORGE'S UNITED METHODIST CHURCH under
Section 3-103 of the Palrfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit construction
and operation of a chureh on property located at 4912 Ox Road, tax map referen
§8-1((1))10 and part of 14, County of Falrfax, Virglnia, Virginia, has been
properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

]

EREAS, following proper notice to the publie and a publiec hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 10, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property is the 3t. George's United
Methodlst Church.

2, That the present zoning 1s R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 5.842 acres.

4, That compllance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the folloWlng conclusions of law:
THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance wlth

Standards for Speelal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zonlng Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the sublect application iz GRANTED with
the following limitations:

L 1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and ls not transferable
ithout further action of this Board, and 2a for the location indicated in the
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from thils date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed
ﬂby action of this Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this ’
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require & Special Permit, shall require approval of thls Board
It shall be the duty of the Permlittee to apply to thils Board for such approval
Any changes (other than minor engilneering detalls) without this Board's
approval, shall constitute a vicaltlon of the condltions of this Speclal
Permit. :

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL, A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thls 3Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
hBE POSTED in a consplelous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Failrfax durlng the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaplng and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect. 13-
109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance except &s gualified below.

7. The hours of operation shall bBe 9:00 A.M. to 5:00 P.M. dally plus
evening meetings.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 88.

9. Thls permit i3 subject to submission of revised site plans showlng the
25 ft. setback for parking and after appllcant has resolved problem with
travel land as requested by Preliminary Engineering.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motloen. ]

The moticn passed by a vote of 5 to 0. ]\\\\\\\
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lPage 164, April 10, 1979, Scheduled cage for

11:10 - SPA LADY, INC. T/A SPA LADY, appl. under 3ect. 4-603 of the Ord. to
A .M. permlt health club, located in the Cardinal Forest Shopplng Center
at Rolling Rd. and Bauer Dr., 79-3({4)}§2, 43 & 44, Springfield
Dist., 3,280 sq. ft. floor area withln 6.9447 acres, C-6, 5-52-79.

r. James Rees of 8150 Leesburg Plke in Vienna represented the applleant.

r. Rees informed the Board that the applicant had originally submitted an
application for a health club which cannot be granted because of the setback
from the residentilal property. After belng informed by the Zoning staff of
this problem, Mr. Howard Newson spoke to the landlord and has been allowed to

elocate the health ¢lub 1n another loeation 1n the shopplng center which will

eet the setback requirement. Mr. Rees submitted new plats showing the new

roposed location. With respect to the staff report comments on parking,

r. Rees informed the Board that there were 3,377 off-street parking spaces
avallable for the shopping center. This number doeg c¢omply with the minimum
required by the Ordinance. ’

In response to gquestlons from the Board, Mr. Rees stated that the health club
would be on a membership basis only for ladies cnly. They would be counseled
in welght reduction. The facllity would include a saurna, a whirl pool and am
exercise floor.

Chatrman Smith neted that the plats did not show the setback requirement for
the new proposed locatlon in 1ts exget location. It was the consensus of the
Board to defer the hearing until April 17, 1979 at 11:30 in order that new
plats could be submitted. In addition, the Board requested a clarification on
the parking questions as 1t related to the staff report commenta. The Board
requested a computation as to the number of spaces required for this type of
use to be provided by the applicant. .

//
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11:2 ~ LONNIE D. GADDY, JR. & SHIRLENE C. GADDY AND L. D. GADDY CONSTRUC-
A.M. TICN CO., INC., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow subd.
into 7 lota, 2 of whilch have width of 5 ft. and 1 of which has width
of 10 rt. (B0 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-306), located
7618 Shreve Road, 49-2((1))161, Providence Dist., 2.57 acres, R-3,
V=15-79.

(Deferred from February 21, 1979 for Notlces and from March 27, 1979
for full Baard). '

Mr. Lonnie D. Gaddy, Jr. appeared before the Board. He stated that this
property had been purchased two years ago in order to bulld townhouses. After

e¢ould not be used for the constructicn of townhouses. A varlance is requested
to allow subdivision into 7 lots to make reasonable use of the land. The
property 1s unusually shaped and does not meet the minimum lot width reguire-
ments. The land is located off of Rt. 7. . ’

In response to gquestions from the Board, Mr. Gaddy stated that the entire

2.57 acres 1a -owned by him. Mr. DiGlullzn stated that he,dld not see any
dimensions shewn on the alte plan and inguired 1f all of the lots necessitated
a varlance. Mr. gaddy responded that lots 4, 3 2 and 1 all have 80 ft. or
more required frontage. Lots §, 6 & 7 are in the rear and do not meet the
frontage requirements.

There was no one to apeak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
oppoaltion to the appllcation.

discussing the possibility with the County, i1t was determined that the propert)

Page 164, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LONNIE D. GADDY, JR. & SHIRLENE C. GADDY AND
L, D. GADDY CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.

RESOLUTION .

In Application No. V-15-79 by LONNIE D. GADDY JR. AND SHIRLENE C. GADDY AND

L. D. GADDY CONSTRUCTION COMPANY, INC. under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow subdivision into 7 lots, 2 of which have width of 5 ft. and
1 of which has width of 10 ft. (80 ft. minimum lot width reguired by Seet.
3-306) on property locatdd at 7618 Shreve Road, tax map reference 49-2({1))161
County of Falrfax, Virginla, Mr. DiGiulian moved that the Board of Zoning -
Appeals adopt the following resolution: .

(LY



Page 165, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ONNIE D. GADDY, JR. & SHIRLENE C. GADDY AND

L. D, GADDY CONSTRUCTION CO., INC.
( continued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the captloned application has been preoperly filed 1n agcordance with
the reqgulrements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

EREAS, following proper notice %o the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on April 10, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the appllcant.

2, The present zoning is R-3.

3. The area of the lot 1s 2.57 acres.

¥, That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physical conditlons as liste
above exist which under a striet interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinance would
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved. -

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon indicated 1ln the plats
included with this applicatlon only, and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from thls date unleas subdivision
has been recorded among the land records of Fairfax County.

Ms. Ardils seconded the motilen.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith) with one abstention
(Mr. Yaremchuk).

Page 165, April 10, 1979, After Agenda It&is

i - ——— — _

The Board was in receipt of a memorandum from Kathe Anderson requesting the
Board to reconsider its motlion in the George Graham Appeal. Please refer to
the verbatim teanscript located 1in the George-Hreham-Appeadifile.

Following discussicn of the memorandum, Mr. Difilulian moved that the Beard
deny the request for reconsideration of the motlon in the George Graham Appeal
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motlon passed by a vote of 3 to 2 (Mr.
Smith & Ms. Ardis). The request for reconsideration was denied.

4 )
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11:30 = PROCTOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHOOL, INC. appl. under Beet. 3-103 of

A.M. the Ord. to amend 5-100-76 for a day care center to permit increase
in maximum number of students from 75 to.105 and an increase 1n land
area to 28,828 sq. ft., located 7136 Telegraph Road, 91-4((1))pt. of
B4 & 91-4((3))12, Lee Dist., 28,828 sq. ft., R-1, $-11-79.
{Deferred from February 13, 1979 for proper application and from
March 27, 1979 at request of Superviscr Alexander).

Mr. Dexter 0Odin, an attorney in Falrfax, represented the scheol. Chairman
Smith announced that 1f there were no obJections, the staff memorandum of the
issues ralsed by the Board of Supervisors would be pade a part of the record
of the hearing.

Mr. 0din informed the Board that the Proctor Hatsell Private School had been
pperating a cay care center fTor thirteen years In Fairfax. He stated that he
had been representing them for elght years. Mr. Cdin stated that he was
wnaware of any citizen complaint agalnst the schoel except from Mr. Overvik.
He stated thas the schocl 1s well run and exceeds the standards required.

n addltlon, the school has a good staff. The bullding was designed for 135
tudents and 1s now operating with 75 students.

LbO



LU

Page 166, April 10, 1979
PROCTOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHOQL, INC.
(cortinued)

[The followlng person spoke in favor of the appllcation. Mrs. Jane Rosman
stated that her chlld attends Procteor Hatsell School. She stated that she was
thankful that there was a schocl of such integrity as Preoctor Hatsell School.
Her child has been attending the scheool since July of 1977. She stated that
er chiid has a secure feellng which she owes to Mr. and Mrs. Wheeler. Mrs.
osman: urged the Borad to allow the 1increase 1ln students a# 1t would help the
parents to be secure.

r. Glenn Overvik spoke in opposlitlion to the applleation. He informed the
goard that he had submitted a letter 1In opposltlon as he objected to the
extenslon of the permit. He stated that the proposed use does not meet the
zoning requlrements. He stated that he was the owner of 18t 13 which has a
ipight-of-way. This is the only acceas to a building site for the school. He
indicated that fencing of any kind would block hils access. He stated that he
had attached a copy of the recorded deed regarding the right-of-way with his
letter. He stated that the use would not pe compatible and would adversely

ffect hls property.

Chairman Smith informed Mr. Overvik shat the matter of the recorded -right-of
ay was a ¢ivil matter. Mr. Overvik stated that the proposed use must comply
1th Group III standards as well as the @oning district requirements. - He
indicated that the use does not have adequate outdoor space. Mr. Cvervik
stated that the use was both a day care center as well as a school. Under the
-1 district requirements, the minlmum lot area 1s 40,000 8q. ft. He atated
that Lo$112 did not meet the requirements even including lot 13. He stated
that the applicant has not met the requirements and in addiltion, he was
oncerned about the appllcant placing a fence aeross hils right-of-way. He

ged the Beoard not to grant the permlt that would in any way restrict his

1ght~of-way.

uring rebuttal, Mr. Qdln stated that 1n so far as the easement was concerned
hat 1t must not interfere with Mr. Overvik's access Afsumlng that Mr. Overvik
a5 entlitled to acess as the property has been fenced for twe years. In
ddition, Mr. Overvik's property has frontage on Telegraph Rcad in whieh to
provide him ingress and egress to his property.

In reaponse to guestions from the Board, Mr. Odin stated that ihé 8 was owned
¥ Metropolitan Mortgage Fund by deed in 1977. Mr. Yaremchuk lnqulrded as to
hether the problems to which the Board of Superviscrs were Investligating had
een resdlved., Mr. Yates stated that he had met with Supervisor Alexander

d he had no comments. All the problems that had been presented to Supervisod
lexander for investigation have been addressed by the zZoning staff. 1In
esponae to whether the staff hadovlewed the site, Mr. Yates stated that they
i1d not go out into the fl#dd. There were no further questlons from the Board
Page 166, April 10, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
PROCTCOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHQOL, LINC. :
REESOLUTION

3. Ardis made the following motlon:

EREAS, Applicatlon No. 8-11-7% by Proctor Hatsell Private School, Inc. under
Seation 3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend S-100-76 and to
increase maximum number of atudentz from 75 to 105 and an lncrease 1n land
area to 28,828 sq. ft. on property located at 7136 Telegraph Road, tax map
reference 91-4({1))pt. of 8A and 91-4((3))12, County of Failrfax, Virginla, has
been properlty filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
oard of Zonlng Appeals held on April 10, 1979 and

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

1. - That thecowner of the subject property ls the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 28,828 sq. ft.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Stan-
dards for Specilal Permit Uses in R Distriets as contalned in Section 8-006 of

the Zonlng Ordinance; and

A




Page 167, April 10, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
PROCTOR HATSELL PRIVATE SCHOOL, INC.
{continued) RESWOLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further actlon of this Beard, and 1s for the location indlcated ln
the applicatlion and is not transferable to other land.

2. This apecial permit shall expire one year from this date unless construc-
t¢ion {operatlon) has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by
actlon of thls Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval ls granted for the 'bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this applicatlon. Any addlticnal structures of any kind,
changes In use, additilonal uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or net these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Beard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor englneering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a vlelation of the conditions of thils
Special Permit.

4., This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-

ural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID
UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS CBTAINED.
5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldentlal Use Permit SHALL
E POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made avail-
able to all departments of the County of Falrfax durlng the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required in aecordance with Article
13 of the Zoning Ordlnance and provided to the satisfaction of the Director of
Environmental Management.

7. The number of students shall be 105.

8. Thils permit 1s subject to all provislons of S-100-75 which have not been
altered or amended by thils resoclution.

rr. Barnessaeconded the motlon.
T!

he motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 167, April 10, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:50 - EMILY A. MAHONY, appl. under Sect. 3-102% of the Ord. to permit

A, M. school of general education in private residence, located at
1924 Freedom Lane, Marlborough Subd., #0-2((12))93, Dranesville
Dist., 11,577 sq. ft., R=-3, S-U47-79.
(Deferred frem March 27, 1979 after vote of 2 to 2 for Mr. Mahoney
to decide whether he wished Mr. Yaremchuk to consider votilng to
break tie vote.)

The Board was 1n receipt of a letter from Mr. Terence P. Mahony requesting
that hils wife's application 5-47-79 for operation &f a school for learning
disabled ¢hildren be withdrawn without prejJudice. In addition, Mr. Mahony
requested that 1f the Board desired not to withdraw the applicaticn thab
r. Yaremchuk be allowed to participate in the final decisicon.

r. DiGiullan moved that the Board allow the wilthdrawal without prejudice.
r. Barnes seconded the motlon and 1t passed by a vote of 4 to 0 with 1
abstention (Mr. Yaremchuk).

7/
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12:00 - WILLIAM H. PLANK & JOSEPH G. SMYTH, TRUSTEES, appl. under Sect.
P.M. 18~-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of fence 8 ft. high on
front lot line and 4 ft. high around lot cerner (max. height of
4 £t. required by Sect. 10-105 and max. height of 3% ft. around
lot corner requlred by Sect. 2-505), located 7256 Spring Side,
Spring Side Subd., 30-1((17))1, Dranesville Dist., 17,185 sq. ft.,
R-3, V-33-79.
(Deferred¢ from March 13, 1979 for applicant to work out solution)}

To be heard along with:
12:00 - WILLIAM H. PLANK & JOSEPH G. SMYTH, TRUSTEES, appd. under Sect.

P.M. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow construction of fence 8 ft, high on
front lot line and U4 ft. high around lot corner (max. helght of

lb/
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Page 168, April 10, 1579

4 £t. required by Sect. 10-105 and max. height of 3% ft. around
lot corner required by Sect, 2-505), located 7259 Spring Side
Way, Spring Side Subd., 30 1{(17))9, Dranesville Dist., 14,248

8q. ft., R=3, V=34=79.

(Deferred from Mareh 13, 1979 for applicant to work out solution.)

To be heard with:

12;06 - WILLIAM M. COFER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

P.M. construction of a fence 8 ft. high along front lot line (max. height
of 4 ft. required by Sect. 10-105), located 7254 Spring Side Way,
Spring Side Subd., 30-2{(17))2A, Dranesville Dist., 17,170 =sq. ft.,
R-3, V-32=79.
(De%erred from March 13, 1979 for applicant to work out solution.)

The Board was in regeipt of ailetter from Mr. Smyth regarding V-33-79; V-34-79
and V-32-79 requesting that the varilances be withdrawn as he was able to work
out anether alternative solutlon.

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board allow the withdrawal of V-33-79, V-34-79
and V=32-79 without prejudice. Me. Ardis seconded the motion. The motion
passed by a unanimous vote of 5 to 0.

//

Page 168, April 10, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: Mr. DiGlulian moved that the Board approve the Minutes
of November 7, 1978 as amended. Mr. Barnes seconded the motilen and 1t passed
unanimously.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:50 P.M,

quggfggézzzfﬁgég 44{‘;§é;;4§§,
hdra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zoning Appeals

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZIA on Date
Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervlsors and Planning
Commlisslon on B
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, April 17, 197¢. The following Board Members
were present: Daniel Smlth, Chairman; @George Barnes;
John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis (arriving at 11:00 A.M,}.
Mr. DiGiulian was absent.

The Chairman opened the meeting at 10:55 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes., The Chairman c¢alled the scheduled 10 o'clock case:

10:00 - SUSANNE R. DeWOLF, appl. under Sect. 18-U01 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. gubdivision into 3 lots each of which would have a width of 16.67
ft. (200 ft, min. lot width required by Sect. 3-E06&), located
1149 Bellview Road, 19-2((1})58, Dranesville Dist., 5.8448 acres,
R-E, ¥V-50=T9.

Chalrman Smith announced that the Board was operating with three members as
Ms. Ardis had been detalned in Court and Mr. DiGiullan was absent. He 1n-
formed the applicant that 1f they wished to be deferred to a later date for
a full Board they could do 30. As the Board was discussing the possibility
of a deferral, Ms. Ardis arrived and the Board proceeded with the application.

Mr. Henry Mackall of 4031 Chain Bridge Road in Fairfax represented the
applicant, He stated that the property was exceptionally Iirregular in shape
and has narrow frontage. One of the: proposed lots has the exlsting house
located on 1t .and. there are two other proposed building sites. Mr. Mackall
showed the ‘Board-a sketch of how the property could be developed under the
existing Ordinance. Because of the topography of the land, it would involve
a lot of cutting and fi1iling to the street. Mr. Mackall stated that 1t would
be very difficult to develop this property under the standards provisicns of
the Ordinance. He then showed the Board a seccond drawing developing the
property under the cluster arrangement. There would not be a problem with
developing this property in thils manner as far as Mr. Mackall could determine
The only problem with cluster is that it would net be feasible for only two
building lota. Mr. Mackall stated that the plan submitted wlth the applica-
tion 1s more loglcal and mere practical and was in harmony with the Surroundin
area. The lots would almost be 2 acres and would have woods along the
boundary line.

There was no one else to speak 1n favor of the applicaticn. The following
persons spoke in opposition. Mr. Mark Friedlander of 1201 Tollston Road
stated that he wasacontiguous property owner. He stated that the DeWolfs

have been his neighbors for many years and he liked them but he opposed the
plan submitted to the Board. He stated that the property already has a house.
To further develop the property would create strange and unusual lots, He
atated that the applicant does not have the right to a varlance &8 he has not
demonstrated hardship. Instead, the applicant 1s requesting a special
privilege because he has a house and wishes to sell 1t off. Because of the
topography of the land, it 1s golng to create very unusually shaped lots If
the plan is approved. The applicant has not proven hardship. The plan 1s
detrimental teo the surrounding area because of the plan to make plpestem lots
cut of the narrow alley. Agalin, he stated that as a contiguous property

owner he was opposed to the request. He informed the Board that there are
five acres lots belaw this property that have been developed with large homes |

In response to guestions from the Board, Mr. Knowlton stated that 1 the
applliecant only requested two lots he would s2t11l need a varilance as there was
not adequate lot width.

The next speaker 1n oppositlon was Jean Louls Martin who presented the Board
with -a letter In opposition to the request. Mr. James T. McBroom of 1145
Bellview Road stated that he owned property to the north of the DeWolfs.

He stated that he objected to the varilance and requested the Board to deny
the request as it would set a precedent. He stated that he purchased his
land in 1960 and all the rest of the neighbors bought a2t a later date. He
indicated that he valued his privacy and this request would infringe on that
privacy. In addition, thls request would damage the value of hils property.
He stated that the DeWolfs property dralns into a stream whilch cuts through
hls property. The DeWolfs property is on & slope and his property iz on a
flat bed. He indicated that the drainage would affect hls property. In
addition, the stream bed would collect a lot of silt. The stripping of trees
in order to build houses would further erode the soll. He stated that he was
afrald the 311t would cause flooding on his property 1f the stream bed 1s
blocked. He was also concerned that the additécnal tanks and septic fields
would contaminate his water supply. Mr. McBroom stated that if Mr. DeWolfl

F

Ll0Y

/67



Page 170, April 17, 1980
SUSANNE R. DeWOLF
(econtinued)

was determined to subdivide, that he subdivide into two lots including his
present resldence. Mr. McBroom urged the Board to deny the request.

The next speaker 1n opposition was Mr. Thomas White who owned land east of
the subJect property. He stated that he owned lot 56. containlng 15 acres.

He stated that most of the people who live 1n this area do have more than the
normal amount of land. He stated that there are a seml-private community.

He indicated that thils was the first time anycne In the communlty had tried
to divorce the covenants. He indlcabed that after the pipestemz are turned
into streeta that the land would not be even close to 2 acres as suggested

by the applicant's astbrney. He indlicated that the applicants are asking for
more of a privilege than is necessary to grant. He stated that the proposed
lot 1 waa a vary irregular shaped lot consisting of an hour-glass configuea-
tion. This 1s because of the locatlon of the existing septlic field. In
order to bulld houses, it would necessitate cutting down a large number of
cedar trees. Mr. White suggested that the County Arborist be contacted
before thls is done. Another concern wag that the area was scheduled for
dedication by the State Highway Department. The road was to be widened which
would take down a row of hedge trees along the road which were about 80 years
old. Mr. White also stated that If the road was widened to 3¢ ft. it would
pequire a lot of f£illing in of the McBroom's property which would be devasti-
tating.

There was ne one else to speak ln opposition.

During rebuttal, Mr, Maeckall stated that the restrictive covenants shonld
have no bearing on hils c¢lient or hils right to use his land. The oaly thing
being requested in thls applicatlon 1s a variance to the lot width require-
ments for the lots. He stated that they are net asking fora. variance to the
zoning. The land would stay in the same zoning category. The lots would be
developed in accordance with the requirements of Prelimlnary Engineering.

He stated that this was a nlce area in whigh he himself resided. There have
been some cluster developments in this area. 1In fact, Mr. Mackall developed
some of his land into a cluster development. Mr. and Mrs. DeWalf have pur-
chased one of these dots and that 1s where they plan to move. Mr. Mackali
stated that a lot of the area has already heen develcped 1n lots of less than
five acres and some with less than two acres. To keep this tract in five
acres doea not make sense. The only thing the DeWad¥s are requesting 1s that
the property be developed with less than the required lot width or 200 f%.
frontage requirement.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Mackall stated that the DeWolfs
have owned thls property slnce 1963.

Page 170, April 17, 1980
SUSANNE R. DEWOLF :

Board of Zonlng Appeal
#%# RESOLUTION &%

In Applicatlion No. V-50-79 by SUSANNE R. deWOLF under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow subdivislon into 3 lots, each of which would have a
width of 16.67 ft. (200 ft. minimum lot width required by Seect. 3-E06) on
property located at 1149 Bellview Road, tax map reference 19-2((1))58,

County of Pairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resolutilon:

WHEREAS, the captloned appllecation has been properly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable State and: County Codes and with the by-
laws of the Fairfax County Beard of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on April 17, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Boardhas made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.
2. The present zoning is R-E.
3. The area of the 1lot is 5.8448 acres.

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

THAT the applicant has net sattsfied" the Board that. physical- eonditlons as
listed above exlst which under a striet interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinanc
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings invelved,

q
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Page 171, April 17, 1980 Board of Zonlng Appeals|
SUSANNE R. DeWOLF
(continued) ¥%8 RESOLUTION ¥#**

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjeet application i1s DENIED.

This motion FAILED for lack of a second.
®OE O OE K ¥ R N ORE R E N N E RN
Page 171, Aprll 17, 1970 ) Board of Zoning Appeals
SUSANNE R. DeWOLF
RESOCLUTION

Ms. Ardis made the following counter motion.

In Application No. V-50-79 by SUSANNE R. DeWOLF under Section 18-481 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow subdivision into 3 lots, each of which would have

a width of 16.67 ft. (200 ft. minimum lot width required by Sect. 3-E06) on
property located at 1149 Bellview Road, tax map reference 19-2((1))58, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis made the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiec, a public hearing was held by
the Beard on April 17, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followling findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2.” The present zoning is R-E.

3. The area of the lot 1s 5.8848 acres. i

4. That the appllcant's property 1s exceptlonally irregular in shape,
ineluding narrow and has an exceptlonal topographic problem.

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

THAT the applicant has satlisfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretatlion of the Zoning Ordinancq
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/cr buildings involved.

NW(Q, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjJect appllcation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:!

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon indicated In the plass
lncluded with this applicatlon only, and Is not transferable to ¢ther land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motlon FAILED by 4 vote of 2 to 2 (Mr. Smith & Mr. Yaremchuk).
F K I I R N BE B RN BN BN B K
Page 171, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealq
SUSANNE R. DEWOLF
RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk coffered the following substitute motion:

In Application No. V-50-79 by SUSANNE R. DeWOLF under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow subdivision into 3 lots, wach of which would have

a width of 16.67 ft. {200 ft. minimum lot width required by Seet. 3-ED6) on
property located at 1149 Bellview Road, tax map reference 19-2((1})58, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremehuk moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals
adopt the following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on April 17, 1979; and
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177



Lirc

Page 172, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

SUSANNE R. DeWOLF
(continued) RESCLUTION

WHEREAS, the Board has made the feollowing findlngs of fact:

1. That the owner of the property 1is the appliaent.

2. The present zoning ls R-E.

3. 'The area of the -lot 1s 5.8448 acres.

4, That the applicant's property 1s exceptionally irregular in shape,
including narrow and has an exceptional topographic problem.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinancd
would result 1n practieal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings inwolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application 1s GRANTED IN PAR
*(to allow subdivision into 2 lots to be dlvided as evenly as possible) with
the followlng limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlen indleated in the plats
included with thls application only, and is not transferable to other land.

2. Thils varilance shall explre one year frem thils date unless this sub-
division has been recorded among the land records cof Fairfax County.

3. This approval 1s subjJect-to submigsion of revised plats showing sub-
division for 2 lots approved by the Board.

Ms. Ardis seconded the motion.

The motlon passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Mr. DiGiulian being absent).

Page 172, April 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:10 =~ O0X HILL BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to

AM. permit addition of bullding and parking to existing church, located
4101 Elmwood St., Rockland Village Subd., 34=4((6))46, 47, 48 71 &
72, Springfield Dist., 3.3996 acres, R-1, S-55-T9.

A3 the required notices were not in order, thls application was deferred
until May 22, 1979 at 10:00 A.M,

4
Page 172, April 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:10 - OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-801 of the Ord. to

AM. allow addltion to church such that floor area ratie will be (.18
(maximum F.A.R. of 0.15 required by Sect., 3-107), located 4101
Elmwood St., Rockland Village Subd., 34-8((6))46, 47, #8, 71 & 72,
Springfleld Dist., 3.3996 acres, R-1, V-55-79.

As the required=notices were not in order, this application was deferred
until May 22, 1979 at 10:00 A.M.

144
Page 172, April 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - JACOBSEN BROTHERS, INC. & HAWTHORNE ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION,

A.M. appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the Ord. to permit conatruction and
operation of community tennis courts, located 3520 Liberty Tree
Lane, Hawthorne Estates, 28-3((16)})A, Centreville Dist., 3.3697L
acres, R-2, 5-51-79.

Mr. Hank Gordon, an engineer, represented the applicant. Mr. Gordon stated
that Mr. Jacobsen was the developer of this 40 acre development. The first
section contains 20.lots.. .Some of these lots have been sold. The second
sectlon will have approximately 20 lots. The appllcant 1s requestlng per-
migssion to conatruct two tennis courts. One: will be constructed immedlately
but the applicant would like apprrnval for two.courts at thls time. The other
court could be bullt by the homecwners asscclatlon. The tennis court area is
surrounded by trees. In view of this, the appllcant was requesting that the
transltional screening requlred by Preliminary Engineering be walved.
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Page 173, Aprll 17, 1979

JACOBSEN BROTHERS, INC. &

HAWTHORNE ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
{eontinued)

In response to questions from the Board as to when the second tennis court
would be bullt, Mr. Jacobsen stated 1t was hls intent to build the flrst cour
now and thern turn the land over to the homeowners assoclation. They would j
then be responsible for building the second court. Perhaps it would never
be constructed. Chairman Smlth stated that the Beard could not grant an
indefinite construcstlon pericd for the gecond tennls court. He ingqulred 1f
three years would be ample time for the second court. Chairman Smith stated
that constructlon would have to be completed on the firgt court within the
year and on the second court within three years.

With respect to the sereening, Mr. Knowlton informed the Board that the
question of a walver was the responsibillity of the Director of Envircnmental
Management. Mr. Gordon informed the Board that a site plan was not required
for a tennis court; only a grading plan was. Chalrman Shitth stated that it
would sti1ll be taken care of Preliminary Engineerlng.

There wa3 no one to speak in favor of the application and ono cone to speak in
oppesition.

Page 173, April I7, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealsg

JACOBSEN BROTHERS, INC. &

HAWTHORNE ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
RESOLUTION

Ms. Ardils made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Applicatilon NQ. S5-51-79 by JACOBSEN BROTHERS, INC. & HAWTHORNE
ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION, under Sectlon 3-203 of the Fairfax County
Zoning Ordinance to permit constructlon and operation of two community fennis
courts on property located at 9520 Liberty Tree Lane, tax map reference
28-3((16))a, County of Falrfax, Virginila, has been properly filed in accor-
dance with all appllcable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public,and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on Aprill 17, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the sub)ect property is the applicant.
2. That the present zoning 1s R-2.

3. That the area of the lot 18 3.36974 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordilnance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reqched the following cohclusions of law:

THAT the appliilcant has presented testlmony 1lndicating compllance wlth
Standards for Speé#al Permlt Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-004
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOw, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon is GRANTED with
the following limltations:

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only and is not transferable
without further acticn of this Board, and 1s for the locatlon indleated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from thls date unless con-
structlon or operatlon has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renswed
by action of this Board prilor to any expiratlon.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses 1ndlcated on the
plans submitted with thls application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board {(other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require a Speclal Permit shall require approval of
this Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for
sucsh approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering detalls) wlthout
this Board's approval, shall constltute a violation of the condltlons of this
Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy ¢f thils Special Permit and the Non-Residential {se Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use add be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
the permltted use. )

Lr3
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Page 174, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeal
JACOBSEN BROTHERS, INC. &

HAWTHORNE ESTATES HOMEOWNERS ASSOCIATION
{continued) RESOLUTION

6. Landscaping and screening shall be requlred and must satisfy Sect.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zonling Ordinance.

7. Construction of the flrst tennils gcourt shall begln withdn one year and
constructlon of the second tennis court shall begin within three years of
thls date.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {(Mr. DiGiulian belng absent).

10:50 - CHESTERBROOK SWIMMING CLUB, INC. appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the

A.M. Ord. to amend 8-289-75 to permit construction of lights on two
exlsting tennis courts and a change of hours on all four, located
1812 Kirby Road, D.P. Diving Subd., 31-3((5))1 & 1A, Dranesville
Dist., 6.1241 aeres, R-1, S$-54.79.

Diane Small of 1963 Massachusetts Ave, President of the swimming club, informd
the Board that the club came into exlstence 25 years ago. In 1969, the elub
decided to construct a new pool. 'The original c¢lub had a family membership
of 290 and with the construction of the new pool and tennls facilitles, the
famlly membership was expanded to 500, In response to 1ts members requests,
the ¢lub lighted 1ts two existlng tennis courts and constructed two new
courts. At thils time, the club is requesting an extension of its hours and
permission to light the other two courts. The present  hours are .from 8 A.M.
to 10 P.M. The club 18 asking that the chours be changed to 7 A.M. until

11 P.M. .

The following person spoke 1n favor of the application. Mr. Richard Smith
stated that he was a member of the Board of Directers responsible for tennis.
He stated that there wepre four exlsting tennis courts.. Ini 1976, She:édlder
courts were lighted. He stated that he believed that the exlsting lighting
29 well a8 the proposed lighting would not be detrimental to the surroundlng
property owners. There 18 natural screening to protect the effects of the
lighting. 1In 1976, the club completed two additional tennls courts. The
entrance for these courts 1ls from Kirby Road and 1s not adjacent to any.
residences. The lights will be operated by a timing mechanism and will be
used by members only. The lights will be operated with a key whilch only the
members will have. It would be imposaible to operate the lights after hours.
Only 50% of the club membership participate in the tennis program. The club
has a full time tennis pro available to the members. This proposed change of
hours will not increase nolse or traffic. He urged the Board to grant the
request.

In response to questions from the Beard, Mr. Smith stated that the lights
would be contreolled with a timing mechanism. In additlon, he stated thas
there were 100 parklng spaces off of Kirby Road. Chairman Smith stated that
the parking was determined in 1968 when the additicnal courts were being
requested. The original permit goes back to 1954 when only 44 to 54 parking
spaces were provided., There have been several amendments to the permit since
that time.

The following persons spoke 1n oppositlion to the request. Mrs. Marjorie
Brown of 6405 Divine Strest stated that she was a member of the club in good
standing. She uses the club faclllities and enjoys the pool. The only objeec-
tion she had was to the lnerease in hours agnd the 1lights. She stated that

11 o'clock was very late to be playing tennlas. She stated that she has a
small child and elderly parents living wlth her. BShe stated that she can see
the lights and hear the nolse from the courts. She stated that she had no
objection to the members playing tennls until 16 o'clock. She could not see
any reason for the additional hour until 11 o'clock. Mr. Richard Smith stated
that the reason for the extra hour was to allow encugh time for the members
to play tennils., He stated that many members had expreased concern to him that
they would play tennis untll 11 o'adbogk if pessible., Mrs. Brown stated that
not everyone from the ¢lub plays tennilsg. Some members only use the pool.
Chairman Smith stated that be could net support the request for the lnecrease
in hours when there was evldence that 1t would be detrimental to the surround-
ing property ownerss. In addition, he stated that moat clubs 1n the area ofly
played tennis until 16 o'clock at night. Mr. Rlchard 3mith stated that the
ciub could put up screening at eye level to eliminate the effects of the
lights. There were several other speakers 1n opposition to the request.
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Page 175, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
CHESTERBROOK SWIMMING CLUB, INC.
RESOLUTICN

Mr. Yaremehuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-54-79 by CHESTERBROOK SWIMMING CLUB under Section
3-103 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend 5-289-7% to permit
construction of lights on 2 existing tennis courts and a change in hours on
all 4 courts, on property located at 1812 Kirby Road, tax map reference 31-3
({5))L & 1A, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordanje
wilth all applicable reguirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public and a public hearing ®y the
Board of Zonling Appeals held on April) 17, 1979; and

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

1 That the owner of the subJect property 1s the applicant:
2. That the present zoning 1s R=1.

3. That the area of the lot is 6.1241 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s reguired.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conhclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indlcatlng compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses 1ln R Districts as contalned in Section
8-006 of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect appllcaticn 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unlesa con-
struction or coperation has atarted and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approvalls granted Tor the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additicnal structures of any kind)|
changes 1n use, additlonal uses, or changes 1in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additicnal
uses or changes require a Special Permit shall require approval of this Board.
It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditgons of this
Special Permit.

4., This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5, A copy of thls Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments.df the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of
operatlon of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be requlred and must satisfy Seet.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zenlng Ordinance.

7. The hours of operaticon shall be 7 A.M. to 10 P.M,

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 100 as origlnally requlred.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGifulian belng absent).

Page 175, Aprill 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:10 - THE SPRINGS, INC., A MONTESSORI SCHOOL, appl. under Sect. 3-203 of

A.M. the Ord. to permit private school of general educaticn 3-8 years of
age (Montessorl School), located 5407 Backlick Rd., 80-2{(1)}4,
Annandale Dist., 147,559.5 sq. ft., R-2, 8-57-79.

Mr. Thomas P. Kerreister stated that his wife, Barbara, was the administrator
of the school., The request was to renew the special permit for the school.
The school has been in operation since 1966. It was reviewed in 1970 and
1974. The scheoel 18 in its 13th year of operaticn. It 1s located at the
Springfield Christian Church on Braddock Road, Just south of Edsall Road.

The school operates the same school year as the public schools.

L1LO

175



Page 176, April 17, 1979
THE SPRINGS, INC., A MONTESSORI SCHOOL
(continued)

Chairman Smith informed the Board that the present permit-weuld:.-expire on
May 1l2th. If the Board grants an extenslon, 1t would become effectlve on
the 12th of May., No other changes to the permit .were being requested except
to the ages of the children. Mrs. Kerrelster atated that they changed the
ages from 2% years to 3 years minimum because Of the State Welfare licensing.
She stated that this was not a day care center. All other c¢conditlons of the
special permit are to remain the same.

There was no one to speak 1n faver of the applicatlon and no one to speak in
opposltion to the application.
Page 176, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeal
THE SPRINGS, INC., A MONTESSORI SCHOOL

RESOLUTION

Ms, Ardils made the followlng motlon:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-13-79 by THE SPRINGS, INC., A MONTESSORI SCHOOL
under Segtion 3-203 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit private
school of general educatlon, 3 toc B years of age, on property located at 5407
Backlick Road, tax map reference 80-2((1))4, County of Fairfax, Virginia,

has been properly filled 1n accordance wilth all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper natlce to the publle and a public hearing ¥y the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 17, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the Springfield Christian
Church and that the applicant 1s the lessee.

2. That the present zonlng ls R-2.

3. That the area of the lot is 3.4819 acres.

i, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng consluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 800§
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREPORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application ts GRANTED with
the following llmitations:

1. This gpproval is granted to the applicant enly and 1s not transferable
without further action of this Beoard, and 1s for the ocatlon indlcated in the
application and is not transferable to othey land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operatlon has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed)
by action of this Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval 1is granted for the bulldings and uses Indicated on the
plans submitted with +thls application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes i1n use, additional uses, or changes -in the plans approved by
this Board {other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these
additlonal uses or changes requlre az Special Permit, shall require approval
of thls Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) with-
out thils Board's approval, shall constltute a vieclation of the condltions of
this Special Permit.

k. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of
operatlon of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening shall be required and must satisfy Sect.
13-109 and Seect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordinance.

7. The number of students shall be 119, ages 3 to &.

8. The hours of operation shall be 8:30 A.M. to 3:00xP.M., five days a weejﬁ
Monday through PFriday.

9. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of three (3) years with the Zening
Administrator being empowered to grant three (3) one - year extensions.
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Page 177, April 17, 1979 Board of Ioning Appeals
THE SPRINGS, INC.,, A MONTESSORI 3CHOOL :
(continued} RESOLUTION

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 fMr. DiGiulian belng absent).

11:20 = INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the

AM. Ord. to amend existing use permit to allow continued use of tem-
porary traller for tennis, located 13200 Lee Jackson Hlghway,
45-1((1))11, Centreville Dist., 240.87 acres, R-1, $-13-79.
(Deferred from 2/13/79 rfor Notlces and from 3/27/79 for full Board).

Mr, Michael Valendla of Sterling Cup Lane in Mclean, Chalrman of the Tennls
Committee, represented the club. He stated that they were asking for an
extenslon of the time for the tratler that were granted for the tennis season.
The traller is used as a pro shop. He stated that the e¢lub does have plans

to construct a permanent facility as the c¢lub as a very fine pro shop. As
scon as funds permit, the club will bulld a permanent facility. The club

has to serve all of 1ts members and 1s meeting some opposlition from the other
members with regard te the constructlon of a permanent structure at this time.
He stated that he has been assured that as soon as funds are avallable the

pro shop will be bullt. During the past & years that the trailer has existed
the club has done some landscaping and planted some plne trees around the
tennis courts.

Chairman Smith stated that the origlnal permit was for two years to allow a
temperary trailer. He was concermsd about the request for additional time.
Mr. Barnes stated that he was famillar wilth the site and that you could hardly
see the tealler. The trees have grown up around the teénnls courts and they
shileld the traller.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatilion and no none to speak 1n
oppesiltion to the application.

Page 177, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals|
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY BLUB .
RESOLUTIGOCN

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motilcn:

WHEREAS, Application No. S5-13-79 by INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB, INC,
under Sec¢tlon 3-103 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to allow contilnued
use of temporary traller for tennls on property located at 13200 Lee Jackson
Highway, tax map reference 45-1((1))11, County of Fairfax, Virginla, has been
properly flled in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a pihblic hearing by the
Board of Zonlng Appeals held on April 17, 1979, and deferred from February
13, 1979 for Notices and from March 27, 1979 for full Board, and

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

1. That the owher of the subJect property 18 the appllicant.
2.  That the present zonlng is R-1.

3{ That the ares of She let 18 240,87 meves: ..

4. That compliance with the 3ite Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testlimony indicating complliance with Stan-
dards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon 1is GRANTED.with
the following limitations:

1. Thils approval is granted to the applicant only and 1iIs not transferable
without further action of thls Board, and 1s for the loecatlon indicated in
the application and is net transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
atruetion or operation has started and 1s dlligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Beard prior to any expiration.

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, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
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Page 178, April 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
INTERNATIONAL TOWN & COUNTRY CLUB
{continued) RESOLUTTION

Board (other than minor englneering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall conskitute a viclation of the conditlons of this
Speclal Permit,

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED In a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the Countycof Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and sereening shall be required and must satisfy Sect.
13=109 and Sect. 13+110 of the Zonlng Ordinance.

7. This permit 1s granted for a periled of two (2) years.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motion passed by & vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith)(Mr. DiGiulilan being absent}.

Page 178, April 17, 1973, Scheduled c¢ase for

11:30 - SPA LADY, INC. T/A SPA LADY, appl. under 3ect. 4-603 of the Ord. to

A.M. permit health club, located in the Cardinal Forest Shopplng Center
at Rolling Road and Bauer Drive, 79-3({4))42 & 43, Springfiesld
Dist., 3,280 sq. ft. floor area within 6,9447 acres, C-6, 3-52-79.
(Deferred from 4/10/79 for revised plats showing 100 rt. setback
-fpem. residential property & for engineering computation on parking).

Mr. Rees, an attorney in ¥iemna, represented the health club. He Iinformed thej
Board that the applicant was requesting an amendment of the floor area to
4,180 8gq. ft. The iocatlon of the use had been .changed to comply with the

100 ft. setback requirement from the adjoining residential property. In
response to questions from the Board, Mr. Knowlton stated that the property
behind the new site was zZoned commercial. Mr. Rees stated that the proposed
use was for a ladles health spa whlch would have an exerclse area, showers,

a whirlpool bath, sauna and a dressing area. The pumpose of the club was for
welght reduction and muscle tone. There would not be any massage facillties
located in the club. The use would be limited to 48 patrons at any one time.
In response to the number allowed by the Fire Marshal, Mr. Rees stated that
the maximum occupancy load was 225, He stated that the ladles using the
facllity would work at their own achedule and that the number would be diatri-
buted threoughout the day. There are 409 parking spaces avallablie. The type
of stores existing in the shoppling center will be compatible with the use.

The proposed hours of operation are 9 A.M. to 9 P.M. Monday through Friday

and from 9 A.M. to-5 P.M. on Saturday. The spa would be closed on Sundays.
Chairman Smith stated that as this was a commercilal area, 1t could remain

open from 9 A.M. to 9 P.M., seven days & week 1if desired.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak in
oppeslition.

Page 178, April 17, 1879 Board of Zoning Appeals
SPA LADY, INC. T/A SPA LADY :

RESOLUTION
Ms. Ardis made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Appllcation No. 3-52-79 by SPA LADY, INC. T/4 SPA LADY under Section
4-603 of the Falrfax County Zeoning Ordinance to permlt operaticn of a hedith
club on property located at Cardinal Forest Shopplng Center, tax map referenc
79-3{(4))42, County of Paiffax, Virginla, has been properly filed in accor- #
dance with all applicable requirements; and -

WHEREAS, follwwing proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 17, 1979 and deferred from April 10,
1979 for revised plats; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlng #indings of fact:

1. That the applicant is the lessee.

2. That the present zoning 1s C-6.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 4,180 asqg. ft. within 300,346 sq. It.
That compliance with the 31te Plan Ordinance is reqgulred.
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Page 179, Aprll 17, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
SPA LADY, INC. T/A SPA LADY
{econtinued) RESOLUTION

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the foklowing concluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testlmony indicating compllance with Stan-
dards for Special Permit Uses in C Districts as contalned in Section 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESQLVED that the subjeet application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. Thils approval 1ls granted to the applicant only and 1s net transferable
without further actlon of thils Board, and 18 for the locatlon indicated in
the application and 13 not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire cne year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewe
by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

3, Thils approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans subhitted with this application. Any additicnal structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board {other than lminor engineering detalls) whether or not these
additional uses or changes require A Specilal Permit, shall require approval
of this Board.... It shall-be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thils Board
for such approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering details) without
this Board's approval, shall constitute a vieclation of the conditions of this
Speclal Permit. -

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and
procedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT I3 NOT
VALID UNTIL A RON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IB OBTAINED.

5. A copy of thés Speclal Permit and the Non-Regldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED In a gonsplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Fairfax durint the hours of
operatlon of the permitted use.

&, Landscaping and screening shall be reguired and must satisfy Secst.
13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of the Zoning Ordilnance.

7. The maximum number of persons on premises shall be limited to 52 at any
one time.

8. The hours of operation shall be § A.M. to 9 P.M., seven days a week.

9. The number of parklng spaces shall be 20.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 {Mr. DiGiulian being absent).

Page 179, April 17, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:50 = JOHN PARROTT & ARIF HODZIC, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow subd. into two lots, one of which would have width of 20 ft.
{(min. 100 ft. required by Sect. 3-206), located 2116 Elllott Avenue,
Crimrll‘ling Subd., 41-1((16))3, Dranesville Dist., 1.474 acres, R-2,
V-304-78.
(Deferred from January 17, 1979 for period of 60 days to allow
applicant time to work with Preliminary Engineering so varlance
would not be necessary).

The Board was in recaipt of a letter from the appllcant requesting that the
appllcation be withdrawn as he was able to work out & solution with Prelimi-
nary Engineering so that a varilance would net be necessary.

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board allow the applicant to withdraw the appli-

cation without prejudice. Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon and the motion
pasged by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian being absent)}.

/7

Page 179, April 17, 1879, After Agenda Items

V-81-79 VINSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F. McMAHON, JR.; The Beoard was in recelpt of
a letter from Charles Runyon, englneer for the applleant, requesting an out-

of-turn hearing. It was the consensus of the Board to grant the request and
the variance hearing was scheduled for May 15, 1979 at 8:45 P.M.

s

L1
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Page 180, April 17, 1979, After Agenda Items

3-82-79 The Potomac School: The Board was in recelpt of & request for an
out-of-turn hearing for the Potomac School to allow construction of a wading
pool. It was the consensus of the Board tc grant the out-of-turn hearing and
the hearling was scheduled for Tuesday, May 8, 1979 at 11:45 aA.M,

/7
Page 180, April 17, 1979, After Agenda Items

MeLean Swilmming and Tennis Asscclation: The Board was in recelpt of a letter
from Mr. Joseph L. Violette, President of the McLean Swimming and Tennis
Assoc. requesting permisslon for the club to bulld a small, open shelter
adJacent to the existing bathouse. It was the consensus of the Board that as
a bullding permlt was required for thils type of construetion that 1t could not
be considered a minor engineering change and would require a public hearing.
The Clerk was instructed to so inform the club and to forward the appropriate
forms for flling.

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 1:15 P.M.

B A
draz L. Hicks, Clerk to the Danilel Smiffy;
Board of Zonlng Appeals
APPRCVED:
Submitted to the BZA on . Date

Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commlssion on




1]

B
|

The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, April 24, 1979. The following Board Members
were present: Danlel Smith, Chalrman; John DAGlullan;
Vice Chairman; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis. George
Barnes was absent.

The Chalrman opened the meeting at §:15 P.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Covington.

The Chairman called the scheduled 8 o'clock case:

8:00 - MONTESSORI SCHOCL OF McLEAN, INC., appl. under Sect., 3-103 of

P.M. the Ord. to permit private school of general education, located
8517 Lewinsville Road, 2%9-1((1))22, Dranesville Dist., 7.500
acres, R-1, S-61-79.

Mr. Robert Lawrence, an atterney in Fairfax, represented the applicant. He
stated that the applicants were currently cperatling a school in MecLean., This
new locatlon contained 7% acres and would be under site plan control. The
constructlion phase would -be closely worked out asg to details durlng the site
plan process. In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Lawrence stated
that the present location has been 1n operation on Kirby Road for six years.
The proposed size of the new bullding would be 120 ft. % 75 ft. and would be
a one~-story bullding. The approximate helght of the astructure was 206 ft.
The building would be above ground. The school would serve children from
kindergarten through the sixth grade. The hours of operation would be 8:30
A.M. to 3:30 P.M. Tranaportation was to be provided by the use of two buses
whlch would contain 15 passengers each.

Mr. Neil McGowan of 6607 Billings Drive in Annandale requested the Board %o
defer the hearing for approximately three months. He stated that he was an
adjolning property owner and represented three other . assoclatesa-who+did not
live 1n the area. They have not had time to study the proposal. Mr. McGowan
stated that thelr property was located in a floocd plain area. In addition,
there 1s no sewerage provided. He was requesting additlonal time from the
Board in order tc study the proposal and 1tas effects on his property. He
stated that he needed to consult some experts in order to protect his interesJ
He wanted to ensure that there would not be any spillage of sewerage onto hils
water supply. In addition, he wanted to know what restrictions would be
placed on the school as far as control.

Mr. McGowan was informed by Chalrman wSmith that a 90 day deferral was out of
the question. He stated that the Board does not defer an application for
more than one or two weeks normally. Chairman Smith stated that the reasons
cited for the deferral would be controlled by the site plan process. Site
Plan would protect the adjolnlng property to 1nsure that there were no advearsd
effects .Mr. MeGowan questloned the Board as to the notifieation procedure as
he was under the Impresslion that he had not recelved proper notification of
the hearing. Chalrman Smith stated that the notices were in order. The
trustee of the property had been notified and that was suffielent.

There was no one to speak in fawer of the application and no one else to spealy
in opposition. During rebuttal, Mr. Lawrence stated that Mr. McGowan was. .
unaware of the process involved in which the County controlled site plan,
drainage, etc., He indicated that they wished to be good neighbors. A perc
test has already been done on the site and it was approved by the Health
Department. The property would have to conform with all County standards and
requirements. He stated that they would not create any problems for Mr.
McGowan and did not believe that a deferral was necessary.

Page 181, April 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealé
MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF McLEAN, INC.
RESOLUTION

Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-61-7% by MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF McLEAN, INC. under
Section 3-103 of the ZFairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit private school]
of general education on property located at 8517 Lewinsville Road, tax map
reference 29-1((1))22, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed
in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS , fol}owing proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 24, 1979; and




L

||Page 182, aApril 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals|

MONTESSORI SCHOOL OF McLEAN, INC.
{continued) RESOLUTION

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

1. That the owner of the subject property is Lewin B. Boston and that the
applicant is the contract purchaser.

2. That the present zoning is R-1l.

3. That the area of the lot is 7.5148 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section B8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is 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 special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed]
by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application, Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for sucw
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approwal, shall constitute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

4., Thisg granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place 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 and screening may be reguired in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the disgcretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. The number of students shall be 175, from kindergarten through sixth
grade.

8. The hours of operation shall be 8:30 A.M. to 3:30 P.M.

9, The number of parking spaces shall be fifteen (15}.

10. This permit is granted for a period of five (5) years with the Zoning
Administrator empowered to grant three (3) one year extensions.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 0 with 1 abstention (Ms. Ardis) (Mr. Barnes)
being absent]). B

Page 182, April 24, 1979, Scheduled case for

g:20 - GEORGE B., JR. & HELEN C., HARTZOG, appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the

A.M. ord. to permit antique shop in older structure, located 6728
Lowell Avenue, Bryn Mawr Subd., 30-2(({9))58 & pt. of 57, Dranesvilly
bist., 16,441 sq. ft., R-4, §-62-79.

Mr. Charles Shumate, an attorney with Hansbarger & Shumate in Fairfax, repre-
sented the applicant. This was an application for a special permit to operat
an antigue shop. The building was erected prior to 1938. It is in complianc
with the Zoning Ordinance as it was existing prior to 1941. The property

is zoned R-4 and fronts on Lowell Avenue in McLean. It is located in a CBD
and the property to west of the site is wvacant. The properxty is extremely

run down. ‘+An antigque shop would be a good interium use for the property untiﬁ
such time as the master plan calling for 8 to 12 dwelling units per acre is
enacted. Mr. Shumate presented the Board with a letter from Maya Huber in
support of the proposed request. She had served on the PLUS Task force when
the master plan was being adopted.
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Page 183, April 24, 1979
GEORGE B. JR, & HELEN ¢. HARTZOG
{continued}

With respect to the staff report, Mr. Shumate stated that this use could he
allowed for a period not to exceed five years. The propogsed hours of opera-
tion would be 9 to 9. .Hewever, Mr. Shumate stated that the applicants would
like some flexibility as to the hours. There would only be two employees.
With regard to the staff comment on the transitional screening, Mr. Shumate
atated that was a matter best left to the engineer to work out with the
Director of Environmental Management.

Mpr. Verlin Smith appeared to speak in favor of the application. He stated
that thls was an excellent application and was surrounded by commerclal
property on two sides.

There was no one else to speak 1n favor of the appllcation and no one to speald
in opposiltion.

_______ _— - ——— ———mm ]
Page 183, April 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealﬂ
GEORGE B. JR. & HELEN C. HARTZOG

RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S=-62-79 by GEORGE B. JR. & HELEN C. HARTZ0G under
Section 3-403 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit antique shop in
older structure on property located at 6728 Lowell Avenue, tax map reference
30-2((9)})58 & pt. of 57, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly

filed 1n accordance with all applicable requlrements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publiec and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 24, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-4,

3. That the area of the lot 1s 16,400 sq. ft.

4, That complliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating cdmpliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-00§
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect application 1a GRANTED wilth
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of thils Board, and 1s for the location lndicated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This Special Permit shall expire one year from thls date unelss con-
structlon has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon oﬂ
this Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses "Indicated on the
plang submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additicnal
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval .of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a viclatlon of the conditions of thils
Specilal Permit.

4, This granting does not constltute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the MNon-Resldentilal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conapleucus place on the property of the use and be made
available to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operaztion of the permitted use.

6, Landscaping and screening may be requlred in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. ‘The hours of operatlon shall be 9:00 A.M. to 10:30 P.M.

8., The number of parking spaces shall be ten (10).

1843

/83



Page 184, April 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeal
GECRGE B. JR. & HELEN C. HARTZOG 7
{continued) RESOLUTION

9. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of five (5) years with the Zoning
Administrator being empowered to grant three (3} one year extensions.

Mr. DlGlulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of § to 0 (Mr., Barnes being absent). A J
Page 18& April 2h 1979, Scheduled case for

B:40 - TRUSTEES OF CALVARY CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE, appl. under Section

P.M, . 3~203 of the Ord. to permlt chureh, located 8250 Little River

Turnpike, 59-3((1))32, Providence Dist., 9.31 acres, R-2, 5-63-79,

Mr . Walter L. Phillips, Jr. represented the church. The application was to
allow constructlon of a church on a small part of a 23 acre parcel located on
Little River Turnpike. The church owns all of the 23 acres but proposes to
place only 9.3l acres under the special permlt. The church is presently
located on Wilson Boulevard in Arllngton County. It has been there for the
past 25 years and is very crowded for space.

Mr. Edward Uhler spoke in favor of the applicatlon. He represented the
parties who owned lots 64 and lot 65 in Mill Creek Park. He asked the Board
for some understanding as to the land involved. He inquired as to what the
chureh proposed to do with the remaining land from the 23 acre parcel as the
neghbors were under the impression that the entire 23 acres would be used for
the church., Chairman Smith stated that a lot of the land appeared to be in
floodplain. Mr. Yaremchuk informed Mr, Uhler that the church was not rezoning
the property. If they attempted to change the zoning, they would have to go
before the Board of Supervisors for a public hearing. The cltizens weuld be
notifled at that tilme.

For clarification of the land issue, Mr. Phillips stated that there was a
problem with dralnage in this area and that the land was in a fleodplain.
That was one of the reasons why the property had not been developed 1n the
past. The property is very difflcult to develep which 1is ancther reason why
this would be an ideal location for a church. They could use a large amount
of acreage without a lot of improvements. The Calvary Church does not need
23 acres of land for a church. There £s an area of the property that has no
real value to the church. Thils area consista of approximately 5 to 7 acres
and the church desires to sell 1t. As far as the reat of the 23 acres, there
is no plan for any development at this time. The amount of land under the use
permit would only be 9.318 acres.

There was no one else to speak In faver of the applicatlon and no one to speak
in opposition.

Page 184, April 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
TRUSTEES OF CALVARY CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE
RESOQOLUTION

Ms. Ardis made the following motlon:

WHEREAS, Appllcation No. 5-63-79 by TRUSTEES OF CALVARY CHURCH OF THE NAZARENE
under Section 3-203 of the Palrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit church on
property locsted at 8250 Little River Turnpike, tax map reference 59-3((1))32
County of PFalrfax, Virglnia, has been properly flled in agcecordance with all
applicable requirements, and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publice and a publle hearlng by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 24, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

1. That the cowner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning is R-2.

3. That the area of the lot 1a 9.31 acres.

4, That compllance wilth the Site Plan Ordinance 18 required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions'of law:
That the applicant has presented testimony indlcating compliance with Stan-

dards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Distriects as contained in Seetlon 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

i

/87
_



Page 185, April 24, 1979 Beard of Zoning Appeals
TRUSTEES QF CALVARY CHURCH OF NAZARENE
(Continued) RESOQLUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the feollowing limlitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further actilon of this Board, and 1s for the locatlon indicated in the
applicaticon and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and 1s dillgently pursued or unless renewed
by actlion of this Board prilor to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any addlticnal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additlional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permlt, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Beard for such
approval. - Any changes (other than minor :engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constltute a violation of the conditions of this
Speclal Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT I3 NOT
VALID UNTIL :A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINELD.

5. A copy of this Special Permlt and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspilcuoue place 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. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management .

7. The hours of operation shall be normal church activities,

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 200.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motlon.
The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr, Barnes belng absent).

Page 185, April 24, 1979, Scheduled case for

8:50 - DAVID G. WEMBER, M.D., appl., under Sect. 3-103 of the ord. to

P.M. permit home professional medilcal office, located 7810 Helena Drive,
North Idylwood Subd., 39-8{((8))4, Providence Dist., 0.871hL acres,
R-1, S-64-79.

Dr. Wember represented-himself. He stated that he was applying for a home
professional offlce for an medical office. The location of the offlce was to
be in a home presently under contract. He stated that he has had a home
professional office in his present home for the past four years. He stated
that he would like to continue the same type of practice in hils new home.

Dr, Wember informed the Board that he has a small practice, seeing only six to
ten per day. The hours of operatlion would be 9 A.M. to 5 P.M. He only has
one full time employee. In response to whether he had any part-time employees
Dr, Wember indicated that he did not. He stated that he did not anticlpate
any adverse traffic flow 1n the nelghborhood. In response to the Board as to
what type of medical offlee, Dr. Wember stated that 1t was a general practice.
He indicated that he practlces preventive medicine. Most of his patlents are
acheduled for a full hour. In response to whether he owned the property,

Dr. Wember stated that he was s3tl1ll a contract purchaser at the present time.
The house sits on an acre of land. He stated that the downstairs level of the

home would be used for hils office and that he and his family would liveupstalry.

He indicated that he has the exact setup in his present location.

With respect to other uses 1n the area, Dr. Wember stated that in September
1966 a use was started but that 1t ended in June 1977. There is no other use
in this area. He presented the Board with 39 letters of approval from home
owners in the area.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applleation and no one to speak in
cpposltion. .
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Page 186, April 24, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DAVID G. WEMBER, M.D.
{ RESOLUTION

Mr. DiGiulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-64-7% by DAVID G. WEMBER, M.D. under Section 3-103
of the Falrfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permlt home professional medical
office on property located at 7810 Helena Drive, tax map reference 39-4((8))4,
County of Falrfax, Virginia, has been properly filed ina accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public and a publle hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on April 24, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follewing flndlngs of faect:

1. That the owner of the sublect property is James Joseph II & Florence C.
Delaney and that the applicant Is the contract purchaser.

2. That the present zoning is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 0.8174 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 18 required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony 1ndicating compliance with Stan-
dards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllcatich 1s GRANTED wlth
the followlng limitations:

1. Thils approval 1s granted to the appllicant only and .1s not transferable
without further action of thils Board, and is for the locatlon indlcated in the
application and 1s not transferable to other land.

2. This speclal permit shall expire one year from thls date unless con-
astruction or operation has started and is qiligently pursusd or unless renewed
by actlon of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. 'This approval 1z granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this applieation. Any additional struectures of any kind,
changes in use, addltional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor engineering detalls) whether or not these addltional
uses or changes require & Specilal Permit, shall require approval of this
Beard. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply te¢ this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a viplation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5, A copy of thils Special Permit and the Nen-Residential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED 1n a censplcuous plac¢e on the property of the use and be made avall-
able to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landseaping and screening may be required In aceordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the dlseretion of the Director of Envirenmental
Management.

7. The number of employees shall be cne (1).

8. The hours of operatlon shall be 9 A.M. to 5 P.M., Monday through Friday.

9. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of three (3) years.

Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes belng absent).

Page 186, April 24, 1979, After Agenda Items

Discussion of landscapling and sereening requirements as outllned in conditioen
6 of the special permit resclution form took place. Ms. Kelsey informed the

Board that the present wording of the condition would not allow the Diregtor

of Environmental Management the opportunlty to walve that sectlon of the Code
in accordance with Artlcle 13. As the present wording exists, he would only

be able to walve Sect, 13-109 and Sect. 13-110 of Artlcle 13.

After discussion, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board adopt the recommendation
of the staff as 1t related to the Hartzog appllcatlon and that the Director
of Environmental Management should be given the latltude to walve Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance. Mr. DIGiulisn seconded the motlon and it passed by a
vote of 4 to 0 {Mr. Barnes being absent).

e
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Page 187, April 24, 1979, After Agenda Items

It was the consensus of the Beoard that the apecial permit resclution forms be
amended with respect to condition no.6 to read;, "Landscaping and screening
may be required 1n accordance wilth Article 13 of the Zoning Ordinance at the
discretion of the Director of Environmental Management." Chairman Smith asked
that this amendment be made to the resédlution forms to be provided to the
Board at the next wmeetlng.

Ms. Ardis moved that the Board amend the condition no. 6 for all speclal perw
mit. applications.which were declded at the meeting thils date. Mr. DiGlulian
seconded the motlon and it passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Barnes being
absent).

e
| Page 187, April 24, 1979, After Agenda Items

Camelet Community Club: The Board was 1n receipt of a request from Mr. Frank
Quinn, Preaident of the Camelot Communlty Club, seeking approval to construct
a 40' x 12' redwood deck on a grassy area adjacent to the existing pool. It
was the consensus of the Board that a2 -2 building permit was requlred for the
congtructlon of the deck that the club would have to go through the public
hearing process. The Clerk was advised to forward an appllcation form to the
c¢lub.

// There belng no further business, the Board adjourned at %:30 P.M.

B)Qéﬂm-)@@_

~3andra L. Hicks, Clerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

Daniel Smith’,
APPROVED!:
Submitted to the BZA on . Date
Submitted to the other departments,
Board of Superwvlsors and Planning
Commission on .
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L00O

The Regular Meetling of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, May 1, 1979. All Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian, Vice-Chairman;
George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis,

The Chalrman opened the meeting at 10:15 A.M. led wlth 2 prayer by
Mr. Barnes.

T The Chalrman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case:
16:00 - COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 3-403 of the Ord. to
A.M. amend existing permlt to allow contlnued use of traller for

Sunday school classrooms, located 6200 Indian Run Parkway, Bren
Mar Subd., 81-1({1))9B, Mason Dist., 5 acres, R=4, 5=31-79.

Mr. William Higgins of 6703 QOakwell Avenue 1n Springfield represented the
church. He stated that this request was to allow the contlhued use of a
traller which was granted in 1976. The traller is situated behind the church
bullding and 1s used for Sunday scheel classes. Chalrman Smith inqQuired as to
how leng the church proposed to use the trailer. He indicated that the church
was only to use the traller on Sundays for rellgicus education. Mr. Hlggins
stated that he did net know how long the church proposed to use the traller.
It is presently belng used by about ten people on Sundays. In respconse to

stated the church was located-im-Bren Mar in Pairfax County. He stated that
he hoped the church would be abla to Build some addltlonal bulidings 1n the
future and get rld of the trailer.

The Beard queationed Mr. Covington with respect to the traller. Mr. Covington
stated that he had attached everything pertaining to the request to the staff
report. He indicated that there was no problem with the operaflon and no
complaints about the traller, He stated that they have a wvalid ceccupancy
permit.

Chailrman 3mith stated that apparently the time for the trailer had expired.
Mr. Covington stated that 1t expired in 1978. Chairman Smith stated that he
was reluctant to grant the use for more than two years because of the sglte
plan conditions. He indicated that if a site plan could be granted for more
than two years that he would not have any problems wilth 1t. Chairman Smith
sugegested that the Board grant the request for two years wlth two one year
renewals provided the site plan condiflons are met.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatien and no one to speak in
opposltion.

Page 188, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH

RESQLUTION
Mz, DiGlullan made the followlng motlon:

WHEREAS, Application No. S=31-79 by COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH under Section
3-403 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit amendment to existing
permit t£o allow continued use of traliler for sunday school classroom on
property located at 6200 Indlan Run Parkway, tax map reference 81-1((1)}9B,
County of Falrfax, Virginia, has been property filed in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

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

wi+ That the owner of the subJect property 1ls the applicant.
. That the present zoning is R-4.
3. That the area of the lot is 5 acres.
4. That compliance with the 3lte Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusilons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with 3tan-
dards for Special Permit Uses in R Distrlcts as contalned in Section B-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

questicns from the Board with respect tec the location of the church, Mr. Higgig

[4:]
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Page 189, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
COLUMBIA BAPTIST CHURCH
(continued) - RESOLUTION

1. Thils approval is granted to the applicant only and 13 not transferable
wilthout further action of this Board, and is for the logatlon indicated in
the application and 13 not transferable tc other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless construe
tion or operatlon has started and 1s dillgently pursued or unless renewed by
action of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted withithls appllcation. Any addltlonal structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board {(other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these addltionszl
uses or changes require g Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constltute a violation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

4§, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECTIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID
UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT I3 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspleuous place on the property and be made avallable to all
departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of operatlon of the
permitted use,

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in aceordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion ¢f the Director of Envircnmental
Management. L . .

7. This permit is granted for a perled of two (2) years with the Zoning
Administrator empowered to grant. two {2) one year extensions provided require-
ments of Site Plan are met.

8. All other requirements of $5-157-76 shall remain in effect.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 189, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 <~ OGEORGE H. JR. & KRISTJANA B. DIMON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the
A.M, Ord. to allow enclosure of a carport into a garage such that total
: . slde yard will be 18.4 ft. {total min. side yards of 20 ft. required
by Seect. 3-307), located 5613 Meridian Hill Place, Signal Hill
Subcal., 78-2((14))81, Annandale Dist., 9,285 sq. ft., R-3(c),
V-58-79.

The reguired notices were in order. Mr. George Dimon of the above address
stated that on his street, there were 3.  housSes that had carports instead
of garages. His request to enclose the existing carport would be consisent
with the neighborhood. There exists a unique sltuatlon with resgpect to an
exlating easement on an adjolning nelghbor's property. If the easement had
been 8plit between the two subJect propertles, the total side yard required
by the Ordinance could have been met. The bullder had apparently relocated
property lines in order that the easement remaln on one property. As such, -
Mp, . Dimon'a side yard was smaller than others in the area. Mr. Dimon stated
1t would have been better 1f the easement had begn split between the two
properties. Another conslderation for a variance was that the front of the
property 1s conclave. The house is situated back from the cul-de-sac. The
carport 1s attached to the exlsting house. The house next door has tc view
the unaightly materials stored on the carport. Mr. Dimon stated that he weould
be doing hils nelghbor a favor by enclosing the carport.

There Was ho one to speak 1n favor of the appllcaticn and no one to speak in
opposltion.
Page 189, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
GEQORGE H. JR. & KRISTJANA B. DIMON

RESOLUTION

In Applieation No. V-58-79 by GECRGE H. JR. & KRISTJANA B. DIMON under Section
18-401 of the Zonlng Ordinance to permitf enclosure of a carport into a garage
such that total side yards will be 18.4 ft. {total minimum side yard of 20 ft.
required by Seet. 3-307) on property located at 5613 Meridian Hill Place, tax
map reference 78-2({14})81, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved
that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the followlng resolution:

L8Y
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Page 190, May 1, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
GEORGE H. JR. & KRISTJANA B. DIMON
(eontinued) RESOLUTION

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on May 1, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning is R-3{C).

3., 'The area of the lot 1s 9,285 szq. ft.

4. .That the applicant's property 1s exceptlonally lrregular in shape and
has an unusual condition In the locatlon of the existing bulldings on the
subject property.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physlcal conditlons as
listed above exlst which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprilv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/pr bulldings involved.

NCW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESCLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the specific structure
indilcated in the plats included with thils application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land cor Y0 other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unleas construetion
has started and 1is dillgently pursued or unless renewed by action of thils
Board prior to any expiration.

Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 5§ to 0.

Page 190, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:56 - ROBERT KINBERS, appl. under Sect. 18-801 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. construction of garage to existing dwelling to 20.6 ft. from front
lot line (35 ft. min. front yard required by Sect. 3-207), located
6501 Lakevlew Drive, Lake Barecroft Subd., 61-3((14))359, Mason
pist., 14,306 sq. ft., R-2, V-59-79.

Mr. Kinberg informed the Board that he was seeking a.varlance in order to
build a garage next to hils house. He stated that he had a split rambler style
home. The proposed garage would provide access to hls heme. The ground is
level. There is very little shubbery in thls area to remove. The garage wlll
be 25 ft. in length in order to accomodate a standard slzed car. Thils alsoc
allows for the extension of the chimney into the garage area. The garage will
extend intoe the required front setback. It will be 20.6 ft. and does not meet
the required 35 ft. minimum. A variance would be necessary even 1f the garage
was bullt anywhere else on the property because of the exceptional topographi
conditions 1in the rear yard. In additlon, 1f the garage was bullt to the

rear of the house, 1t would block the two rear entrances to the house, It
would be expensive to remove the old driveway to bulld in the rear yard.

Mr. Kinberg stated that 1t would be a hardship to place the garage in any othe
location. He indicated that his lot was a corner lot. It was accessible to
Jay Miller Drive but he preferred not te have te construct another driveway.
Mr. Kinberg presented a statement from the Lake Barcroft Archltectural Review
Commlttee stating that they had nc obJectlons to the garage being built in
this location. In addition, he presented ancther statement from cne of his
neighbors who was also in favor of the applicatlon.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
epposition.
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Page 191, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ROBERT KINBERG
RESOLUTION

In aApplication No. V=-59-T9 by ROBERT KINBERG under Section 18-401 of the Zonin
Ordinance to allow conastruction of a garage to existing dwelling to 20.6 ft.
from front lot line (35 ft. minimum front yard required by Sect. 3-207) on
property located at 6501 Lakevlew Drive, tax map reference 51-3{(14)}359,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the followlng resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on May 1, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner o©f the property is the applicant.

2. The present zonlng is R-2.

3. The area of the lot is 14,306 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has exceptional topographic problems and
has an unusual condition in the locatlon of the existing bulldings on the
subject property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusilon
of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exlst which under a strlct interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings lnvolved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location and the speciflc structure
indiecated in the plats 1ncluded with thils appllcation only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to cther structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from thls date unless construction
has started and is dilllgently pursued or unless renewed py action of this
Board prilor to any expiration.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 8 to 1 {(Mr. Smith).

Page 191, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - DUANE MARSHALI. BENTON, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M, allow construction of carport additlon to existing dwelling to
3.1 ft. from side lot line such that total side yards would be
15.7 ft. (5 ft. min. but 17 ft. total min. side yards required
by Seet., 3-307 & Sect. 2-412), located 5000 King Richard Drive,
Canterbury Woods Subd., 70-3((5))}80, Annandale Dist., 10,768 sq.
ft., R-3(C), V-53-79.

The required notices were 1n order. Chairman Smith noted that twe varlances
were necessary for the construction of the carport. One was for the minimum
side yvard requirement and the othepr for the total overall aside yard require-
ment. Mr. Benton informed the Beoard that his hardshlp was that his property
was irregular shaped in that 1t was ple-shaped. It narrows out in the rear.
This unusual condition along with the locatlon of the exlating house makes it
difficult to comply with the Zoning Ordinance requirements. He stated that
he wished to bulld the carport over an exlsting concrete slab on the north
side of the property. Only cne portion of the additlon would come near the
property line. Mr. Benton stated that he had a statement from Mr. Lloyd Jones
his nelghbor on the north side, who supported the applicatlion. 1In additlon,
he presented a statement from a nelghbor Hagroess the street also 1n support.

There was no one to apeak ln faver of the application and no one to s8peak in
opposltlion %o the application.

IRV
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Page 192, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DUANE MARSHALL BENTON
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-53-79 by DUANE MARSHALL BENTON under Section 18-%01 of th
Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of carport addition to exlsting
dwelling to 3.1 ft. from side lot line such that total side yards would be
15.7 ft. {5 ft. minimum but 17 ft. ft. total minimum side yards requlred by
Sect. 3-307 and Sect., 2-412) on property located at 5000 Klng Richard Drive,
tax map reference 70~-3((5))B80, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiulian
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adept the following resolutlon:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a publlie hearing was held by
the Board on May 1, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the fellowing findlngs of fact:

l. That the owner of the property 1s the applleant.

2. The present zoning is R-3(c¢).

3. The area of the lot 1s 10,768 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property is exceptlionally irregular in shape.

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

THAT the appllicant has satlafled the Board that physlcal conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zonlng Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unneceassary hardshlp that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect applicaticn 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval i3 granted for the location and the specific structure |
indicated 1n the plats included with this appllcation only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shall explre one year from thls date unless gonstruction
nas started and 1is dlligently pursued or unless renewed by action of thls
Board prior teo any expiration.

Mr. Barnes seacnded the motlon.
The motlon passed by a2 vote of ¥ to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 192, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:10 - JOHN ARANT, appl. under Sect. 18-%01 of the Ord. to allow sub-

A.M. division Into 4 lots with proposed lots 2 and 3 having wildths of
12 ft. and proposed lot U4 having area of 63,797 sq. ft. {200 ft.
min. lot width and 75,000 sq. ft. min. lot area required by Sect.
3-E06), loeated 9620 Arnon Chapel Read, Orchard Hill Subd., 8-1((1))
394, Draneaville Dist., B.0744 aeres, R-E, V-60-79.

Mr. James Farris, an attorney for the applicant, stated that he would like
the Board to defer the appllcatlon for at least three weeks. There had been
some misunderstanding in the purchase of the property. The applicant was
under the impresslon that the parcel contained more than 8 acres; however,
later it was determined that 1t contained less than 8 acres. The applicant
would need to seek additional land in order to apply for a varlance to
subdivide the property. Mr. Covington stated that another conslderation was
that he had received a call from the Health Department statlng that one of the
septic flelds would be located within 100 f£t. setback from a neighbor's well.
That problem would also have to be worked out before the varlance hearing.
Chairman Smith stated that 1t would take more than three weeks to work out
these problems.

Mr. Harold Burtran of the Egon Hills Homeowners Assocliation stated that the
Board would be granting Mr. Arant the right to establish cluater development
if they granted the variance. Chairman Smith informed Mr. Burtran that he
was arguing the meritas of the case and would have to wait untll the time of
thepubllc hearing.
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Page 193, May 1, 1979
JOHN ARANT
(continued)

Mr. Burtran stated that Mr. Arant did not have the right to use the existing
eassment as part of this d evelopment. He went on to state that it might be
unfair to have Mr. Arant purchase additional iand when he could not use the
entire land, Chairman Smith inquired of the applicant if he had use rights
to the easement. Mr. Farris replied that they did, Chairman Smith inquired
if Mr, Farris was aware that the Master Plan did not allow cluster type
development. He suggested that the applicant work with Mr. Covington as to
the varlous problems with the property. Mr, Covington stated that the only
thing to be worked out was the casement. As long as the applicant had the
right to the easement, then it could be counted in the land area in order to
meet the minimum land area requirements., Chairman Smith stated that he would
like revised plats. In addition, the applicant would have to meet the Health
Department code. He suggested that the applicant amend the application and
submit it to the Zoning Office,

This matter was deferred until June 12, 1979 at 10:00 A M.
/7
Page 193, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case br

11:20 -~ LOUIS R. STOLCIS, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M. construction of carport addition to ezisting dwelling to 1.4 ft.
from side lot line such that total side yards would be 14,2 ft.
(min. 5 ft, & total minimum 17 ft. required by Sect. 2-412),
located 2300 Londonderry Rd., Stratford Landing Subd,, 102-3((2))
(24)13, Mt. Vernon Dist., 10,640 sq. ft., R-3, V=63=79.

The required notices were in order. Mr. Louis R. Stolcis of the above address
informed the Board that this was his second request to seeck a variance, He
stated that he applisd in 1962 but was told it would be a Waste of the Board's
time. Since that time, the elements have destroyed a number of autos, His
wife's parents are now living with thkem. The parents are guite old and feeble
One 1s a stroke victlm. They have to be transported to doctor's appointments
frequently. The caport would make it easier and less of a walk to the autos.
Mr, Stolcls stated that he had the support of 'his neighbors in this variance
request, In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Stolcis stated that he
has owned the property slnce 1961.

There was no one t0 speak in favor of the apPlication and no one to speak in
opposition. ]

Page 193, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
0UIS R, STOLCIS

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-65-79 by LOUIS R. STOLCIS under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow gconstruction of carport addition to exlzting dwelling
o 1.4 ft. from side lot line such that total side yards would be 14,2 ft.

on property located at 2300 Londemderry Road, tax map reference 102-3((2))(24)
3, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms, Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning
Ppeals adopt the followlng resclution:

EAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance with
he requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and with the by=laws
f the Fairfax County Board of Zoning Appsals; and

EREAS, following proper notice tc the public, a public hearing was held by
he Board on May 1, 1979; and

EREAS, the Board has made the follbwing findings of fact:

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

2. The present zoning is R-3,

3. The area of the lot is 10,640 sq. ft. .

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the locatiom
bf the existing buildings on the subject property.

|AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusiond
pf law:

(minimum 5 ft. and total minimum 17 ft. required by Sect. 2-412 and Sect. 2-307

L3
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Page 194, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LOUIS R. STOLCIS
{continued) RESOLUTION

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical copditions as
listed dove exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would pesult in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive tha user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOw, THEREFCRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is 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 dher land or to other structures on the same land,

2. This variance shall expire one year fom this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiration,

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion,
The motion paamsed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 194, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:50 - PETER & WILHELMINA A, KLAASSEN, appl., under Sect, 3-203 of the

AM, Ord, to permit day care center for max, of 67 children, es 2 to
5, located 9655 Blake Lane, Willow Point Subd., 48-3((19))2,
Providence Dist., 24,329 sg. ft., R-2, 5-71-79.

ANT . ‘

11:50 - PETER & WILHELMINA A, KLAASSEN, appl. under Sect, 18-401 of the

A.M, Oord, to allow parking areas and driveways at day care ¢enter with
other than a dustless surface (dustless surface required by Sect.
11-102), located 9655 Blake Lane, Willow Point Subd., 48-3((19))
2, Providence Dist., 24,329 sq. ft., B-2, V=-72-79.

The Board was in receipt of a request for deferral of the above captioned
applications, After discussion, the applicatlons were deferred until June 19,
1979 at 10:00 A.M.

For further information fegarding the applications, please refer to the
verbatim transcript located in the Clerk's 0ffice,

/r
Page 194, May 1, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:00 - KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, FAIRFAX COUNCIL #4522, appl., under Sect,
P.M. 2.303 of the Ord. t0 permit bingo, located 3305 Glen Carlyn Rd.,
61-2((1))8 & BA, Mason DMst., 13.44004 acres, R-3,. 5-42~79.

Mr. Michael. Valencia of 6532 Bren Mar Drive in Alexandria represented the.
applicant. He stated that they were seeking a special permit in arder to
conduct Bingo at St. Anthony's Church on Glen Carlyn Road, He informed the
Board that they have been conducting Bingo. there for the past five years,
They have volunteers to assist with the game, generally about 12 volunteers.
The average traffic generated is 70 cars, arriving at 6330 and departing at
10:30 or 11 o'clock, All ingress and egress 1s from Glen Carlyn Road.. The
parking lot at St, Anthony's can handle 100 cars.

Chairman Smith inquired if they had an agreement with the church to use the
property. Mr. Valencia stated that the agreement was included with the
application, In response to questiorns from the Board, Mr, Valencla stated
that they conduct Bingo on Tuesday nights. Mr., Covington informed the Board
that he had observed their operation and had no problems with it. However,
there were some recommendations in the gaff report.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and nc one to speak in
oppoaition.

The. Board discussed the County requirements regarding Bingo, Mr. Covington
informed the Board that 'bthe requirements were due to change in July of this
year. With respect to the granting of this permit, Chalrman Smith suggested
that the permit run from the date ©f the granting until the end of the first
scheduled Bingo year-and then allow four one year renewals after that.

The Board discussed the time frmme with the applicant's attorney, Mr, James R
Canfield. Following ke discussion, Mr, Yaremchuk made the following motion.

A



Page 195, May 1, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
KNIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, FAIRFAX COUNTIL #4522
RESOLUTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No, S-42-79 by ENIGHTS OF COLUMBUS, FAIRFAX COUNTIL #4522
under Sectien 3-303 of the Fairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit Bingo on
property located at 3305 Gien Carlyn Road, tax map reference 61.2{(1))8 & 84,
County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly filed in accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zonilng Appeals held on May 1, 1979; and .

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of Bict:

1. That the owner of the subject property is Rev. Thémas J. Welch, BRishop
of the Catholic Diocese of Arlington, Va. and his successors in Office and
that the applicant is the lessee.

2., That the present zoning is R=-i4.

3, That the area of the lot is 13.44004 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has preseated testimony indilcating compliance with
Standards for Special Permit Uses in R Pistrictes as contained in Section 8-004
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewe
by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

%, This approval 1s granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additiornal uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these addi~
tional uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of
this Bomfd, It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply %o this Board for
such approval., Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without
this Boardts approval, shall comstitute a violation of the conditions of
this Special Permit. .

4, This granting dees not constltute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
YALID UNPIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED,

5, A copy of this Special Permit and the Kon-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
aveilable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted uae,

é. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoming C(rdinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. This permit shall become effective for the balance of this year upon
the date of compliance with all laws adobted by the General Assembly and the
County of Fairfax with regard to operation of Bingo and shall continue for a
period of one year for the ensuing Bingo year with the Zoning Administrator
empowersd to grant four (4) one year renewals,

Mr, Barnes seccnhded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Ms. Ardis belng absent),
Page 195, May 1, 1979, After Agenda Items TTmTTEE T ]
BURKE COMMUNITY CHURCH, S-109-78: The Board was in receipt of a request for
a six month extension of the special psrmit for the Burke Community Churéh,

The special permit was originally granted July 5, 1978 and the church stated
that they would be unable © begin construction prior to the expiration,

Mr. Barnes moved that the Board grant the Burke Community Church a six month
extension of S-109-78. Ms. Ardis ssconded the motion. The motion passed by
a vobe of 5 to 0. (This after agenda item was considersd earlier in the meet-
}?g when Ms, Ardis was present.)

LJ0
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Page 196, May 1, 1979
// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 12:35 P.M.

Sandra L, Hicks, éieré to the Daniel Smith, THairman

Board of Zoning Appeals
APPROVED:

Submitted to the Board of Zoning Date
Appeals on .

Submitted to the Board of Super-
vigsors, Planning Commission and
other departments on .
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The Regular Meeting of the Board cof Zoning Appeals

was held 1in the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, May 8, 1979. All Board Members were present:
Daniel Smlth, Chalrman; John DiGiullan, Vice-Chalrman;
George Barnes, John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.

The Chairman called the meeting at 10:10 A.M. led with a prayer by
Mr. Barnes,

The Chailrman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case:

10:00 - REORGANIZED CHURCE OF JESUS CHRIST OF LATTER DAY SAINTS, appl.

AM. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit addltion of a hew sanctuary
and other facilities to existing church, located 5616 Inverchapel
Road, Ravensworth Subd., 79-2((3)}(3)C, Annandale Dist., 2.55 acres,
R-3, 5-43-79.
(Deferred from April 3, 1979 for Notlees).

The requlred notices were In order. Mr. Jack Gerhart, Preaident of the Bulld-
ing Committee of the Church, of 2506 Meredith Drive in Vienna, represented the
church. He informed the Board that thils was an existing church bullt in 1964.
He stated that the church was now seeking a special permit in order to constru
a new sanctuary which would be adjacent to and connecting to the existing
church. In response to guestions from the Board, Mr. Qerhart stated that the
proposed materials for construction would be brick to blend wilth the existing
structure., They planned £o0 use the same color brick and style of architecture
The new structure would blénd with the neighborheood also. Mr. Gerhart stated
that the church was not under a special permit at this time. There are 80
parking spaces proposed. The church does not use that many but that 1s the
number required by the County.

There was no cne to speak In favor of the application. The following persons
spoke 1n opposition to the application. Ms. Sal)y H1ll of 5543 Queensberry
Avenue in Springfield, Vice-Presldent of the Ravensworth Farms Civie Aszsocla-
tion, stated that they cpposed thils applicatlion. S8he Indicated that they had
met to dilscuss the appllcation and even theough they are good neighbors of the
church and do not oppose the expansilon, they are conhcerened about the traffie
impact on the nelghborhood. She stated that the church plans to lncrease the
exiating parking spaces going from 80 to 200 spaces which would beilng substan-—
tial traffic Into the area. She asked the Board to consider the effects of
trarfic from 10 A.M. to all day during the weskends. Mosft of the church mem-
bers come from outside Ravensworth Farms. She stated that the streets would
be used primarily by church members and visltors. This request would impact
on parking on the public streets and the surrounding homes arcund the church.
Ms. Hill stated that the nelghbors were not allowed any obJectlons when the
church was originally bullt and asked that some restrictions be placed on the
church at this time.

Mr. DiGiulian stated that the plat showed only 80 parking spaces, both exist-
ing and proposed. Chairman Smith stated only 80 parking apaces are required.
This 1s a small congregation of 215 people. Ms. Hill stated that 1t would
st11l Increase traffic throughout . .the neighborhood. Chairman Smlth stated tha
was one thing the Board has a problem with when 1t comes to churches. He
stated that he gquestloned whether the church sould be before the Board for a
speclal permit. Churches were originally allowed by right. This church was
built at that time in 1964. It was in 1974,that churches were required to
apply for a2 special permit. Thils was to soften the blow on the surrounding
community. However, this was an exlsting church. Chairman Smith 1ndicated
that according the plats there were only a total of 80 parking spaces,

Ms, Hill stated that this location was " tucked away 1n a corner of the
development. She stated that the ohly way to get to the church was to go
through half of the communlity. Ms. Hill stated that there was a curve and a
very narrow street in thils area. If people park in front of the chureh, it
would make 1f difficult for others to get through. Chairman Smith informed he
that they are not allowed to park in the streets. Ms. Hill stated that
occasionally church members do park 1n the streets. BShe indicated that 1t was
no great problem at this time. Chalrman Smith informed Ms. Hill that some of
the information she may have received was incorreect. Hopefully, there should
not be any great change as far as traffic was concerned.

The next speaker in opposition was Dave Guss of 8006 Gasport Lane in Springfie
He asked for clarification from the Board that the parking would be limited to
a total of 80 cars and that the permit would not allow parking on the publie
streets. Chalrman Smith stated that thils use would be under special permit

1f 1t was granted for the expanslon. As such, all use assoclated wlth the

LI/
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Page 198, May 8, 1979

REQORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST
OF LATTER DAY SAINTS

{continued)

church would have to be on the slte. This would control the parking situation
Mr. Guss stated that he wished to echo the aentiments of his neighbor. He
asked about the notification procedure for the application. Chalrman Smith
stated that in the first scheduled hearing, the church had failed to notify
one contlgucus property owner and the hearing had been deferred. Mr. Quas
stated that he felt thls application would be a significant impact on the
ares and inqulred if the church had notified everyone in the area. Chalrman
Smith informed him that was not required. The proper progedures had been
followed. He further indicated that the chureh would be under site plan
control and that the zoning 13 not being ehsnged in any way.

During Rebuttal, Mr. Gerhart stated that the church was composed of 280 mem-
bers. Most of these people have been meeting 1n this location for a number of
years. He stated that the church does not antlclpate any great increase in
the membershlp of the church. When membership reaches about 300, they look
for another site to bulld an additional slte. As such, the church does not
antic¢ipate any lnerease in traffiec through the Inverechapel or Queensberry Ave.
access road. He assured the Board and the nelghbors that the church would not
park in the publie streets. Mr. Gerhart stated that the church was used
primarily on Wednesday evenlngs and Sundays mornings. It 1s used throughout
the rest of the week by community groups. He indicated that he dild not
believe there was much trafflc involved. The communlity groups using the chure
facilities are the Girls Scouts, the Boy Scouts,and the Kiwants Glub. Mp,
Gerhart stated that the church would 1llke to continue to work with the
communlty and try to resolve any problems,
Page 198, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CERIST OF

LATTER DAY SAINTS

RESCLUTION
Mr . DiGlulian made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-43-79 by REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST OF
LATTER DAY SAINTS under Section 3-303 of the Failrfax County Zoning Ordinance
to permit addition of new sanctuary and other facilitles to existing church on
property located at 5616 Inverchapel Road, tax map reference 79-2((3))(3)C,
County of Fairfax, Virginla, hasz been properly flled 1n accordance with all
applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the publiec and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on May 8, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following eonclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony lndicating compllance with Stan-
dards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contalned in Section B-006 of
the Zonlng Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT. RESOLVED that the subject appllcation 1s GRANTED wilth
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted to the appllcant only and is not transferable
without further actlon of thls Board, and 1s for the leocation indleated in
the application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This speclal permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed
by aectlon of this Board prilor to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thls application. Any additional siructures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additicnal uses, or changes in the plans approved by thias
Board (other than miner engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall requlre approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thils Beard for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a viclation of the conditions of this
Speclal Permit.

4. This granting does not constltute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.




Page 199, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
REORGANIZED CHURCH OF JESUS CHRIST

OF LATTER DAY SAINTS
{continued} RESOLUTION

8. A copy of this 3peclal Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
availlable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zenlng Ordinance at the dilscretlon of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. The hours of vperatlon shall be hours of normal church activities.

8. The number of parking spaces shall be 80.

Mr, Yaremchuk seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 19%, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:20 - READING & MATE TUTORING CENTER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 & 12-305
A.M. of the Ord. to 2llow a building-mounted sign at an entrance in a
shopping center for an 1ndividual enterprise lacklng frontage from
a street, located 7950 Ft. Hunt Road, Hollin Hall Subd., 102=+2((2))
(1)1, ¢. B, Mt, Vernon Dist., 105,387 sq. ft., C-5, V-67-79.
{Deferred from .
Mr. George Morino represented the applicant. The required notices were not in
order. Mr. Morino explained to the Board that he had notified the surrounding
contiguous storekeepers and not the surrounding property owners.

This matter was deferred untll Tuesday, June 5, 1979 at 12:00 for Notices.
/7
Page 199, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - NATIONAL AUDIQ-VISUAL ASSOCIATION, INC., (NAVA), appl. under Sect.
A.M. 18-401 of the ord. to allow construction of an office bullding
addition partially in C-8 District 11.4 ft. from rear 1ot line,
{20 ft. min. rear yard required by Sect. 4-807), located 3150
Spring Street, 48-3((1))27, Providence Dist., 33,658 sq. ft.;
c-8; 17,600 sq. ft.; I-5; 16,058 sq. ft.; C-8 & I-5, V-69-79.

Mr, James R. Howell, an architec% representing NAVA, of 252 W. Broad Street
in Falls Church, stated that this request was for the third portion of the
bullding. The building was originally censtruected in 1957. The rear yard
wags limited at 1%, 4 ft. at the: time of the original construeticn. In 1967,
an addition was bullt to this. Under the Ordinance, the rear yard required
was 20 ft, A portion of that addition was in 1line with the exiaging bullding.
At that time, a walver was requested and granted for 11.4 f£t. At the present
time, the applicants are proposing an addiltion on the right hand 8lde of the
bullding which would line up with the rear wall of the exlasting structure.
The exterior wall would be 11. 4 from the rear wall. Some of i1t would
enerocach into the rear yard. Some of the building lies in the I-5 zone and
could be buillt right to the property line. The building wlll 1line up across
the rear and across the front so as to be a symetrical structure.

Chairman Smith inquired as to why they did not rezone the entire property to
the 1ndustrilal category. Mr., Howell stated that they never attempted it.
The original parcel was zoned C-G and 18 now zoned C-8. A portion was added
from the I-5 zone to this parcel. The use 1s permitted in the I-5 zone and
since a large portion of the property is in C-8, the applicants did not see
any reason to seek g rezoning.

There was no one to speak In favor af the application and ne one to speak in
oppogition.

Page 199, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
NATIONAL AUDIO-VISUAL ASSOCIATION, INC. (NAVA)
RESOLUTION

In Application No, V=-69-79 by NATIONAL AUDIO-VISUAL ASSOCIATION, INC. (NAVA}
under Section 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of an

line (20 ft. minimum rear yard required by Sect. 4-807) on property located at
3150 Spring Street, tax map reference #8-3((1))27, County of Pairfdx, Virginia
Ma, Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

office bullding addition partially in C-8 district 11.4 ft, from rear lot ling

LIad
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Page 200, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appealsa
NATIONAL AUDIO-VISUAL ASSOCIATION, INC.

{NAWA) -

(continued) RESOLUTION

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the publie, a publie hearing was held by
the Board on May 8, 1979: and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following findlngs of fact:

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

2. 'The present zoning - 1s C-8 and I-5,

3. The area of the lot is 47,084 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the location
of the existing buildings on the:subject property.

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

THAT the appllcant has satisfled the Board that physlcal conditlons as
listed above exlst which under a striet interpretaticn of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reascnable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjJect appllcation 1s GRANTED with
the feollowing limitatlons:

1. This approval is granted for the location and the specific structure
indicated 1n the plats included with thls appllcation only, and 13 not trans-|
ferabie to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from thls date unless c¢onstruction
has started and is diligently pursued or unleas renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiratlon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 200, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for Beard of Zonlng Appesls
10:40 - ROAD AGGREGATES, INC., appl. under Sect .18-401 of the Ord .to aliow
A.M. subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lots 2 and 3 having width of

15 ft. (80 ft. min. lot width required by Sect., 3-306) logated 4412
Upland Drive, Clermont Subd., 82-1((4))31B, Lee Dist., 2.8432 acres,
R-3, v-70-79.

The required notlces were in order. However, there was not anyone present to
represent Road Aggregates before the Board. Chalrman Smith passed over the
application,

s
Page 200, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:50 - MICHAEL P. TRADER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M, construetion of attached garage & famlly quarters 33'7" from front
property line (40 ft. min. front yard required by Sect. 3-107), -
located 701 Ellsworth Avenue, Green Acres Subd., 7-U4((5))69, Dranes-
ville Dist., 29,080 sq. ft., R-1, V-73-79.

As the required notices were not 1n order, the Board deferred the application
until Tuesday, June 5, 1979 at 12:15 P.M.

'

Page 200, May 8, 1979, After Agenda Items

Chesterbrook Swimming Club, S-54-79: The Board was in recelpt of a letter
from Ms. Sofla M. Wilson regarding the above applilcatlon heard by the Board on

April 17, 1979, Ms. Wilson questioned the lighting for the tennis courts and
stated that here home recelved the full impaet of the brilliant llghts.

00



Page 201, May 8, 1979, After Agenda Items
(continued}
Chesterbrook Swimming Club

Mr. DiGiultan examined the plats contained In the file of Chesterbrook Swimmin
Club and stated that the Wilson property was 800 ft. from the tennis courts.
He suggested that the Board leave the use permlt as granted. Chalrman Smith
stated that there were no violations. However, the Enforcement Divésion could
watch the construction of the new tennis courts for future violations if any.

’f
Page 201, May 8, 1979, Recalled scheduled case
10:40 Road Aggregates, Inc. V-T70-79.

As there was still not anyone present to represent the applleant, Mr. Barnes
meved that the Board reschedule the hearing. Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motio
and the motion passed by a vote of 3 to 2(Ms. Ardis and Chairman Smith)..

Mr. Boyd and Mrs. Calhoun 1nformed the Board that they had taken time off from
work to attend the hearing. Chalrman Smith announced that the Board wauald
withdraw the motion to reschedule the hearing and continue to wait for the
appllicants to show up.

Vs
Page 201, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:00 - ABNER LOUIS NOTKINS, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord .to allow

AM. construction of a second story additicon to an existing dwelling
which 13 31 ft. from the front lot llme {U0 ft. min. front setback
required by Sect. 3-10%), located 1179 Crest Lane, 31-2((1))17,
Dranesville Dist., 0.8858 acres, R-1, V-74-78 .

Ms. Susan Notkins, an architect in McLean, represented the applicant. She
stated that they wanted to construet a second stery additidén te their house.
As a resident.of 1179 Crest Lane, she stated that she supported the applilca-
tlon.. She informed the Board that she was appearing as agent for her husband
The existing house 1a 10 ft. below the road. The house has & flat roof. It
was bullt in 1940 prior to the Zoning Ordinance. Access toc the property is by
a private road. The lot 18 substandard 1n width. The house sits too close to
the property line. The additlon wlll alsc be too close to the property line.
Ms. Notkins stated that she designed a roof line overhang but it would only
be constructed ower the front door. It would sift back further from the front

property line than the rest of the howse because of the property line configuaf

tion. The property has a lot of retaining walls, There is a 100% drop off
into a ravine. There 1s a c¢reek running through the back portion of the
property. Ms. Notkins stated that they could not build anything in this
portion of the property. The exlsting house 1is very small. When they pur-
chased the property, they talked to the Zoning Office and were informed that
the addition cculd be bullt because 1t was grandfathered. She stated that she
has owned the property since 1973. In response to gquestions from the Board,
Ms. Notkins stated that she does not practlice her profession at thils location.

For clarification to the Board, Mr. Covington stated that any addition to e
non-conforming bullding must have a varilance. The previous Zoning Administrat
had determintehat i1f the additicn did not go any closer than the existing
structure, a varlance would not be necessary.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
oppesition to the appliecgtion.

Page 201, May 8, 197 Board of Zonlng Appeals
ABNER LOUIS NOTKINS

RESCLUTION
In Application No. V-T4=7% by ABNER LOUIS NOTKINS under Section 18-401 of the
Zoaing Ordinance to permit conatruction of a second story addition to an
existing dwelling which is 31 ft. from the front 14t line on property located

Ma. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolutilo

at 1179 Crest Lane, tax map reference 31-2((1})17, County of Falrfax, Virginia+

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filed in accordance wlth
the requirements of all appllcable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Pairfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

Ul
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Page 202, May B, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
ABNER LOUIS NOTKINS

{continued)” RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on May 8, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. 'The area of the lot 1s 0.8858 acres.

4. That the applicant's property has exceptlonal topographic problems and
has an unusual condition in the location of the exdsting bullding on the
subject property.

A?DirquREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the followilng conelusion
of law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physilcal conditlons as
listed above exlst which under a striet interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprlve the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved,

NOW, THEREFOHE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject applicatlon is GRANTED with
the following limitatlons:

1. This approval ia granted for the location and the gpeciflc structure
indicated In the plats included with thls appllication only, and 1is not transc
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2, This variance shall expire one year from thls date unless construction
has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any expiratlon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed unanimously by a vote of 5§ to 0.

Page 202, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 - KENT GARDENS RECREATION CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the
A.M. Ord. to amend exlsting speclal permlit to permit addifion of lights
to existing two tennils courts, located 1906 Westmoreland Street,
40-2((1))35A, 434, 44A, Dranesville Dist., 4.7542 acres, R-3, S-66-
79.

Mr. Robert Deso of 2002 Mc¢Falls Street in MclLean represented Kent Gardens, He
stated that he was a member of the club. The club was established 1n 1956.
The majJority of the members live within walking distance of the oclub. The
club is composed of a clubhouse, poolhouse, pool and two tennls courts. It

1s located on 4.7 aecres, part of which 1z wooded. The membership of the poocl
desires to apply for a speclal permit in order to construct lights on the
tennis courts and to extend the hours of the courts in the evening. The light
will be mounted on six 30 ft. poles and controlled by & coin meter. There
would be an automatic overrlde to turn off the lights at 10 oc'clock. The
tokens for the meters would be avallable to club members only. The tennis
courts are fenced and locken when not in use. In response to gquestlons from
the Board regarding the lights, Mr. Deso stated that the llghts would be 1500
watt porch lights with 90% of the lights directed towards the courts. Top
and side visors would be mounted if neceassary to control glare. He stated
that the club did not wish to create any prokiems for the nelghbors. Mr. Deso
stated that immediately adjacent to the club's property was the MecLean Iittle
League field. The llghts on the league field light up all of McLean.

The following persons spokKe 1ln favor of the appllcation. Mr. William Harris
of 1727 Melborne Drive in McLean stated that he was a member of the club and
a user of the tennis courts. He informed the Beoard that the lights would be
very benefleclal as most of the tennis members work. The lgghts would enable
them to use the courts an extra 2 or 3 hours in the evening. He stated that
he did not belleve the lights would create any problem for the nelghbors.

The next speaker in support of the application was Ernestlne DelaRoma of 1900
Barbee Drive. She stated that she has been a member of the pool for eight
years. She stated that she supported the request for lights as it would enabl
the tennis players to play 1n the evening.

o
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Page 203, May 8, 1979
KENT GARDENS RECREATION CLUB, INC.
(continued)

Chairman Smith inquired as$ to what time was the earliest hour in the morning
that the courts would be in use. Ms. DelaRosa stated that the courts are
used as early as 5 or 6. 'The players have a key. She stated that the
additional courts would allow more members to enjoy the sport.

There was not anyone to speak in opposition to the applileation.

Page 203, May 8, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
KENT GARDENS RECREATION CLUB, INC.
RESQLUTION

Mr . DiGlulian made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-66-79 by KENT GARDENS RECREATION CLUB, INC. under
Section 3-303 of the Fairfax County Zenlng Ordinance to permit addition of
lights to two exlsting tennis courts on property located at 1906 Westmoreland
Street, tax map reference 40-2{(1))35a, U43A,& %44, County of Fairfax, Virginia
has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; ang,

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zonlhg Appeals held on May 8, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zonlng is R-3.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 4.5917 acres.

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testlmony lndlcating compliange with
Standards for Spelcal Permlt Uses in R Districts as contained in Sectiocn 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application ls GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1., This approval is granted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further actlon of thls Board, and is for the locatlon 1ndleated in thel
application and is not transferable to other land.

2. This apecial permlit shall expire one year from thils @€ate unless con-
struction or operaticon has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed]
by actlon of thils Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses lndicated on the.
plans submitted with thils application. Any additiconal structures of any kind,
changes 1n use, additional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englneering detaills) whether nor not these additlonal
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall requlre approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes {other than minore engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the conditlons of thils
Speecial Permit. .

4, This granting does not constitute an exemptlon from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speelal Permlt and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplecuous place 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. Landseaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the diseretion of the Director of Environmental
Management. -

7. The hours of operatlion shall be until 10:00 P.M. such that all lights
3hall be off by 10:00 P.M.

8. The effects of all lightlng shall be gonfined to the site.

9. All other requirements of Permit 5-193-70 shall remadn in effect.

Mr, Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motlon passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

ZUJd
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Page 204, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for i

11:40 = WILLS AND VAN METRE, INC., appl. under 3ect. 3-2003 of the Ord, to
AM, amend S~229-79 to permlt increase in max. no. of children at
exlsting day care center from 36 to 61, located 2722 Arilington
Drive, 93-3((1))5, Mt. Vernon Dist., 2.8B005 acres, R-20, 3-68-79,

Mr. Joseph Howe, an attorney with the firm of Boothe, Pritchard & Dudley in
Fairfax, represented the applicant. He stated that thils request was to amend
an exlsting special permit granted to operate a day care center in an apart-
ment complex. The day care center has been in operation since 1976. The
center cares for children ages 6 to 8 before school and in the afterncon after
school. The center would like to lnecrease the number of children by adding
additional space. There would not be any traffiec problem as the center
primarily serves the tenants of the apartment complex. Most of the children
walkito the area. There 1s a long waiting list of people interested in this
service.

In response to questions from the Board, Mr. Howe stated that the. day care
center. waz-part.of: e apeotment-eempdes iux LBkt RO Lo £ e pETR tIDN AP Tra M.
te & p.m., five days a week. The center eperates during the school year and
also during the summer months. With respect to parking, Mr. Howe stated only
& few Spaces are provided along the access road.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition.

Page 204, May 8, 1979 ' Board cof Zoning Appeals
WILL3S AND VAN METRE, INC.

RESCLUTION
Mn .Yaremchuk made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Appliecation No. 3-68-79 by WILLS_AND VAN METRE, INC. under Section
3-203 of the Fairfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit lnerease in maximum
number of children at existing day care center from 36 to 61 on property
located at 2722 Arlington Drive, tax map reference 93-3((1))5, County of
Fairfax, Virginia, has been properly flled in accordance wilth all applicshle
requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie and a publie hearing by the
Board of Zonlng Appeals held on May 8, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the appllcant.
2. That the present zonlng 1s R-20.

3. That the area of the lot is 2.88005 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conclusilons of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testimony Indlicatlng compliance with
Standards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and :

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

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

2. This special permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is dilligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval ts granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the

changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board {(other than milner engineering detalls) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Specilal Permit, shall require approval of this
oard. It shall be the duty to the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
oard's approval, shall constitute a viclation of the condltions of this
Special Permit.
i, This granting does not conatlitute an exemption from the legal and pro-

cedural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

plans submitted with this appiication. Any addltional structures of any kind,




Page 205, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLS AND VAN METRE, INC.
{continued} RESOLUTION

5. A copy of this Speclal Permlt and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a conspicuous place con the property of the uze and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be reguired in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management. :

7. The maximum number of children shall be 61.

B. The hours of operation shall be 7:00 A.M. to 6:00 P.M., five days a
week.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motlion.
The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 205, May 8, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:45 - THE POTOMAC SCHOOL, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend

A.M. exlsting special permit for private school of general education to
permit addition of a wading pool to exlsting facilities, loecated
1301 Potomac¢ School Road, 31-1{{1))5 & 12A, Dranesville Dist.,
70.327286 acres, R-1, $-82-79.

Mr. Gerald Miles, the Headmaster of the school, stated that they wished %o
build a small wading pcol near thelr existlng pool. It would be used for
five year old children during the day camp program and by pool members during
the summer months. The hours would be 9 A.M. to G P.M.

In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Mlles stated that Potomac School
has been in operation since 1904, There would not be any increase 1n traffic.
He stated that they would only be serving the public that was already comlng
to the day care center in the summer program. He indlcated that the use may
increase by 30 children at most. He atated that there has :not been any
complaints from the nelghbors regarding the school. Mr. Miles stated that he
could not see any problems with the granting of this request.

There was no one alse to speak in favor of the applleation and no one toc speak
in oppesition.

Page 205, May 8, 1979 Beard of Zoning Appeals
THE POTCMAC SCHOOL

RESOLUTION
Msa. Ardis made the followlng motlon: -

WHEREAS, Application No. $-82-~7% by THE POROMAC SCHOOL under Section 3-103 of
the Pairfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt amendment to exlsting special
permit for private school of general education to permit additicn of a wading
pool to existing facilitles on property located at 1301 Potomac School Road,
tax map reference 31-1((1))5, County of Falrfax, Virginila, has been properly
flled in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the publie and a public hearing ¥y the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on May 8, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the follwwing findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subject property 1s the applicant.
2. That the present zoning 1is R-1.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 70.327286 acres.

4, Tnhat compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Distrlets as contalned in Sectlon 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllcation ls GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is g;anted to the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further action of thils Board, and 1s for the location indlcated in
the application and 1s not transferable to other land.

<Uo
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Page 206, May 8, 197% . Board of Zonlng Appeals

THE POTOMAC SCHOOL
{econtinued) RESOLUTION

2. This special permlt shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is dlligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Board prilor to any explration.

3. This agproval is %ranted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plana submitted with thls application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board {other than minor englneering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes requlre a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to this Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a violation of the condlticns of this
Special Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED 1n a conspleuous place 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 usge.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Arkicle 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director or Environmental
Management.

7. This special permit 13 subject to all provisilons of 853-212-T6 not altered
by this resslution.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. ‘

The motion passed unanimously by a voteiof 5 to 0.

Page 206, May 8, 1979, After Agenda Iteﬁa B

SUSANNE R. DEWOLF, V-50-79: The Board was in receipt of revised plats for a
variance granted bm April 17th, in part, to allew subdlvision into two lots.
The Board had requested that the new plats ahow two lots rather than the
three lots origlnally requested and that the division of the property be as
even as posslible., After examining the plats submitted for approval,

Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board approve the revised plats. Mr, DiGiullan
seconded the motion, The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

//
Page 206, May 8, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The Board was 1n receipt of Minutes for November 14,
1978. Mr. Barnes moved that the Board approve the Minutes of November 14,
1978. Ms. Ardis seconded the motion. The motion passed by & vote of 5 to 0.

/Y
Page 206, May B8, 1979, Afber-igesnda.Items

Chesterbrook Swimming Club, 5-54-79: The Board was in recelpt of a letter frog
Mrs. Sofia M. Wilson regarding the Cheaterbrock Swimming Club's application to
allow lighting for tennls courts and to extend night hours for tennis. Thia
letter had been forwarded to the Zoning Enforesmant Dlvision for a report.

The Board was now in receipt of a repert from Jack Malze of the Zoning
Enforcement Diviston. After review of the report, the Board dlrected that a
copy of the report be sent to Mra. Wilsen and that she be Informed that it 1s
the feeling of the Board that the Cheseerbrook Swimming Club 1z in compliance
with their special permit. The Board directed the Blerk to advise Mrs. Wilson
that if she had any further complaints regarding the conditions of the special
permit, to contact the Zoning Enforgement Division.

/7
Page 206, May 8, 1979, After Agenda Items

BOARD POLICY: The Board discussed the matter of deferred cases. It was the
consensus of the Board that Af an appllcant falls to show for a hearing, that
the applisation be deferred. If the applicant falls to show an interest in
the seconded scheduled hearing and does not demonstrate a valld reason for the
lack of interest, that the Board would take action to dlsmiss the application
for lack of interest. It was moved and seconded by the Board that thls policy
be follewed 1n all future c¢ases before the Board.

r’r
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Page 207, May 8, 1979, Continuance of deferred case of

10:40 - ROAD AGGREGATES, INC., appl. under Sect., 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
AM, subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lots 2 and 3 having width of
15 ft. (B0 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-306), located at
4412 Upland Drive, Clermont Subd., 82-1{(4))31B, Lee Dist.,
2.8432 acres, R-3, V-70-79.

Mr. Kenneth White, an engineer 1ln Alexandria, apclogized to the Board for the
delay 1n the hearing. He Ilnformed the Board that the land haa. enough lot:area
to. be Aubdivided. into, elght-dats bul.becausasell poor-seil ity aetd—decided to
subdivide into four lots,-twshets:etnk:pipestem lots. Mr. White stated that
50% of the property is unsultable as far as soll and the property has steep
s8lopes. The applicants propese to construet four houses on the property.

In response to questlons from the Board regarding the topographic conditions,
Mr, White stated that the steep slopes would prevent them from putting in a
public street as the grade would be too great., In addition, there 1s a land
use problem because of the poor soll. He stated that it would be impossible t4
get a sanitary sewer to the baeck of the property.

Chairman 8Smith Ilnquired if the engineer was familiar wilth the recommendations
of the Planning Commlssion regarding the granting of the variance. Mn .White
stated that he had no objection to complying with the three recommendations
and 1ndlcated that they would work with the neighbors. - : :

There was no one else to speak in favor of the application. . Mrs. Calhoun

and Mr. Boyd, after reviewing the three conditlons recommended by the Planning
Commission, stated that they did not have any obJ]ectlon to the variance
request. Thelr only obJeetlon had heen the water problem.

Page 207, May 8, 1979, Board of Zoning Appeals
ROAD AGGREGATES, INC.

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-70-7% by ROAD AGGREGATES, INC. under Section 18-401 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision into 4 lots with proposed lots 2 &
3 having width of 15 ft. (80 ft. minimum lot width required by Sect. 3-306) on
property located at 4412 Upland Drive, tax map reference 8§2-1{(4))31B, County
of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. D1Glulian moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals
adopt the following resolutlon:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on May 8, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.
2. The present zoning 1s R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 2.8432 acres.

4, 'That the applicant's property 1s exeeptionally irregular in shape

and has exceptional topographie problems.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following ¢onclusiong
of law: .

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physlcal conditlons as
listed sbove exist whilch under a atrict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practieal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application 1s GRANTED with
the following limitatlions:

1. This approval is granted for the locatlon indicated 1n the plats
included with this application only, and 1s not tranaferable to other land.

2. This variance shall expire cne year from thls date unless this sub-
divislon has been recorded among the land records of Falrfax County.

3. That a common driveway be utilized to serve lots 1, 2 & 3.

4, fThat a plan for providing 100% water detentlon on-site be developed to
insure that existing runoff problems are corrected.

<Ufr
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ROAD AGGREGATES, INC.
{continued) RESOLUTION

28A, 35, 35A, 34A, 34, 338, 32A.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed unanimously by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 208, May 8, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

5. That the plan be coordinated with the owners of lots 2941, 29A2, 29B,

// *
BYﬁzziéé;Z&£2=az :’fQ Eiéﬁgﬁég
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk Lo the

Beoard of Zoning Appeals

Daniel Smit
APPROVED

Submitted to the BZA on . DATE
Submitted te the other departments,
Beard of Supervisors.and:PFlanaing
Commisslon on : .




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals

was held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on
Tuesday Night, May 15, 1979. The following Board
Members were present: Danlel Smith, Chalrman; George
Barnes; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis. Mr. DiGiullan
was absent.

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 8:10 P.M. and Mr. Barnes
led the meeting in prayer.

The Chailrman called the scheduled 8 o'clock case:

8:00 - COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-203 of the Ord.

P.M, to amend existing speclal permit to permit reduction of required
number of parking spaces and addition of 2 tennls courts to existing
community recreation facilities, located 9818 Commonwealth Blva.,
Kings Park West Subd., 69-3((5))B, Annandale Dist., 5.4853% acres,
R-2, 85-75-79.

As the required notices were not in order, this matter was deferred until
June 5, 1979 at 12:30 P.M.

/7

Page 209, May 15, 1979, After Agenda-Items

S5-247-73 Metropelitan Chelstian Church: The Board was In recelipt of a letter
from Pastor Bennle Harris asking for a change in one of the conditions set

forth in the resolutlion., The Board had required construction to be of white
brick. The church preferred to use reddish-brown bricks 1nstead.

the color "white" in the resclutlon be deleted. Mpr, Barnes seconded the motio
The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr, DiGiulian belng absent.
/S

Page 209, May 15, 1979, After Agendas Items

After discussion of the condltion, Chalrman Smith moved that the reference to H

EPPROVAL OF MINUTES: The Board was in recelpt of Minutes of November 21, 1978
r. Barnes moved that the Board approve the Minutes of November 21, 1978 as
corrected. M2. Ardils seconded the motion. The motion passed by & vote of

4 to 0 (Mr. DiGiulian being absent).

7/

Page 209, May 15, 1979, After Agenda Items

National Audio Visual Asacclation, Inec. applicatlon on May 8, 1979. The plats

had been lnadvertently overlooked for signature after approval of the applica-
tion. The plats were submltted te the Chairman for signature.

//
Page 209, May 15, 1979, After Agenda Items

uNational Audio Visual Asscelatlon, Ine.: The Board had a hearing on the

111ls and Van Metre: The Board had a hearing on the Wills and Van Metre
application on May 8, 1979. The plats had not been signed after approval.
Chalrman Smith signed the plats as prevlicusly approved by the Board.

/

Page 209, May 15, 1979, Scheduled case for

8:20 - THE ARTERY ORGANIZATION, INC./TWINBROOK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION,

P.M. appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit community swimmlng
pool, located Boyett Court, Twinbrook Section & Subd., 69-3{(9))F,
Annandale Dist., 67,450 sq. ft., R-3, S-76-79.

A5 the required notices were not in order, thls matter was deferred until
June 12, 1979 at 11:50 A.M.

/
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Page 210, May 15, 1979, After Agenda Items

illiam F. Robertscon, V-252-77: The Board was in receipt of a request from
r. Charles E. Runyon to allow a further extenslon on the variance granted to
r. William F. Robertson on October 18, 1977. One extension had already been
granted for a perlod of 180 days. Mr. Runyon was seeking an additional
extension for a peried of 60 days. Chairman Smith stated that the request
hould@ have been made prior to the April 18, 1979 explration date.

r. Barnes moved that the Board grant an extension of 60 days in V-252-77.

>/ 0

s. Ardls seconded the motlon. The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smifh).

Chairman Smlth expressed concern regarding granting additional extensions of
tlme. He stated that if the delay was caused by the County that there should
jpe. some provision so:the applicant would not have to come back to the Board.
In addltion, any request for an extension should be made prior to the expira-
tlon date. He 1ndicated that the applicant should make some proviilorn Tor
seeking extensions prior to the expiration date.

/
Page 210, May 15, 1979, Scheduled case for

140 - SIDEBURN RUN RECREATION ASSOCIATION, appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the
P.M. Ord. to amend speclal permlt for a community swimming pool to permit
addltion to existing bullding and a roof coverning existing deck
area, located 10601 Zion Road, Bonnle Brea Subd., 58-3((1))16,
Annandale Dist., 3.00 acres, R-1, 3-77-79.

lAs the required notlces were net in order, this matter was deferred until
une 12, 1979 at 12:00 P.M.

/
Page 210, May 15, 1979, Scheduled case for

IB:45 - YVINSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F. McMAHON, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-801 of
P.M. the Ord. to allow constructilon of office building to 27 ft. street
line (40 ft. min. front yard reguired by Sect. 4-307), located 7540
Little River Turnpike, Russell Wood Subd., 71-1((2))22, 23 & 24,
Mason Dist., 28,007 sq. ft., C=3, V-81-79.

Mr., Charles Runyori, an engineer in PFalls -Church, represented the applicants.
The required notices were in order. Mr. Runyon stated that the property was
owned by Mpr, Vinson E. Allen and his sister, Mrs, Clark.

Chairman Smith informed Mr. Runyon .-that the Planning Commission had recommendd
nat the Board not take action in thls case untll certaln things are done.
Chairman Smith asked Mas, Kelsey to comment on the Planning Commisslon request.

8. Kelsey informed the Board that the varlance application had been pulled
y Ms. Fasteau of the Planning Commission as she was concerned that the applicg
tion might not provide for adequate parking on the site. Ms. Kelsgy pointed
ut to the Planning Commission that the parking requirements would have to be
et or the applicants would have to cut down on the buillding size accordingly.
he informed the Board that the Planning Commlssion had requested that new
plats be provided showing where the parking would be and providing for the
ransitional secreening requirements. She stated that Ms. Fasteau would like
he opportunity to review théss revised plats before the Board takes action on
he varlance.

r. Runyon explained to the Board members that he was not allowed to speak at
the Planning Commission meeting. As 1t was not a publle hearing, only the
Planning Commission and the staff discussed the variance application. Mr.

unyon stated that had he stayed for the entire meetlng, he might have been
allowed some input. Mr. Runyon informed the Board that he has takked %o the
citizens 1n the area and explalned the plan to them as best he could. Mr.

¢Mahon was present to anawer questilons that the HBoard might have.

r. Runyon stated that the plans for the bullding had been changed to a town-

ouse motif as it had a more pleasing effect and would blend in better with

he residentlal community.

r. Yaremchuk inquired if these plans were made avallable to the Planning

Commission. Ms., Kelsey stated that they were. However, the Planning Commissiﬂn

anted to see the plans after the parking spaces were lndicated on the plats.
Only 38 parking spaces were shown in accordance with the old Ordinance. The

ew Ordinance would require 40 parking spaces. The Commlssion wanted to see
Where the additional parking would be placed., Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to




Page 211, May 15, 1979
INSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F, McMAHON
(eontinued)

how the Planning Commission could make a recommendatilon to the Beard 1f they
did not hold a public hearing but only a briefing. Mr. Runyon stated that
was & good questlon. He showed the Board where the twoe additional parking
spaces could be provided on the plan. Chairman Smith ingulred 1f they could
eet the open space requirement and still meet the parking regquirement.

r. Runyon stated that they could reduce scme of the green ares and still have
the necessary amount needed. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that i1f he was not able to
eet the requirementsa, site plan would not approve the plat. Mr. Runyon
atated that he would be glad teo work with the Planning Commission. He asked
that the Board grant the variance 1n order to construct the building. The
Greater Annandale Recreatlon Associatlon had asked that the design of the
building be changed to the townhouse motif. He stated that the Board could
grant the variance with the provision that the plans be resubmitted back to
the Board. Mr. Runyon stated that he could not provide the plans until the
Elanning Commissgion finishes thelr review.

r. Yaremchuk stated that he would 1like to honor the Planning Commisslon's
request but eould not understand how the Commission could schedule something
for thelr agenda and not hear hoth sides. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the
variance would be meaningless untll the applicant met all of the requirements.

e stated that he does not take deferrals lightly.

Chairman Smith stated that as long as the variance being requested was not
any greater fthan the ¢ne originally granted and the bullding design 1is better
and the applicant can meet all of the requirements of the existing Ordinance,
he did not see any problem with grenting it.

here Was no one to speak in favor of the appllication and no one to speak in
opposition.

Page 211, May 15, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
IVINSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F. McMAHON
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-81~79 by VINSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F. McMAHON, JR. under
Sectlon 18-401 of the Zonlng Ordinance to allow construction of office bulldin
to 27 ft. of street line (40 ft. minimum front yard required by Sect. 4=307)
lon property located at 7540 Little River Turnplke, tax map reference 71-1((2))
22, 23 & 24, County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board
of Zoning Appeals adopt the following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, foliowlng proper notice to the publie, a publle hearing was held by
the Board on May 15, 1979; and

IWHEREAS, the Board has made the following findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property is the appllecant.

2. The present gonlng 1s C-3.

3. The area of thelat 1s 28,007 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlonally irregular in shape,
ineluding shallow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals hgs reached the following conclusilons
of law:

THAT the applicant has satsifled the Board that physlcal conditlons as
11sted above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/cr bulldings
invoived.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllcation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted for .bhe loeaticn and the speclfic structures
indicated in the plats included wdth thils applicatlon only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other struectures on the same land.

2. 'This variance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
as started and is diligently pursueéd cr unless rentwed by action of this
Board prior to any explration.

£11
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Page 212, May 15, 1979 Beoard of Zonlng Appeals
INSON E. ALLEN & JOHN F. McMAHON
{continued) RESOLUTION

3. This variance is subject to the final plats of the Site Plan being
submitted to the Board of Zoning Appeals and to the Mason District representa-
tive on the Planning Commission for review.

Mr. Barnes seconded the metlon.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. DiGlulian being absent).

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 9:05 P.M.

By

andra L. Hicks, TTerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

Daniel Smith’,

APPROVED:

Submitted@ to the BZIA on _ . Date
Submitted to the other departments,

Board of Supervisors and Planning

Commission on .




The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Building on
Tuesday, May 22, 1979. The following Board Members
were pregent: Danlel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiullan,
Vice-Chairman; George Barnes and Barbara Ardis.

Mr. Jonn Yaremchuk was sbsent.

The Chalrman opened the meeting at 10:20 A.M. led with a prayer by
[Mr. Barnes.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10:00 case:

10:00 - OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect, 3-103 of the Ord. to
[ALM. germit addition. of bullding and parking to existing echurch, located
101 Elmwood St., Reckland Village Subd., 34-8((6))46, 47, 48, 71 &

72, Springfield Dist., 3.3996 acres, R-1, 3-55-79.
{Deferred from April 17, 1979 for Notices).

70 BE HEARD IN CONJUNCTION WITH

N0:00 - OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
M, allow addition to church such that Floor Area Ratlo-will be 0.18
(maximum F.A.R. of 0.15 required by Sect. 3-107), located 4101
Elmwood St., Rockland Village Subd., 34-4((6))46, 47, 18, 71 & 72,
Springfield Dist., 3.3996 acres, R-1, V-§6-79.

(Deferred from April 17, 1979 for Notlces).

The required notices were in order. Mr. Jack Rinker, an engineer 1n Falrfax,
nd Mr. Walter Farrah, the minister, represented the church. Mr. Farrah
esides at 14416 Turin Lane 1n Centreville. Mr. Farrah stated the request

as for permisslion to construct an addition to the church and to lncrease the
and area as shown on the plats. The property 1s used for both a church and a
chool. The hours of operation are 9:30 to 12:00 and 5:00 to 8:00. On Wednes
ays, the hours are from 7:30 to 9:30. The estimated number of pecple using
ne church are 300 lneluding three staff members. The traffic impact would be
maximum of 200 cars on Sundays and Wednesdays. The church serves the Centre+
111e/Chantilly area. The structure will enlarge the existing church. The
arking lot is not anticipated to be lighted. Screenlng as required by the
epartment of Environmental Management would be provided. However, the chureh
equested that the landscaping requirement be eliminated.

Chairman Smith tnquired as to Justifieatlon for the varlance for the floor
area ratlo. Mr. Farrah stated that the second varilance was fFor the floor area
ratlc of 0.15 te 0.18. This would allow for the sunday school additlon. The
original building was constructed in 1970 with the intent of inecreasing the
size as the membership of the congregation grew. In 1972, the Zonlng Ordinancg
started lncluded c¢hurches as a specilal permlt use 1n residential zones. As a
result, Cor the chureh to have to comply wlth the exlsting Ordinance requliremers
would be a hardship. The church 1s already located in the community. The
attendance 1s increasing and the membership has increased. The church requestq
that the Board give favorable consideration to the granting of a varlance.

Mr. Jack Rinker presented the Board with letters from the adjacent property
owners who were in support of the requested applications. Chalrman Smith
informed Mr. Farrah and Mr. Rinker that thelr request for elimination of the
landscaping requirement would have to be addressed to the Director of Environ-
mental Management.

Mr. Covington informed the Board that there was a gentleman Iin the audlence
lwho wanted to address the gquestion of scereening. Mr. Rinker stated that they
had been in eontact with Mp. Cunningham. The chureh proposed to construct a
parking lot very close to the exlsting cedar trees. In order to preserve
these trees, the church propeses to move the parking lot over 5 - 10 ft. All
existing screening will be maintalned.

There was no one else to speak in favor of the applications. Mr. Larry L.
cunningham of 15911 Westmore Street spoke in oppositicn. He stated that he
wanted to make sure that no changes are made to the screening with regard to
what he has worked out with the chureh. He wanted to make sure that the plats
note the screening changes that Mr. Rinker has agreed to. There was no one
else to speak ln opposition.

2l3
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Page 214, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH
RESOLUTION

Mr. D1Glulisan made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-55-79 by OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH under Section 3-103
of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit addition of building and
parking to existing church on property located at 4101 Elmwood Street, tax map
reference 34-4({6)}46, 47, 48, 71 & 72, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has been
properly flled in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a publie hearing by the

Board of Zoning Appeals held on May 22, 1979;and deferred from April 17, 1979
for Notices; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the followlhg findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subjeet property is the applicant.
2. That the present zonlng is R=1. -~ -

3. That the area of the.lot is 3.3996 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony indicating compliance with
Standards for Speclal Permlt Uses 1n R Distriets as contzined in Section 8-008
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1z granted t¢ the applicant only and is not tranaferable
without further action of this Board, and 'is for the locatlon indicated in
the applicatlon amd 1= not transferable %o other land.
2. This speclal permit shall explre one year from this date unless con-
struction has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action
of the Board prior tc any 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 thils
Board (other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uges or ghanges regulre a Speclial Permlt, shall require approval of this
NBoard.. It shall be.the duty.of the Permittee to apply.to this. Board, for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering details) without this
Board's approval, shall constltute a vieolatlon of the conditlons of this
speclal permit. o

4. This granting does not constlitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.
5. A copy of thils Special Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.
Landscaping and screening may be requlred in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the diseretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.
7. The hours of operatlon shall be hours of nermal church acetivities.
8. The number of parklng spaces shall be 129.

Mr, Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremechuk being absent).

Page 214, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V=56-79 by OX HILL BAPTIST CHURCH under Section 18-401 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permlt addition to church such that floor-area ratio
(F.A.R.) will be 0.18 (maximum K A.R. of 0.15 requlred by Sect. 3-107) on
property located at 4101 Elmwood Street, tax map reference 34-U4((6)}46, 47,
48, 71 & 72, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. DiGiullian moved that the Board
adopt the followlng resolution:

AT



Page 215, May 22, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
0X HILL BAPTIST CHURCH
{continued} RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the captloned appllcation has been properly filed in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable 3tate and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, the-Board nhas made the following findings of fact:

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

2. The present zonlng 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 3.3996 acres.

4. That the applilcant's property has an unusual conditiocn 1n that the use
was established under a prior Zonlng Ordinance which would allow the proposed
coverage.

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

THAT the applicant has satlsfied the Board that physical condltions as
1isted above exlst which under a stridt interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance

would result in practiezl difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive

the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the Tfollowing limitations:

1. This approval i1s granted for the locatlon and the specific structure
indicated in the piats Included wlth this application only, and 1s not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. The varlance shall expire cone year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by actlon of this
Board prior to any expiration.

Ms. Ardls seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of & to 0 {(Mr. Yaremchuk beilng absent}.

Page 215, May 22, 1979, . Scheduled caseifor Board
10:30 ~- LEWIS 8. LAURIA, JR., appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to
AWM. allow converslon of single carpert into double garage such that

the enclosed structure would be 7.6 ft. from a side lot line and
total side yards would be 20.7 ft. (8°ft. min. and 2§ ft. total
minimum side yard required by Ssct. 3=-207), loeated 8703 Lynn Susan
Court, Orange Hunt Estates Subd., 89-1((5))25, Springfield Dist.,
12,665 aq. ft., R-2(e), V-78-T79.

Mr. Lew Laurla of 8703 Lynn Susan Court stated that he wilshed to eXxpand a
single carport into a double garage. It would be 25 ft. 1n length. It would
be 7.6 ft. from the side lot line. The total minimum side yards would be
20.7 ft. A4 varlance 1s necessary both to the minimum side yard and the total
overall side yards. In response to qQuestions from the Board as to the Juati-
ficatlon for the varilance, Mr. Laurla stated that he wished to have a double
garage rather than a single carport.

There was ne one to apeak in favor of the application and nc one to apeak in
opposition of the appllcation.

Page 215, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LEWIS 3. LAURIA, JR.
RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-78-79 by LEWIS S. LAURIA, JR. under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permlt converslon of a slngle carport into a double car-
garage such that the enclosed structure would be 7.6 ft. from side lot line
and total silde yards would be 20.7 ft. (8 ft. minimum and 24 ft. total minimum
side yards required by Sect. 3-207) on property located at 8703 Lynn Susan
Court, tax map reference 89-1((5))25, County.of Fairfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardis
moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the follewlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned appllcation has been properly flled in accordance wilth
the requirements of all appllcable State and County Codes and with the by-iaws
of the Falrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

£l
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Page 216, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LEWIS 3. LAURIA, JR.
{continued) RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, followilng proper totice to the publlic, a publlc hearing was held by
the Board on May 22, 1979; and

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

1, That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. 'The present zoning 1s R-2(c¢).

3., The area of the lot is 12,665 &4.ft.

4. That the appllcant's property is exceptionally irregular in shape,
i.e., ple-~shaped and has an unusual condition in the locatlon of the existing
buildings on the subjeect property.

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

THAT the appllicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretatlon of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practlcal difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that would
deprive the uaser of the reasonabvle use of the land and/or buildings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. Thils approval is granted fer the location and the specifle structure
indicated 1n the plats included with thls application only, and is net trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from phis date unless constructien
has started and is dlligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prlor to any explration,

Mr. Barnes seconded the motilon.
The motion passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith}(Mr. Yaremchuk being abszent).

Page 216, May 22, 1979, After Agenda Item

Paul & Adene Rose, V-298-78: The Board was in receipt of a revised plat of
the Rosevale Subdivislon . The boundary lines had been readjusted because of
the location of septie fields. It was the consensus of the Board that the
boundary lines were substantlally the same as the plat originally approved..

Mr. DiGlulian moved that the Board approve the revised plats as submitted.
Mr. Barnes seconded the motion. The motlon passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr,
Yaremchuk being absent).

V4
Page 216, May 22, 1979, After Agenda Item

BOARD POLICY: The Board discussed the problems the zZoning staff was encounter-
ing when appllcants leave a hearing and immedlately apply for bullding permlts
The zoning staff is not aware of actions taken by the Board nor 1s the folder
avallable to determine what was requested. In order to expedite the same day
process, 1t was the econsensus of the Board to have the Chairman stamp and algn
an extra copy of the approved plat to be presented to the applicants so they
could then apply for the.bullding permits. The zonlng staff weculd then have
the approved copy and could determine the setbakks set by the Board.

/7
Page 216, May 22, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - DEAN W. KIESS, appl. under S8ect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

A.M, construction of a garage additlion to an éxisting dwelling to
3-307), located 1810 Cool Spring Drive, 102-3((14))10, Mt. Vernon
Dist., Collingwood Springs Subd., 10,935 sq. ft., R-3, V-79-79.

Mr. Dean Kiess of 1810 Cool Spring Drive stated that he desired to bulld a
garage. However, the existing house is situated such that there is insuffi-
cient room in which to construct the garage without a varlance. To build a
smaller slze garage would mean that the car doors could net be opened as the
chimney Juts out 22" into the space. Mr. Kless stated that he was requesting
a 2 ft. varlance in order to build the garage. In response to questlons from

AL



{of the existing bulldings on the sub}ect property.

Page 217, May 22, 1979
DEAN W. KIESS
{continued)

the Board, Mr. Kless stated that he has owned the property for 1% months. The
slze of the garage would be 14.6 x 24. Mr. Covington informed the Board that
the applicant could have bullt the garage without the variance prior to the
amendment to the Ordinance.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicaticn and no one to speak in
epposition.

Page 217, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DEAN W, KIESS

RESOLUTIGON

In Appliecation No. V-79-79 by DEAN W. KIESS under Section 18-401 of the Zoning
Ordinance to allow constructlon of a garage addltion to existing dwelling to
10 ft. from side lot line (12 ft. minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-307)
on property located at 1810 Cool Spring Drive, tax map reference 102-3((14))10
County of Falrfax, Virginia, Mr. D1Giullan moved that the Beoard of Zoning
Appeals adopt the feollowlng resolution:

WHEREAS, the captioned applleation has been preperly flled in accordance with
the requirements of all applicable 8tate and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Falrfax County Beoard of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publle, a- public hearing was held by
the Board on May 22, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zening 1s R-3.

3. The area of the lot is 10,935 aq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property has an unusual condition in the locatlen

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

THAT the appllcant has satisfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretatlion 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 bulldings Involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subJect appllication 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1z granted for the location and the specifie structure
indicated 1n the plats included with thils application only, and is not trans-
ferable to other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall explre one year from this date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Beard prilor to any expiratlon.

Ms. Ardis seconded the motion. .
The motion pazsed by a vote of § to O {Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

———————————— o A o e g 8 e et e e ]

Page 217, May 22, 197%, Scheduled case for

10:50 - LEWIS B. ROTHGEB, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. teo allow

A.M. constructlon of a dwelling to 10 ft. from & slide lot 1line {20 ft.
minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-107), located 2324 Sandburg
St., Dunn Lering Subd., 39-4({1})117A, Providence Dist., 20,256
sq., ft., R=1, V-B0-79. J

Mr. Lewis Rethgebof 8000 Eim Place in Dunn Loring stated that he was requestin
a variance 1n order to construct a dwelllng with a two car garage. The struc-
tupe would be 10 ft. from the side lot line rather than the rgqquired 20 ft,

Mr. Rothgeb informed the Beard that he had the support of hls neighbors for
this request. In response 50 questions from the Board, Mr. Rothbeg stated thal
he has owned the adjoining parcel for 13 years. There is a house on this
parcel.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applicatien and no ohe to speak in
opposition to the appllcation. .

21/
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Page 218, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
LEWIS B. ROTHGEB -
RESOCLUTION

In Application No. V-80-79 by LEWIS B. ROTHGEB under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to allow construction of a dwelling tc 10 ft. of a side lot
1ine (20 f£t. minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-107) on property located at
2324 Sandbury Street, tax map reference 39-4({(1))117A, County of Fairfax,
Virginia, Ms. Ardis moved thaft the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the following
resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Board on May 22, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the property 1s the applicant.

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot 1s 20,256 sq. ft.

4, That the applicant's property is exceptlonally irregular in shape, ice.
narrow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusiong
of law:

THAT the applicant has satlsfled the Board that physical condltlons as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretatlcon of the Zonlng Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardshlp that weuld
deprive the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or buildings I1nvelved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjJect application is GRANTED with
the following limitatiopns:

1. This approval 1s granted for the becation and the specific structure
indicated in the plats included with this applicaticn only, and 1s not trans-
ferable te other land or to other structures on the same land.

2. This variance shall expire one year from this date unless construction
has started and 1s diljgently pursued or .unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiratlon.

Mr. DiGiullian seconded the motilon.

The motlon passed by a vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith){(Mr. Yaremchuk belng absent).

Page 218, May 22, 1979, Scheduled case for

& EDUCO, INC. (Amended at time of hearing)
11:00 - EDC JOINT VENTURE, /appl. under Sect. 3-103 of the Ord. to amend
A.M. exiating SUP for school of general educatlon to permit use of -
exlsting building for classroom, building addition to kitchen and
inerease in maximum number of children from 220 to 240, located
96525 Leesburg Pike, 19-1((1})19, Dranesville Dist., 5.00 acres,
R-1, S-B4-79.

Mr. Thomas Lawson, an attorney in Failrfax, represented the appllcant. He
stated that they were requesting permission from the Board to use an existing
bullding for classrcom space and to bulld an addition to the kitchen. In
addition, the school wished to 1neresse the maximum number of children from
220 to 2ﬁoq The bullding 1s presently used for storage. The school plans to
convert that bullding intc classroom space. There is a total of 46 parkings
spaces avallable,  Normally, only 17 spaces are occupled.

Chairman Smith questioned whether the ownershlp had changed with respect to
the .ppecial permit. Mr. Lawson stated that there was a change of ownership.
There had been a question as to whether the permit could be transferred. The
Board had previously ruled that it could be done. It was changed te EDC Joint
Venture and Educo. Mr. Lawson explained that one is a partnershilp and the
other is the operating entity. Mr. Covington stated that the last permit was
granted to Eduec and EDC Joint Venture in 1976. Chairman Smith inqulred of
Mr. Lawson as to whether they had any objection to adding Educc as 2 coapplica
to thls request. Mr. Lawson agreed to do so.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
gpposition.
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Page 219, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
EDC JOINT VENTURE & EDUCO, INC.
RESOLUTICN

Mr. DiGiulian made the following meotion:

WHEREAS, Applieation No. S-BY4-79 by EDC JOINT VENTURE & EDUCO, INC. under
Section 3-103 of the Pailrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permit amendment to
existing special permit for school of general educatlon to permlt use of
existing bullding for classroom, buildinﬁ addition. to kitchen and increase in
maximum number of children from 220 to 240, on property located at 9525 Lees-
burg Plke, tax map reference 19~1((1))19, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has
been properly flled in aceordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public and a public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on May 22, 1979; and

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

That the owner of the subject property 1a the applicant.
That the present zeoning 1s R-1.

. That the area of the lot 13 5 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 18 required.

W py M

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followilng conclusions of law:

THAT the appllicant has presented testimony indiecating compliance wlth Stan-
dards for Special Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section B-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESSLVED that the subject appliecation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applicant only and 1s not transfersble
without further action of thils Board, and 1z for the location indlcated 1n
the application and i1s hot transferable to other land.

2. This special permit shall expire one year from this date unless con-
struction or operatlon has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed
by actlon of this Board prior to any explration.

3. This approval is granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with thils applleation. Any additional structures of any kind,
(other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additlonal uses or
changes require a Special Permlt, shall require approval of this Board. It
shall be the duty of the Permlftee to apply to this Board for such approval.
Any changes {(other than minor engineering detalls) wlthout this Board's
approval, shall constitute a viclation of the conditlons of this Speclal Permi

§, This granting’'does nct constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of thls County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID
UNTII. A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINER.

5. A copy of this Special Permit and the Non-Realdentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED 1in a consplecuous place on the property of the use and be made avail-
able to all departments of the County of Fairfax during the hours of operation
of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be regquired in accordance with Artlcle 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. The maximum number of students shall be 240.

8. The hours of operatlon shall be 7 A.M. to & P.M., Monday through Friday.

9. The number of parking spaces shall be 46, :

10. A4ll other requirements of Speclal Permit S-250-69 shall remaln in effect

Mr. Barnes seconded the metlon.

The motfon passed by a vote of U to 0 (Mr. Yaremehuk belng adsent).

Page 219, May 22, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 - DOUGLAS J. DRAPER, appl. under Sect. 4-503 of the Ord. to permit.
AM. veterinary clinie, loeated 1203 Downey Drive, 12-4((1))56, Dranes-
ville Dist.,. 40,388 sq. ft., C-5, 5-85-79.

Mr. Vanderpool represented the applicant. He informed the Board of two
corrections to the applicant's statements. The hours would be 7 A.M. to 7 P.M
Monday through Friday. Hours for Saturday would be B:30 A.M. to 12:30 P.M.
Saturday afternoons and Sunday afternoons would be for emergency cases only.
The second change was the guestion on traffie. The use would be appolntment
only. The bullding proposed for the elinic 13 currently being used for a
drive in bank. The building will be soundproof and odorproof. OhHly the

1Y
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Page 220, May 22, 1979
DOUGLAS J. DRAPER
(continued)

interior of the bullding would have to changed for this propesed use. The ..
only exterior change would be to remove the drive-1n windows. Mr. Vanderpool
stated that the bank 1s stlll operating there at this lesation. They will
¢lose later. The property has been on the market for some time. The bank
will relocate.

There was no.one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlion and no cne to‘speak in
oppositlion.

Ms, Ardls guesticned the tppe of anlmals to be treated. The applicant's
statement had Indieated that small animals would be treated. She ilnquired if
farm animals would be treated. Mr. Vanderpool stated that he belileved 1t was
not Dr. Draper's intent to treat farm animals but he did not belleve there was
any limitations on the type of animals in the Code. There were no further
queatlions from the Board.

Page 220, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DOUGLAS J. DRAPER

RESOLUTION
Ms. Ardls made the following motion:

WHEREAS, Applicatilon No. 3-85-79 by DOUGLAS J. DRAPER under Section 4-503 of
the Falrfax County Zonlng Ordinance to permit veterinary clinic on property
located at 1203 Downey Drive, tax map reference 12-4{(1})56, County of Fairfax
Virginia,dhas been properly flled in accordance with all applicable reguire-
ments; an

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public and a public hearing by the
Boaprd of Zoning Appeals held on May 22, 1979; and

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

1. That the owner of the subject property 1ls Cltizens Natlonal Bank of
Herndon and that the applicant 1s the eontract purchaser.

2. That the present zonlng 1s C-5.

3. That the area of the lot 1a 40,388 sq. ft.

4, That compliance with the S8ite Plan Ordinance is required.

AND, WHEREA3, the Board has reached the followlng concluslons of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony Indlcating ecompliance with
Standards for Speclal Permlt Uses in C Districts as contazined in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GHANTED with
the following limitatlona:

1. This approval is granted to the applicant only and is not transferable
without further action of thls Board, and ia for the location indicated 1n
the-appliasation and 1s not transferable to cther land.

2. 'Thls speclal permit shall expire one year from thls date unless con-
struction or operation has started and is diligently pursued or unless
renewed by actlon of this Board prior to any expiration.

3. This approval is granted for the buildings and uses 1ndicated on the
plans submitted with this application. Any additional structures of any
kind, changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by
this Board {other than minor englneering details) whether or neot these
additional uses or changes require a Specilal Permit, shall require approval
of this Beard. It shall be the duty of the Permlttee to apply to this Board
for such approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detaila} without
this Board's approval, shall constitute a viclatlon of the conditions of this
Speclal Permit.

4. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT I3 OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Residential Use Permlt SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place onthe property of the use and be made avall-
able to all departments of the County of Fairfax durlng the hours of operation
of the permitted use. -

6. Landscaplng and screening masy be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Envirenmental
managenent.
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.;Page 221, May 22, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DOUGLAS J. DRAPER
(continued) RESOLUTTION

¥. The hours of operation shall be 7 A.M. to 7 P.M., Monday through Friday
and B:30 A.M. to 12:30 P.M. on Saturday with Saturday afternoon and Sundays
for emergency appolntments only.

Mr. Barnes segonded the motion.
The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Mr. Yaremchuk being absent).

Page 221, May 22, 1979, After Agenda Items

5-276-78 3St. Bernadette's Church: The Board was 1n receipt of a request

from Mr. Morse of Willlam H. Gordan Asscclates requesting that condition no.

8 of the special permit granted to St. Bernadette's Church be amended reducing
the parking from 382 down to 331, It was the consensus of the Board that a
revised plat would have to be submitted showlng the parking layout before any
action could be taken.

// There being no further business, the Beard adjourned at 11:40 A.M.

By;BZf;Z;lu£ZQ&J f?- zéégigég
Sandra L. Hicks, Clerk to the

Board of Zoning Appeals

Daniel Smith,

APPROVED:
Submitted tc the BZA on Date
Submitted te the other departments,
Board of Supervisors and Planning
Commissicn on

ccl
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The Regular Meeting of the Board of Zening Appeals

was held 1n the Board Room of the Massey Bullding on
Tuesday, June 5, 1979. All Board Members were present:
Daniel Smith, Chairman; John DiGiulian, Vice~Chalrman;
George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and Barbara Ardis.

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:40 A.M. Mr. Barnes led the
prayer.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10:00 case:

10:00 - TIFFANY TALENT, INC. T/A MR. SMITH'S OF GEORGETOWN, appl. under

AWM. Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to appeal Zoning Admlnistrator's decision
that existing lighting on the exterior front of a restaurant
congtitutes a prohibited sign under Sect. 12-104, located 8369
Leesburs Pike, 29-3((1))36D, Centreville Dist., 9,214 sq. ft.,
C=7, A=-86-T9. :

As the required notices were not in order, this matter was deferred until
July 10, 1979 at 12:00 P.M. . .

/f
Page 222, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:30 - DAN & LAHONDA J. MORGAN, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow resubdivislon into 3 lots, each of which would have a width
of 6.05 £t. (150 ft. min. lot width required by Sect. 3-106),
located 3107 Fox Mill Road, 36-4{(1))pt. 18 & pt. 23, Centreville
Dist., 3.81 acres, R-1, V-88-79.

The required notlces were 1n opder. Mr. Orlo Pacilulll of 307 Maple Avenue 1n
Vienna represented the applicants. He stated that the request was for a
variance for three lots with less frontage than required by the Code. The
request meets all of the requilrements for the granting of a variance. The
property is exceptionally irregular and in part, narrow. The topography 1s
steep and unusual and the property is bisected by a floodplain. These condi-
tions do not apply to other property in the area. Beeaause of thls, 1t would
regult 1in a hardship on the applicant if the Ordinance had %o be met. These
congltions have net resulted from any act of the appllecant subsequent to the
effective date of the Ordinance. This property was created in its present
shape many years ago. -

Chalirman Smith inquired as to how long the applicants have owned the property.
Mr. Paciulll stated that they have owned the property for at least 15 years.
He stated that the granting of this variance would not have an adverse effect
on the neighborhood or tke Ordinance. Thia variance would be in harmony with
the purpose and 1ntent of the Zonlng Ordinance, the Comprehensive Plan and the
Public Pacilitles Manual. The dilviston of the entire property would result

unit per 2.3 acres.

Chalrman Smith inquired as to what would happen to the remainder of the
property. Chairman Smith stated that he assumed the Mergans owned the entire
16 acres. Mr. Paciullil stated that lots 6 & 7 would be divided into two five-
acre lots. He showed the Board the area of land that was the subJect of the
variance. The other lots were belng treated by the Code provislons feor the
reagrrangement of property lines hecause they are legal lots. Chalrman Smith
inquired if a variance would be necesaary for the two five acre lots. Mr.
Paciulll stated that they met the Code regquirements.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicahicn. Before testimony was
given 1n opposition to the applicaticn, Mr. DiGlullan inquired of Ms. Kelsey
as to the comments in the staff report. Ms. Kelsey informed the Board that
the plat Mr, Paclulli had presented to the Board at the start of the hearing
was the same as the one she had based the staff report on. She stated that
she wanted to make the Board -aware that thls was part of a larger parcel that
the applicant was proposing to divide into separate lots also. The pipestem
that would give access to the three lots would alse be serving as access to
the two lots to the rear of the three lots under consideratlon of the Board.
Ms. Kelsey stated that the length of the pipestem to the two back lots woulad
be 1400 ft. Sectlon 2-406 of the Zoning Ordinance as amended January l6th
pertaining to pipestem lots would cause the granting of the varlance to be in
direct conflict twith the adopted Ordinance and the Public Facilitles Manual
Sect. 1=-2.la.2 with respect to the length of - pipestems. Thils sectlon states

in land use of seven lots on some 16 4acres. It would be a use of gne dwelllng
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Page 223, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DAN & LAHONDA J. MORGAN
(continued)

that a length of pipesbem portlon of the lot may not exceed a distance of 750
ft., where required lot size 1s 40,000 sq. ft. or over. Ms. Kelsey informed
the Board that these lota are over 40,000 sq. ft. The Comprehensive Plan call
for one dwelling unit con two to five acres. The three lots are less than two
acres 1n slze.

Chairman Smith inquired 1f there was a provision for a variance to the 750 ft.
| requirement. Ms. Kelsey stated that was a provisilon of the Public Facilities
Manual and 1t can be walved by the County Executive through the Department of
Design Review. The BZA cannot grant a varlance to this provision.

In response toc questlons from the Board, Ms. Kelsey stated that the only lots
in this applicatlion subject to a varlance were lota 1, 2 & 3. Mr. Yaremchuk
inquired as to the matter of the pipestem as to what 1t really means. Ms.
Kelsey stated that the entlre length of the plpestem as to where it serves as
access to the two additional lots that were not before the Board was over
1400 ft. Mr. Yaremchuk inquired as to the three lots; whether they complied
with the Public Facilltles Manual. Ms. Kelsey replied that 1t was in excess
of 750 ft. She indicated that Mr. Paciulli might be able to scale 1t off to
give the Board the exact figure.

Ms. Ardis gquestiloned whether the 750 ft. was the correct scale for the pipe-
stem. 3he asked Ma. Kelsey whether 550 ft. would be correct since the
requlired lot slze determines it rather than the actual lot size. Ms. Kelsey
stated that all of the lots are in excess of the 40,000 sq. ft. The minimum
lot size for the R-1 zoning 1z 36,000 sq. ft. Again, Ms. Kelsey stated that
the applicants exceeded that requirement,

Ms. Ardis stated that the Public Facllities Manual refers to the required lot
size being 40,000 sq. ft. or over; not the actual lot size. She inquired as
to whether i1t could be even more restrictive. Ms. Kelsey stated that she was
going by the minimum for an R-1 district.

Mr. Yaremchuk inquired if the Board has the legal right to approve thils
variance 1f it doesn't comply with the County Ordlnance. Ms. Kelsey stated
that she wanted to make the Board aware of the prellminary plat that had been
submitted to Subdivision Control in order to give the whole plcture. She
atated that 1f the Board granted the variance, he would still need additilonal
walvers. BShe stated that the Board has the right to grant the variance.

Mr. Yaremchuk 1lnquired as to what else the appllicant would be regulrad to do

if the Board chose to grant the varlance. Ms. Kelgsey stated that the applicang

would still have to have a walver from the County Executive for the length of
the pipestem. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that he could not underatand why the
County Executlve could walve that requirement and not the Board. Chalrman
Smith stated that a walver from the Public Faclilitles Manual would have to he
walved by the County Executive.

For glarification, Mr. Yaremchuk stated that the only reason the appllcant was
before the Board was that he had to start somewhere to get the BZA to walve
the width requirement. The County Executive cannot act on the length of the
pipestem unless the BZA acts first. Ms. Kelsey stated that was correct.

The following person spoke in opposition to the applicatlon. Mr. James Rees
of 8150 Leesburg Plke in Vienna represented the Gilmore Estates Homeowners
Assoclation which represents all of the homeowners to the north of the subject
property. Mr. Rees stated that this application appeared to be an attempt to
galn cluster zoning without golng through the procedures for cluster approval.
The applicant is asking Ffor a plpestem on three lots. A comment was made by
the Board that the only thing before them was the three lots; however, Mr,
Reea stated what was really bofore them was the seven lots hecause the only
access to the 3ots was by virture of the pipestem. Mr., Rees stated that was
contrary to the Ordinance governing plpestem lots, Section 2-406 allows
pipestem lots where necessary to achieve more creative planning and to pre-
serve the natural property fezatures. HKHe astated that the only c¢reative plannin
was t0 pack as many lots into this acreage as possible into property that is
not designed for this type of density. In addition, he stated that the Gil-
more BEstates area are located lmmediately adjacent to the property line. The
reason for this 1s the pere bulilding problems in the area and the best perc
land. 1s immediately adjacent to the preperty line. Mr. Rees stated that thils
would require the removal of follage in this area. The area 1s heavily wooded
and in order to construct the septic flelds it would be necessary tc remove
all of the trees on the erest of the hill. This would adversely affect the
surrounding area. It would not preserve the natural property of heavy forestr)
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Page 224, June 5, 1979
DAN & LAHONDA J. MORGAN
(eontinued)

Mr. Rees stated that the septic flelds are located on a steep slope. This
would cause some serilous health problems that would have to be resclved bhefore
the BZA could approve the varlance. In addition, Mr. Rees stated pipestem
lets were allowed for lots of five or less. This request for a pipestem was
to serve seven lots whilch exceeds the number allowed by the Ordinance. The
Ordinance will allow the pipestem only under the provisions of the Public
Facilities Manual. The Publlc Facllities Manual will not allow this type of
pipestem; therefore, the Board cannot grant the varlance under the Ordinance.

Chairman Smith disagreed with Mr. Rees. He stated that the conly question
before the Board 1s the variance ltself to the three lots. The walver was
something to be consldered by the proper authorlties. There 1s a provision to
walve 1t. Even 1f the varlance were granted, it would not be possible to
develop the property in the method belng dlscussed 1f the walwer was deniled.

Mr. Rees stated that the Board is still bound to look to the Ordinance in
granting the variance. The Ordinance very clearly states that the variance
cannct be granted 1f not in accordance with the provisions of the Publie
Facilities Manual. In addition, the varlance can only be granted on condition
of one of the followlng: And, only one of the following applies 1n this case
according to Mr. Rees. That is if the subdivision 1ls approved for cluaster
development in accordance with Sect. 2-408B; then it can be permitted in R-E
through R-4 dilstricts under the determination of the Direetor in aecordance
with the adopted Comprehensive Plan and the established character of the area;
and the topography and physical characterlstics are such that cluster develop
ment wlll produce more.efficlent and practible development and will promote
preservation of steep slopes, stream valleys or deslrable vegetation. Mr.
Rees stated that [rom the standpoint of belng in accordance with the adopted
Comprehensive Plan, the staff report points out that this varilance 1ls not 1in
aceordance with the Comprehensive Plan. The Comprehensilve Plan calls for one
dwelling unit for two to flve acres, This 1s a request for silghtly more than
one acre on each of the three lots. Thls does not preserve the deslrable
vegetation. It would have to be taken out 1n order to provide for the locatlo
of the septic fields.

Mr. Rees stated that one other serlous problem existed. That was that the
homeowners in the Gllmore Eatates have to look forward to that, according te

the Virginia Department of Highways, there ls only & 300 ft. minimum visibility

requirement for a pipestem where 1t goes onte to a main thoroughfare. The
speed llmlt on Fox Mill Drive is 35 m.p.h. The required vilgibillty for.a 35
m.p.h. speed zone 1s 350 ft. According to their measurements, the best vlsi-
bility to the crest of the hill 1s 280 ft. This wlll create a very serlous
safety hazard in allowing the plpestem to go ocut onto the maln throughfare.

In addition, Mr. Rees atated that 1t appeared that the length of the pipestem
lot, even only the three lots, far exceeds the 750 ft. It 1s 570 ft. only to
the edge of the lot 1 and then the pipestem goves on to lots 2 and 3. Thils
appears to exceed the length allowed under the Public Facilities Manual.

In summary, Mr. Rees asked that the variance be denled.

The next speaker in opposition to the varilance was James Eckert of 11446 vale
Spring Drive in Qakton. He stated that he owned a 2.6 acre lot which takes up
a large portion of a stream bed whlch 1s downhlll from the back two lotsz pro-
posed in this subdivision. He stated that he was in opposition to this as 1t
was unwlse to conslder only the front three lota when obviously the remalnder
of land would go out through.the same pipestem. He stated that he has con-
cerns with regard to runoff and drainage after the trees are removed from the
other lots. Mp, Eckert stated that he understood that only the first three
lots were being considered but he asked the Board to control the remaining
four lots.

Chairman Smith stated that the Board could only consider the applicatlon for
the three lota. The addlitlonal land invelved which was owned by the applicant
should alsc be consldered. The only conslderation before the Board at this
time was whether the Beoard wanted to grant a variance to allow a reductlon in
the required lot frontage. The guestion ¢n the length of the pipeatem is one
that should be taken under consideration in this decislon, whether the Board
wants t0 grant a varlance that exceeds the allowable length under the Public
Facilities Plan. The applicant is correct in that you have to start somewher

During rebuttal, Mr. Paciulll stated that as far as the length of the plpeste
was coneerned, the pipestem as measured in the normal practice 1s Just under
900 ft., long; 750 ft. 1a Just the recommended length. He stated that in

designing subdivislons, he routinely does this. He understocd that he has to
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Page 225, June 5, 1979
DAN & LAHONDA J. MORGAN
(continued)

cbtaln a waiver from the Department of Environmental Management to permit the
pipestem. The preliminary plans for this subdiviasion have been in review
through the Department of Environmental Management sinca.Narch SaRh.. . M.
Paciulll. stated .that.he. has not received any response fréom them. He maintailne
that the tract as a whole 1s what 1= Important to the Comprehensive Plan. He
stated that they do comply with the Comprehensive Plan. The major constraint
is the actual Zoning Ordinance which 1s for one acre lots and the fact that
this property if fully developed under a cluster; the property would permit
sixteen lots. That 1s not a practlcal situafion and they do not desire to Qo
it that way.

The question ralsed as to the perculation test, all perc teats have been
approved by the F.C. Health Department in the locatlons shown on the plan.
If there is a problem with site distance anto Fox Mill Road, he stated that
they would have to cure that. VDH will require the applicant to comply with
their regulations and Mr. Paclulll stated that they would comply with the
regulations of VDH when cobtaining a permlt for the entrance.

Mr. Paclulll stated that from an aesthetie point of view and frem a practical
point of vlew, the erosion, the trees and everything else, that this was the
best possible land use for this particular parcel of grourdd. It would do less
damage and be more appealing and provide the owner and the nelghbors with the
least obJectlonable solution.

Chairman Smith announced the closing of the hearing and asked the pleasure of
the Board. Mr. Yaremchuk stated that he had to agree that the Board has to
somehow get 1nvolved with lots U4 and 5. Under the Crdinance, whether they
permit flve lots, thls subdivislion was for geven lots. Mr. Yaremchuk moved
that the Board defer this matter untll the Board can get a report from

Mr. Chilton, Deputy Director of Design Revlew, on how they are going to dispos
of she extra land., If the divislon is not permitted, then the Board would not
really have seven lots, 1t would only have five lots to deal with. Again,

Mr. Yaremchuk stated that this should be deferred for a. report from Mr. Chilte
on how he intends to dispose of lots 4 and § and 6 and 7. Mr, DiGlulian
seconded the motilon.

Thigs matter was rescheduled for June 19th at 11:20 A.M., for a detalled report
from Mr. Chilton on lots 4, 5, 6 & 7.

/7
Page 225, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 - RICHARD A. & MARY E. TARKIR, appl. under 3ect. 18-401 of the Ord.

A.M. to allow construction of garage addition to existing dwelling 4 ft.
from side lot line (15 ft, min. side yard required by Sect. 3-207)
on property located 2428 Rivera Drive, Town and Country Gardens,
Subd., 38-3((20))62, Centreville Dist., 2¢,001 sq. ft.,, R-2,
V-90-79

Mr. Richard Tarkir of 2428 Rivera Drive stated that he was requesting a
variance in order to construct a garage to house two vehlcles. The garage
would be attached to the existing house. The nelghber next door has an
enclosed carport. There 1s 32% ft. between the two structures. Mr. Tarkir
stated that both his nelghbor's property and hls property were wider at the
roadway. He stated that he could bulld a detached garage but it would not be
attractive. He stated that the only solution was an attached garage. It
would enhance the property. Several varlances have been granted In this area.
He stated that two homes were placed in error at the time of construction.

He stated that he has no objection to any of the previous variances. None of
the neighbors have any objectlons. Mr. Tarkir presented the Board with a
letter-from his nett door nelghbor who cculd not be present at the hearling as
he was in Europe. In addition, he presented a petitlon from the nelghbors
who would have to view the garage. Mr. Tarkir informed the Board that he has
had a vehlcle stolen twilee. He indicated that he needs the garage to protect
his property and his lnterests.

There was no one to speak in favor of the applleation and ne one to speak in

oppositlon o the varlance. 4

—

229

oy



Page 226, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
RICHARD A. & MARY E. TARKIR
RESOLUTION

In Applicatien NO. V-90-79 by RICHARD A. & MARY E. TARKIR under Zection 18-401
of the Zoning Ordinance to permlt construction of garage addition to existing
dwelling 4 ft. from side lot line (15 ft. minimum side yard required by Sectio
3-207) on property located at 2428 Rivera Drive, tax map reference 38-3((20))
62, County of PFairfax, Virglnia, Ms. Ardis moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the followlng resolution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public, & public hearing was held by
the Board on June 5, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zonlng 1s R-2.

3. The area of the lot is 20,001 sq. f%t.

4, That the appllicant's property 1ls exceptionally irregular in shape,
includlng narrow.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board of Zonlng Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of .law:

THAT the applicant has satisfied the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist which under a strict interpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in praectical diffilculty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings Iinwclved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subjeet application is GRANTED with
the fellowing limitations:

1. Thils approval is granted for the locatlon and the specific strueture
indicated in the plats included with thls 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 thils date unless construction
has started and is diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expilratlon.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motilon.

The motion passed by a vate of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 226, June 5, 197%, Scheduled case for

11:00 - SPRINGFIELD ACADEMY, appl. under Sect. 3-303 of the Ord. to permit

A.M. contilnued operation of a private gchool of general education,
located 5236 Backllck Road, Leewood Subd., T1-4{(3))}11l, Annandale
Dist., 4.7823 acres, R-3, S-87-79.

As the required notices were not in order, the Board deferred the appllcation
until July 10, 1979 at 12:15 P.M.

//
Page 226, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:20 - DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT T/A CHANTILLY VETERINARY

AM. CLINIC, appl. under Sect. 4-603 of the Ord. to permit veterinary
clinic, loecated 13637 Lee Jackson Highway, 44-2((1))9C, Springfield
pist., 8.265 acres, 0-6, 5-89-79.

Dr. Thomas Roehr of 3406 Annandale Road in Falls Church appeared before the
Board requesting & special permit to operate a veterinary clinic in Chantilly
Mall. He stated that this use would be in 1800 sq. ft. and that they were
sub-leasing from the Arlington Fairfax Savings and Lean Association. Dr. Roeh
stated that they would not board or groom or retall pet. suppliea in thils
facility. Animals would only be kept overnlght in emergency sltuatlions where
the animal cannot be moved. The bullding will be soundprocf and’ odorproof,
There 1s a facllity already located in this shopping center for the grooming
of pets. Dr. Roehr stated that it was their lnsent to operate the ctlinie
during normal business hours. This clinlc would be a satelllte clinlec from
their present clinic, tfhe Blue Cross Animel Clinic. Thls satellite clinic

AL



Page P27, June 5, 1979

DRS. THOMAS 3. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT
T/A CHANTILLY VETERINARY CLINIC

(econtinued)

would serve the Chantilly area for wvacclnations and emergencies that may arise
The e¢losest eclinic is in Pender about 2.4 miles away from this proposed loca-
tion. Dr., Roehr informed the Board that another application was pending
for-a site which he proposed to buy. If the Board granted the.speclal permit
for this particular locatlon, 1t was their intent to shift the larger portion
of their business te this locatilon,.

In response to questlona from the Board, Dr. Roehr:stated that the building
to be leased was 1800 sq. ft., fronting on the mall. The locatlon of the
present hospltal was in Merrifleld next to Manhattan Auto. Chalrman Smith
inquired as to boarding of animals. Dr. Roehr stated that there was a board-
dng facility already in existence further out on Rt. 50 for anyche Interested
in that service.

There was no one eslse to speak In favor of the applieation. The following
persons spoke in opposition to the application, Mr. James McKenna of 4814
Walney Road, operated the Kennel Shop two doors down from the proposed clinilc.
He informed the Board that he was at the hearing to ask that retall sales he
exciuded if they allowed the use. Chalrman Smith informed Mr, McKenna that
the Board could not condition it without a specific reason. For reasons of
competitiveness, the Board would not condiltion the use. Chalirman Smith stated
that retail sales was ncrmal for shoppling malls. He suggested that Mr. McKenn
work with the management of the center to try to enforce that provision.

[|The next speaker 1in oppositlen was Mr. James Morris, Jr, operator of the
Compass Dry Cleaners. He stated -that-he-wis-secretary of the shepping mall.
He asked the Board to deny the request. He informed the Board that he was not

against the request but because the sntrance to the mall meant anyone using
the facility would have to go right past his establishment and down three
stores. Mr. Morris stated that he was concerned about the sanitation of the
shopplng mall. He 1ndicated that pets become nervous when going to the vet
and would leave dropplngs and wet on the mall. Mr. Mérris stated that the
mall has an old wooden stump whlch Iz the only area for the dogs to relleve
themselves. Thls area was Pight 4n front of his establishment. He stated
that the windows to hls cleaners have-to remaln open at all times. Thls would
allow odor 1nto his establlishment if the anlmals are &}lowed to relieve them-
selves. Mr. Morris stated that this would be a very unsanltary condition,

He informed the Board that 1f they granted the permit, that it should-be a
part of the conditlon that the applicant be responsible for maintenance of
this area, Mr. Morris stated that there are two restaurants in the mall. One
of these 1s lcoccated right cpposite from the proposed clinic. Mr. Barnes told
Mr. Morris that the use would be 1lnside the bullding and that if he had any
problems with odor or sanltation to call the Health Department, He stated tha
he did not feel there would be any problem with the animals. .

A realdent of 13704 Lynncroft Drive spoke in opposition to the request. He
stated that he opposed the use for sanitary reasons. He informed the Board
that he has llved at thils address for flve years. He indicated that the shopp
ing center management has not done anything about the sanitary conditions.

He stated that the only grassy area near the shopping center was located next
to the A & P grocery store.l'eThere are a lot of children 1llving in this area
who frequent the shopping center. He stated that the people déu not need to J
relisve thelr anlmals in this grassy area or the patrking lot arez. The presen
conditlon of the mall is unsanltary. He stated that he has complained to the
management of 4 & P and to Dart Drug. There 1s a 1ot of trash behind the
shopping center next to the residential propertles, He stated that they were
now in the process of eliminating the rats. Agaln, he stated that he opposed
the veterinary c¢linic as 1t would prove to be a health hazard. The Board
advised him to contact the Health Department regarding the sanitatlon conditilc
He stated that they did three years age and all the management did was plant
trees along the fence area. The fence 1s now torn down. People use 1t as
access to the shopplng center. He stated that he has complalned for five year
and nothing has been done. He stated that 1t would not be right to allow the
clinic and then compialn if problems exlst. Mr. Barnes stated that he would
probably have the same problems nosmatter what use went in the center.

The next speaker 1n opposltion was Gary Nester of 4101 Galesbury Avenue. He
presented the Board with plctures of the conditions at the shopping center.

He questioned the Board &8 to the other uses in the shopping center. Mr, Nes-
ter was informed that the other uses were allowed by right in that commercial
gone. This partig¢ular request required a speclal permit. Mr. Nester stated
that the Dart Drug 1s open 24 hours, seven days g week. Chalrman Smith stated
that the clinie would probably operate 9 A.M. to 7 P.M. Mr. Nester stated tha
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Page 228, June 5, 1979

DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL . BASSETT
T/a CHANTILLY VETERINARY CLINIC

(econtinued)

the e¢linie would be performing surgery on animals. The Board informed him
they had no control over that. Chairman Smith advised him that the trash
assoclated wlth the surgery would not be mixed in with the normal trash of
the center. He indicated that there is a special handling required for such
trash. Mr. Nester stated that the normal procedure for the shopping center
was to let 1t accumulate. Mr. Nester stated that the square footage involved
for the c¢linle was falrly small and he was concerned as to where the animals
would walt. Mr. Barnes stated that the animals would be inside the bullding.
Mr. Covington stated that no more than four small animals could be housed
overnlght. Mr. Barnes stated that most clinlcs treat the animals and then
release them to thelr owners. Chairman Smith stated that the use would be
tightly controlled. Again, Mr. Nester stated that the area waas quite small
and he could not see how 1t could accomedate the treatment room, the walring
room, bathroom, offlce space and an area for housing of four animals overnight
He was concerned agbout the noise factor. Chairman Smith stated that the
facillty would be nolsefree and odorfree. Mr. Nester stated that 1f the
animals are slck and out of thelr heads they would bolt from the cars and
would be running 2ll1 over the area. He stated that he dld not want this
sttuation to exist. He indilcated that there 1s not way that the doctors
could supervise this sltuatlon., Chairman Smith informed him that he was
speculating and advised that these things normally do not happen.

Mr. Morris questioned the Board as to wheare the trash asscclated with surgery
would be stored. Chalrman Smith stated that it would have to be stored in the
bullding itself untll it 1s removed. Chairman 3Smith stated that these were
Health Department requirements and the Board does not have any Jurisdiction
over them.

The next speaker 1in opposition was Sharon Barley. She stated that there 13 a
lot of trash behind the shopping center already. She stated that there 1s a
hole in the fence behind her property. If the animals get loose, they would
come through that fence or g¢ over the fence,

During rebuttal, Dr. Roehr stated that he was 1n agreement with Mr. Morris
regarding the entranceway to the facllity. He stated that the clinic would
have a back door but that the management of the shopplng center would not
allow him to use 1t for hls main entrance. He atated that he would stay on
top of all theproblems to be the best of his abllity to keep the animals from
disturbing the people in the area. As far as the trash situation, he stated
that 1t 1s health department requlrement to keep all of the waste materlal
from surgery in a freezer. There is a grooming facility in the shopping
center already and there has not been any problem wlth the animals. He atated
that he has no intent to board animals, retall merchandise, or groom anlmals
in his facility. There would be no overnlght boarding except In the case of
emergency surgery.

Chairman Smith inquired as to how long this facllity would be used =inee there
was another application for a veteritnary clinle beilng requested by the same
applicants., Dr. Roehr stated that his lease was for two years. He stated
that there were several other stores in the same center but they wanted a
minimum lease of five years. With respect to the other ¢linie, Dr. Roehr
stated that 1t would be s facility that they would own so they would he able
to have lamger machines and more staff, He stated that they could render a
better gservice to the area.

Page 228, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeala
DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT
T/A CHANTILLY VETERINARY CLINIC
RESQOQLUTTION

Mr. Yaremchuk made the following metion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 3-89-79 by DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT
T/4 CHANTILLY VETERINARY CLINIC under Sectlon 4-603 of the Falrfax County
Zoning Ordinance to permit veterinary clinlc on property located at 13637 Lee
Jackson Highway, tax map reference 44-2((1))9C, County of Falrfax, Virginla,
has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, followilng proper notlice to the publie and a publie hearlng by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on June 5, 1%79; and




Page 229, June 5, 187¢ Board of Zoning Appeals
DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT

T/4 CHANTILLY VETERINARY CLINIC
{continued) RESOQLUTION

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

1. That the applicant 1z the lessee.

2. That the present zoning is C-6.

3., That the area of the lot 13 B.265 acres.

4. That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the appllcant has presented testimony indicating compliance with Stan-
dards for Special Permit Uses 1n C Dlstricts as contained in Seetion 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFQRE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subj]ect application ig GRANTED with
the following limitations: -

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

2. This special permit shall explre cne year from this date unhless construc
tion or operation has started and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by
action of this Board prior to any expiratlon.

3. This approval i3 granted for the buildings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted wilth thils application. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes in the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englneering detalls) whether or not these additilonal
uses or changes regulre a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this
Board, It shall be the duty of the Permittee to apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes {other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall constltute a vilolation of the conditions of this
Special Permlt.

. This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County and State, THIS SPECIAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID
UNTIL A NCON-RESIDENTIAL USE PERMIT IS OBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permit and the Non-Resldential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED 1n a conspicuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
operation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaplng and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zening Ordinance at the discretion of the Director of Environmental
Management.

7. The hours of operabtion shall be 9 A.M. to 7 P.M. dally.

8. This permit 1s granted for a perlod of three (3) years with the Zoning
Administrator empowered to grant two (2) one year extensions.

Mr. DiGlulian seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 229, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

11:4%0 - DRS. THOMAS 3. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT, appl. under Section

AJM. 4-503 of the Ord. to permit veterinary clinic, loecated 2703
Centreville Rd., 25-1((1))23, Centreville Dist., 23,175 sq. ft.,
¢=5, S~g1-T9.

The required notices were in order. Dr. Thomas Roehr of 3406 Annandale Road
in Falls Church stated that he and Dr. Bassett were applylng for a speclal
permit to cperate a veterinary clinic in an exlsting farmhouse on Centreville
Road. They would also be constructlng an addition approximate to the square
footage of the existing buillding. In response to questions from the Board,
Dr. Roehr stated that they had contract to purchase the land whilch was in the
file. Chairman Smith inquired as to when the operation would begin for this
facility. Dr. Reehr stated that they had one problem which was that the
property is not sultable for perc and it ls not served by public sewer system.
Thers 18 a subdivision belng planned behind thls property. They are 1n agree-
ment to allow a swwer easement which Bhould be in sometime 1ln the summer.
However, the developer 13 not through bonding yet. Chairman Smith staeted that
he would obJect to the apeclal permit being granted contigent upon sewer golng
in. Dr. Roehr stated that he was totally at the mercy of the developer. He
indicated that the use permit would be good for a one year period and if con-
structlon has net begun, he could request a six month extension. Chailrman
Smith stated that he felt the doctors were a little premature wlth this
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Page 230, June 5, 1979
DRS. THOMAS S, ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT
(continued)

application. Dr. Roehr stated that his timing could have been a little better|
but he 1s tied into the purchase of this property. The property 1s 23,135
sq. ft. or a little over % acres,

There was no one to speak 1in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition.

Page 230, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL . BASSETT

RESOLUTION

Ms. Ardls made the followlng motion:

WHEREAS, Application No. 5-91-79 by DRS. THOMAS S. ROEHR & MICHAEL C. BASSETT
under Section 4-503 of the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to permlt veteri-
nary clinic .on property located at 2703 Centreville Road, tax map raference
25-1((1))23, County of Fairfax, Virginia, has bsen properly flled in accordanc
with all applicable requirements; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice t¢ the public and a publiec hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on June 5, 1979; and

WHEREAS, the Board has made the following flndings of faet:

1. That the applicant 1s the contract purchaser.

2, That the present zonlng 1s C-5.

3. That the area of the lot is 23,174 sq. ft.

4, Tnat compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance is required.

AN, WHEREA3, the Board h&s reached the following conclusions of law:

THAT the appllicant has presented testimony indicatling compliance wlth
Standards for Special Permlt Uses in C Districts as contained in Section 8-006
of the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the asubJect applileation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitationa:

1. This approval 1s granted to the applleant only and@ ' is not transferable
without further actlon of this Board, and is for the location indicated in
the application and 1s not transferable te other land.

2. This speclal permit shall explre one year from thls date unless eon-
struction or operation has started and 1s dlligently pursued or unless renewed
by action of this Board ‘prior te any expiration.

3. This approval 1s granted for the bulldings and uses indicated on the
plans submitted with this appllcatlon. Any additional structures of any kind,
changes in use, additional uses, or changes 1ln the plans approved by this
Board (other than minor englneering detaila) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Speclal Permit, shall require approval of this

-[Board. It shall be the duty of the Permlttee to apply to thls Board for such

approval. Any changes (other than minor englneering details) without this
Board's approval, shall conatltute a violatlon of the conditions of this
Special Permit.
4. This granting does not constltute an exemption from the legal and pro-
cedural requlrements of thils County and State. THIS SPECIAL PERMIT 15 NOT
VALID UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PEEMIT IS OBTAINED.
5. A copy of this Specilal Permit and the Non-Residentlal Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a_conspicuous place on the property of the-use and be made
avallable to all departments ef the chnEy of Fairfax during the hours eof
operation of the permitfed use. . .. 7 e i
6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Artiele 13
of the Zoning Ordinance at the dlacretlon of the Director of Environmental
Minagement . '

7. The hours of operation shall be 7 A.M. to 7 P.M. daily.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

- —_— -
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Page 231, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:00 - READING & MATH TUTORING CENTER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the

P.M. Ord. to allow a building-mounted sign at an entrance in a shopping
center for an Indlvidual enterprise lacking frontage from a street,
located 7950 Ft. Hunt Road, Hollin Hall Subd., 102-2((2)}{1)1, C_ & B
Mt. Vernon Dist., 105,987 sq. ft., C-5, V=-67-79.
(Deferred from May 8, 1979 for Notices).

After reading the case into the record and hearing no response from the
audlence and having no appearance from the applicants, Ms. Ardis moved that
the Board dismiss this applieatlen for lack of interest without prejudice.
Mr. Bgrnes seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously by a vote of
5 to 0.

//
Page 231, June 5, 1979, Schedulied case for

12:15 - MICHAEL P. TRADER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow
P.M. construection of attached garage & family quarters 33'7" from front
property line (40 ft. minimum front yard required by Sect. 3-107)
located 701 Ellsworth Avenue, Green Acres Subd., 7-4((5))69,
Dranesville Dist., 29,080 sq. ft., R-1, V-73-79.
(Deferred from May 8, 1979 for Notices).

The required notices were 1n order. Mr. Michael P. Trader of the above
address stated that his family has grown larger and he needed to expand his
house. The exlsting house doess not have a garage. When he applied for a
building permit, he was informed that he could not bulld because of the gas
lines. The house was located at the minimum setback originally. In order to
construct the garage, a varlance would be necéssary because of the angle of
the gas lines running through the property, Mr. Trader stated that this was
‘arn unusual gondltion. There 1s no other place on the property to constpuct
the garage. The remalnder of the property is heavily wooded.-

There wWas no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition.

Page 231, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
MICHAEL P. TRADER

RESOLUTIGON

In Application No. V-73-79 by MICHAEL P. TRADER under Sectlon 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permif construction of athached garage and famlly guarters
33,7 ft. from front property line (40 ft. minimum front yard required hy Sect.
3-107) on property located at 701 Ellsworth Avenue, tax map reference 7-4(({5))
69, County of Fairfax, Virginia, Mr. Yaremchuk moved that the Board of Zoning
Appeals adopt the following resoluticn:

WHEREAS, the captioned application has been properly filled 1n accordance with

the requirements of all applicable State and County Codes and wlth thé by-laws

of the Fairfax County Board of Zonlng Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on June 5, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1is R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 29,080 aq. ft.

4, That the appllcant's property has an unusual condltion in the location o
the exlisting buildings on the subject property.

AND, WHEREAS, the Beoard of Zoning Appeals has reached the following c¢onclusion
of law:

THAT the appllicant has satlsfled the Board that physical conditions as
listed above exist whilch 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 bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the followlng limitations:
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Page 232, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
MICHAEL P. TRADER '
{continued} RESOLUTION

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon and the specific structures
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 and 1s dlligently puraued or unless renewed by action of this
Board prior to any expiration.

Mr. DiGiulian seconded the motlon.

The motion passed by & vote of 3 to 1 (Mr. Smith) with 1 abstention (Ms. frdis

Page 232, June 5, 1979, Scheduled case for

12:30 "= COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC., appl. under Sect. 3-202 of the Ord.
P.M. .5 to amend exlsting permit to permit addition of 2 lighted tennis
courts, reduction of required parking to 80 spaces & change in
hours of operation to 6:00 A.M. to 10:00 P.M., located 9818
Commonwealth Blvd., Kings Park West Subd., 69-3((5))B, Annandale
Dist., 5.48539 acres, R-2, 8-75-T79.
{(Deferrsd from May 15, 1979 for Notices).

The required notices were in order. Mr. Ken Sanders, an attorney in Falrfax,
represented the appllcant. For background of the case, Mr. Sanders stated
that the ¢lub has been in exlstence for many years. The provislons were that
there be a minimum of 117 parking spaces and that membership be limited to
350 familles.and that the facllitles not interfere with any surrounding
property. The tennis courts proposed are to be lighted. They were contem-
plated in 1969 but not constructed at that time. The club would like per-
mission to construet the courts at this time. They are limited in space and
would llke permission to reduce the parking spaces required in order to locate
the proposed courts on thls area. The club would provide B0 spaces. The
Zoning Ordinance requires 35 parking spaces for the tennis courts and poocl,
The parklng shown on the plat would be double that amount. Mr. Sanders
presented the Board with letfers from adjacent property owners who did not
objeet to this proposal. Mr. Sanders stated that the parking is rarely used
because most of the members walk to the facility.

In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Sanders stated the maxlimum use

of the parking during swimming meets 1s about 45 spaces. Mr. Sanders stated
that there are some basketball courts on the property at this time which would
be.removed. With regard to the lights for the tennls courts, the plats show
30 ft. lights surrounding the courts. There are neighbors who object to the
lights. Mr. Sanders stated that the club would be willing to lower the lights
He indicated that they preferred flourescent 1lights 15 ft. in height. That 1s
the minimal type of lightlng that could best accomodate the club. Chairman
Smith inquired if the club had any brochures on the type of lights so that it
could be incorporated into the resolution. Ms. Jan Phillips stated that she
had been to Mantua where these type of iights were used, Also, Starlight
Fairways and at Old Keene Mill. The lights are avallable but the club haz not
been able to locate an installer in the phone boock.

For the record, letters of support were given to the Board from Kings Park
West, a nelghbor Mr. Dunby, Mr. Merrineck and Mr. Boyd. In addition, the
Maywood Terrace homeowners asaoclation endorsed the applicatlieon. There was
also a petition sighed by members of the club who were in favor of the appli-
cation. There was no ohe else to speak in favor of the application.

The. Board recessed from 12:50.R:N. 401115 .B.M.. When. the Board.paconvened,.
Chairman Smitk swnoundedshhat Myliirds would wiotipartcéipate In the voting
of the applieation of Commonwealth Swim Club as she was a member of the club.
In addition, Ma. Ardils had a court case at 1:00 P.M. and would not be able to
hear the balanee of the testimony.

Chairman Smith called for testimony in opposition to the appllication. Mr.
Mann, owner of lot 82, stated that he has lived on the property slnce June of
1968 when it was built. He indicated that he was prebably the onlg realdent
who intended to stay for any long while. Lot 81 ia for sale, lot 83 is on
the market. Lots 84 and 85 are rental propertles. Mr. Mann stated that in
1961 when the Commonwealth Club was first established, there was an lntent to
bulld tennis courts but the location for them was not the same as that belng
proposed now. He stated that he was opposed to any tennls courts belng con-
structed right againt the property line under hls bedroom window because of
the nolse and the lights. He stated that the reason the parking lot is not
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Page 233, June 5, 1979
COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC.
( continued)

being used to itas full capaclty was that the people do not park where they
should. There are four basketball hoops on the parking lot. They are removah
so as not to impact on the tennils courts. Mr. Mann stated that he was a long-
term resldent. He could not afford an attorney to flght this application,

He stated that many people do not oppose thils applicatlion since they do not
live next door. He stated thefe would be noise from people walking baek and
forth from the courts. He stated that he did not look forward to being
awakened at & A.M. and golng to bed after 10 P.M. In response to questlons
from the Board, Mr. Mann stated that hils house was 20 yards from the rear
property line of the ¢lub-.

The next speaker in opposltion was John Kaul of 5009 Pylters Mill Court in
Maywood Terrace. He sgated that there was ne authorized meeting of the

people from Maywood Terrace. An unofficlal canvass of the area revealed no
support of the llghts or the exfension of hours for the tennis courts., Mr,
Kaul stated that he belleved that the lights would shine over into the+*gommuni
of Maywood. During the fall and winter there ls not much screening. In
addition, the courts would attract vandalism. He stated that he has difficult
with the way the club polices the nolse of the pool. He suggested that the
Board defer the extenslon of the houras and the lighting of the c¢ourts untll
the cammunity finds out how the tennls courts work out.

The next zpeaker in opposition was Robert Tennyson of 5104 Walport Lane.

He owned lot 50 1n Maywood Terrace., He stated thgt hls, property was iocated
at the entrance to the club which wag 25 ft. from the back door of his house.
The tennis courts would be 120 to 125 ft. from his property. He stated that
ha has to pay costs in terms of nolse, He stated that he belleved that the
club was already in violatlon of its permit because of the noise which 1s not
contalned on the property. He atated that he was not aware of the nolse
problem as he moved into the house during the winter months. The current
hours of the club are 9 A.M., to § P.M. and they often have soclal events
lasting wuntil 11:00 P.M. When the band starts up, 1t wakes up hls children.
He stated that he has called the c¢lub to complaln but all he got was smart
answer's. Another problem was the security of the club. Teenagers show off in
the parking lot and peel rubber.

The next speaker in oppositlon was John Peterson, owner of lot 51, 5102 Walpor
Lane. Mr. Peterson stated that when he moved intec his house, he was well
aware of the nolse problems and other problems assoclated with the club. How-
ever, this would only be three months out of the year. Mr. Petersoh satated
that he could tolerate the disturbances for three months. Mr. Peterson gave
the Board a plat showing the lots that surround the e¢lub and the lec¢atlon of
the driveway into the ¢lub. He stated that the club wants them to suffer
inconvenience for the conatructlion of tennis courts. This would meanh an
increase in noise and would decrease the quallty of the nelghbhorhood. There
are not any plans to include Maywood Terrace as members into the 2lub nor 1is
Maywood asking for membership. Maywood is being asked to assume all of .the
hardships. Mr. Peterson stated that Fairfax County already has recreational
factlities in the area. He 1ndlcated that the club does not have room on the
property for the tennis courts. If parking Is used for the courts, 1t would
mean further disadvantages for the community.

The next speaker was Mr. Shell who stated that he attempted to meet wlth the
elub to talk about the problems. He stated that he ®s concerned about the
remaining land and what the club would do with it. With regard to the
increases In hours, how the residents are being asked to go from a three month
operatlion to a nine month operation and are being asked@ to tolerate nolse from
6 A.M. 50 10 P.M. The courts would be i1lluminated., He stated that he was
concernad’ about the polileing of the area as well as the security of the area.
He stated that the club has no empldyees who are responsible for the chalning
of the courts.

During reputtal, Mr. Sanders stated that there 15 a low level of use of the
parking lota. Most of the people walk to the club. The chaln across the lot
is for security. The club 1s prepared to control the use of the tennls courts
The members of the club want the right to play tennls in the evenlng hours.
The entrance to the club is before you get to Waldport Lane. It 1s & cul=-de-
gsac. The entrance has evergreen treea. He stated that the club would be
willing to contruct a stockade fence along Mpr. Tennyson's property 1f if would
be desirable. As far as people living on Commonwealth Blwd., that area is
heavily wooded, He atated that he did not believe that the tennla courts
would be visible from Commonwealth Blvd. He stated that the eitizens have a
fear of additlcnal nolse. Mr. Sanders stated that when he plays tennla, it
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Page 234, June 5, 1970
COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC.
{continued)}

1z very quiet and dlgnifled. There is never more than four people on the
courts at a time. He stated that the courts serve®good purpose and that
recreation is needed in Fairfax County. Mr. Sanders stated that the club
was willing to construct 12 ft. high lights which would not be chservable to
the surrounding community. Because of the topography, construction of the
courts 1ls not possible elsewhere on the property.

Mr. DiGiulian questioned the plat showing a 6 ft. stockade fence along Mr.
Tennyson's property. He asked 1f the fence was there. Mr. Phillips from the
club stated that the fence 13 there behind the foliage. It 1s located to the
rear of Mr, Tennyson's property. A fire burned out & section of the fence.
With respect to the chaln, Mr. L[iGlullan gsked 1f the chaln was 1n use at the
present time. Mr. Phlllips stated that the ¢iub chalns the entrance to the
pool $0 keep people from speeding through the parking lot and have alsc con-
structed speed bumps. When the tennls courts are constructed, the chaln would
be moved back in. Mr. Phillips stated that the club would have to arrange

for someone to be there to close the gate at night. The club has always close
the gate for their own concerns over the security.
Chairman Smith stated that when the original permlt was granted, no regueat
was made for lights. Mr, Sanders informed the Board that the original
resolution stated that all llghting shall be contained to the facility.
Chairman Smith stated that these tennis courts sit betwsen two developments.
Mr. Sanders replied that it backs up te the common ground of Maywood Terrace.
Mr. D13lullan stated that the courtas are within 100 ft. of Mr: Tennyson's lot.
Chairman Smith stated that 1t appeared to be the consensus of the speakers to
allow the tennis courts without the lights. Mr, Barnes stated that he would
go along with the request for llghts 1f the ¢lub kept the llghts contained on
the courts. He atated that the llghts should not disturb the neighbors,

Mr. Phililips stated that the club ig wlllipng tec put in that kind of light'
Page 234, June 5, 1979 Board of Zonlng Appeals
COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC.

RESOLUTION
Mr. DiGlulian made the following moticn:

WHEREAS, Application No. S-75-79 by COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC. under Section
3-202 ef the Falrfax County Zoning Ordinance to amend existing permit to add
two tennls courts with lights; to reduce the parking from 117 to 80 spaces;
and to change hours of operation to 6 A.M. to 10 P.M., on property located at
9818 Commonwealth Boulevard, tax map reference 69-3((5))B, County of Fairfax,
Virginla has been properly filed in accordance with all applicable require-
ments; and .

WHEREAS, following proper notlce to the public and a> public hearing by the
Board of Zoning Appeals held on June 5, 1979; and

WHEﬁEAS, the Board has made the followlng findings of fact:

1. That the owner of the subJect property is Commenwealth Swim Club, Ine.
2. That the present zoning is R-2.

3. That the area of the lot 1s 5,48539 acres,

4, That compliance with the Site Plan Ordinance 1s required.

AND, WHEREAS, the Board has reached the followlng conclusions of law:

THAT the applicant has presented testimony 1lndicating compliance with Stan-
dards for Speclal Permit Uses in R Districts as contained in Section 8-006 of
the Zoning Ordinance, and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject appllcation 1s GRANTED with
the following limitations:

1. This approval is granted to. the applicant only and 1s not transferable
without further action of this Board and 1s for the location lndicated 1n the.
application and 13 not transferable to other land. :

2. This speclial permit shall expire one year from thls date unless con-
struction or operatlon has started and 1s dillgently purased or unless renewed
by aetion of this Board prilor to any expiration.

3. This approval'ls granted for the bulldlngs and uses indlcated on the
plans submitted with thils applicatlon. Any additlonal structures of any kind,
changes In use, addiltional uses, or changes 1n the plans approved by this
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Page 235, June 5, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
COMMONWEALTH SWIM CLUB, INC.
RESQOQLUTION

Board {other than minor engineering details) whether or not these additional
uses or changes require a Special Permit, shall require approval of this
Board. It shall be the duty of the Permlttee tc apply to thls Board for such
approval. Any changes (other than minor engineering detalls) without this
Board's approval, shall constitute a vlolation of the conditions of this
Special Permit.

4, This granting does not constitute an exemption from the legal and proce-
dural requirements of this County -and State. THIS SPECTAL PERMIT IS NOT VALID
UNTIL A NON-RESIDENTIAL USE PEBMIT IS QBTAINED.

5. A copy of this Speclal Permlt and the Non-Residential Use Permit SHALL
BE POSTED in a consplcuous place on the property of the use and be made
avallable to all departments of the County of Falrfax during the hours of
cperation of the permitted use.

6. Landscaping and screening may be required in accordance with Article 13
of the Zoning COrdinance at the dlscretion of the:Director of Environmental
Management.

7. The hours of operation shall be 7 A.M. to 10 P.M. for the tennis courts
only. )

8. The number of parking spaces shall be B80.

9. The tennis court lights shall be a maximum of 12 ft. 1ln helght and the
effects of all lighting shall be confined to the site,

10. A gecurlty gate or fence shall be provided as 1ndicated on the plat.
11. All ohher requirements of the origlnal use permif shall remain in effest

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.
The motlon passed by a vote of 3 6o 1 (Mr. Smith)(Ms. Ardis being absent),

Page 235, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

Mr. & Mrs. John W. Wilson, III: The Board was ln receipt of a letter from the
Housing and Community Development Authority requesting an out-of-turn hearing
on the varlance application of Mr. & Mrs. John W. Wilson, III. The Board
moved that the variance be scheduled for June 26, 1979 at 8:45 P.M.

/Y

Page 235, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

Ashley C. Speir, Jr.: The Board was in receipt of & letter requesting an ocut-
of-turn hearing for the variance of Ashley {. Speir, Jr. It was the consensus
of the Board to grant the request and the variance was scheduled for July 10,
1979 at 12:30 P.M.

£

Page 235, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

Messiah Evangellcal Lutheran Church: The Board was 1n recelpt of a request fo
a reduction 1in the number of parking spaces. HNr. Barnes moved that the

parking be amended to 14 spaces. Mr. Yaremchuk seconded the motion. The
motion passed by a vote of 4 to 0 (Ms. Ardils belng absent).

/f

Page 235, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

APPROVAL OF MINUTES: The Beoard was in receipt of the BZA Minutes for November
28, 1978. Mr. Barnes moved, Mr, D1Giullan seconded and 1t was unanimously
carriéd to approve the minutes as corrected.

V4

Page 235, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

Pinecrest Swim & Tennis Club, Inc: The Board was in receipt of a request from
the Pinecrest Swim & Tennls Club, In¢. for an out-of-turn hearing. It was the
congensus of the Board to grant the request and the hearing was sbheduled for
June 26, 1979 at 9:00 P.M.

/Y
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Page 236, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

St. Bernadette's Church: The Board was in receipt of a letter from W & N
Assoclates requesting a reduction in parking spaces for S5t. Bernadette's
Church. Mr. DiGlulian moved that the parking be amended to comply with the
minimum parking spaces required byythe Ordinance. Mr. Barnes seconded the
motion and 1t passed by a vote ofﬁg to 0 {Ms. Ardis being- absent).

/7

Page 236, June 5, 1979, After Agenda Items

Immanuel Baptlst Church: The Board was in receipt of a request for a six
month extension on the special permit granted to Immanuel Baptist Church.
Mr. Barnes moved that the chureh be granted a six month extension., Mp.
PiCGiullan seconded the motion and 1t passed by & vote of 4 to 0 (Ms. Ardis
belng absent).

// There being no further business, the Board adjourned at 2:35 P.M.

2t
(. Chalrp

g Lhinti
Danlel Smit

F/, - ~
L et T - R AR o =
2 By Hlcks, Clerk to the
Board of Zoning Appeals

APPROVED:

Submitted to the BZA on . Date
Submitted to the other departments,

Plannling Commission and Beard of

Supervisors on
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TH& Regular Meetlng of the Beard of Zoning Appeals
was held in the Board Room of the Massey Buillding
on Tuesday, June 12, 1979. All Board Members were
present: Danlel Smith, Chairman; John DiGlulian,
Vice-Chairman; George Barnes; John Yaremchuk and
Barbara Ardis.

The Chairman called the meeting to order at 10:15 A.M. Mr. Barnes
led the meeting with a prayer.

The Chairman called the scheduled 10 o'clock case:

10:00 = JOHN ARANT & ANN MeNEIL COE SAVIDGE & WILLIAM LEE SAVIDGE, appl.
AM, under Sect. 18-U401 of the Ord. to allow subdivision into lots
wlth propesed lota 2 and 3 having wldths of 12 ft. and proposed
lot 4 having area of 63,797 sq. ft. (200 ft. min. lot width and
75,000 aq. ft. minimum lot area required by Sect. 3-E06), located
9620 Arnon Chapel Road, Orchard H1ll Subd., 8=1((1))39A, Dranesville
Dist., B.0744 aeres, RE, V-60-75.
(Deferred from 5/1/79 for proper application).

Mr. John Arant of 9620 Arnon Chapel Road informed the Board that originally
the application was for two pilpestem lots and one subatandard lot. At this
time, they are asklng permission to have one plpestemm drive and only one sub-
atandard lot. At the last meeting, both the Egan Hills Association and the
cltlzens expressed concern over the plans, They have now modified these plans
and belleve that it would meet with everyone's approval., Chairman Smith
inquired if the applicant was now propesing a substandard let area. Mr. Arant
stated that they were only requesting one substandard lot as was originally

in the application. The subdiviaion would be for three lots. Most of the
land 1s taken up by the gas line easement through the property. Becauase of
the gas line easement and the drainage easement, 1t 1s a hardship on the
applicant to divide the land 1nto lots that people can live with., It was

the declsion of the applicant to put all of the problems of the property on
the one propesed lot. Chairman Smlth lngquired 1f there was some way tc €limi-
ngte the substandard lot area. Mr. Arant stated that was not possible 1f they
proposed to be able to provlide the required bullding area for the other lots.
He stated that the bullding area for a home on the larger lot would be com-
pletely eliminated due to the drailnage area. Mr. Arant stated that they meet
the 100 ft. setback from the existing well. The drain filelds are 100 ft.

from any proposed well and any existing well in the suryounding community.

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the application and no one to speak in
opposition. A letter of oppositlion was read into the record.
Page 237, June 12, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
JOHN ARANT & ANN McNEIL COE BAVIDGE &

WILLTAM LEE SAVIDGE

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V-60-79 by JOHN ARANT & ANN MGNEIL COE SAVIDGE & WILLIAM
LEE SAVIDGE under Sectilon 18-401 of the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivision
into four lots with proposed lots 2 & 3 having widths of 12 ft. and proposed
lot 4 having area of 63,797 sq. ft. (200 ft. minimum lot width and 75,000
3g. ft. minimum lot area reguired by Sect. 3-E06)¥® on property located at
9620 Arnon Chapel Road, tax map reference 8-1((1))394, County of Fairrax,
Virginia, Mr. DiGiullan moved that the Board of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resclution:

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

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the public, a public hearing was held by
the Beard on June 12, 1979 and deferred from May 1, 1979 for proper applicatio
and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-E.

3. The area of the lot 1s B,074Y4 acres,

4, That the applicant's property ls exceptionally irregular in shape, in-
eluding narrow and has drainage and plpeline easements which make normal
development difficult.

£3f
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Page 238, June 13, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals

JOHN ARA&T & ANN McNEIL COE SAVIDGE & & fep
WILLIAM LEE SAVIDGE

(eontinued) RESOLUTION

A¥Di WHEREAS, the Board of Zoning Appeals has reached the following conclusion
of law: .

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditlons as
listed above exlist which under a strict lnterpretation of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED IN PART
*(to allow subdlvision into three lots with proposed lot 2 having width of

15 ft. and propesed lot 1 having area of 63,750 sq. ft.) with the:.following
limitations:

1. This approval 1s granted for the location indicated in the plats in=-
cluded with this applicatlon only, and 1s not transferable to other land,.

2. This variance shall explre cne year from this date unless this sub-
divisicn has been recorded among the land records of Failrfax County.

Mr. Barnes seconded the motion.

The motion passed by a vote of 5 to 0

Page 238, June 12, 1979, Scheduled case for '

10:10 - VALENTINE HEALTH CLUB, appl. under Sect. 18-301 of the Ord. to

A.M. appeal the decislon of the Zonlng Administrator declining to-
approve a Non-Resldential Use Permit untll & Special Permit

1s approved for Health Club, located 8501 Lee Highway, 39-3((1))k9,
Providence Dist., 2,610 aq. ft., C=3, A-95-79.

Mr. Frederick Ford, Esquire of 117 Nerth Falrfax Street in Alexandria repre-
sented the Valentine Health Club, The Zonlng Administrator wes represented by
Mary Drickey of the County Attorney's O0ffice. For further information regard-
ing this appeal, please pefer to the verbatim transcript located in the file,

Page 238, June 12, 1979 Board of Zoning Appeals
VALENTINE HEALTH CLUB
RESOLUTION

Mss: Ardis made the followlng motion:

THAT based on the existing non-residential use permit certificate iésued and
the-fact that 1t does not apecify elther location within the bullding or
apeclfic square footage and based on the further fact that the certlficate
sholild speak for 1tself, I move that the appeal be granted from the detisidn
of the Zoning Adminiatrator. .
Mr. DiGilullan seconded the motilon.

The motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 238; June 12, 1979, Scheduled case for

10:40 -~ WILLIAM S. SPEIGHT, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to allow

AM. construction of &n attached garage 15 ft. from side lot line (20 ft.
minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-107), located 5811 Fltzhugh
Street, Homewood-Sectlon III Subd., 78-2((3))29, Springfleld Dist.,
22,500 sq. ft., R-1, V-92-79.

Mr. William Speight gave the required jJustificatlon for his appilcation to the
Board. He stated that prior to applylng for a bullding permit, he contacted
the County on the amount of foota e.ﬁequired to build on this lot. At that
time, he was advised that he nouldaYMe house with the attached garage 15 ft.
from the side lot line, He proceeded to have the engineer draw up the pro-
posed plans necessary for the buillding permit. Hewever, on March 19th, the
Board of Supervisors amended the Zoning Ordinance and changed the 15 ft. set-
back to a 20 ft. setback. All of this took place after the plans were drawn.
Chairman Smith guestioned Mr. Covington regarding substandard lots. Mr.
Covington stated that provision in the Code had been removed. Mr. Spelght
atated that when the plans were drawn; it was ppecifically taken into consl-
deration for a particular kind of structure. It was checked out several times
with the County and each time, they were advised that they could bulld it.

ASE



Page 239, June 12, 13793
WILLIAM 3. SPEIGHT
(Continued)

There was no one to speak 1n favor of the applicatlon and no one to speak in
opposition, ‘ :

Page 239, Jume 12, 1379 Board of Zoning Appeals
WILLIAM S. SPEIGHT

RESOLUTION

In Application No. V=92-79 by WILLIAM S. SPEIGHT Under Section 18-401 of the
Zoning Ordinance to permit construction of an attached garage 15 ft. from
side lot line (20 ft, minimum side yard required by Sect. 3-107) on property
located at 5811 Pitzhugh Street, tax map reference 78-2((3))29, County of
Failrfax, Virginia, Ms. Ardls moved that the Beoard of Zoning Appeals adopt the
following resolution:

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

WHEREAS, followlng proper notice te the publle, a public hearing was held by
the Board on June 12, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 1s R-1.

3. The area of the lot is 22,500 sq. ft.

4. That the applicant'srproperty 1s exceptlonally irregular in shape,
including narrow and las substandard,

AND, WHEREAS, the Beard of Zonling Appeals has reached the following conclusilon
of law:

THAT the applicant -has satlisfled the-Board that physical condlitlons as
listed. above exist which under a strict interpretatlion of the Zoning Ordinance
would result in practieal difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would depriv
the user of the reaasonable use of the land and/or bulldings involved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the asubject applicatlon is GﬁANTED with th
following limitatlons:

1. This approval 1s granted for the locatlon and the specifile structures
indicated in the plats Included wlth thils applicatlon 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 and 1s diligently pursued or unless renewed by action of this
Board. pricr to any expiratilon.

Mr. Di1Giulian seconded the motlon.

The motlion passed by a vote of 5 to 0.

Page 239, June 12, 1979, Scheduied case for

10:50 - MARGUERITE WOLF OLIVER, appl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord. to

A.M. allow subdivislion inte two lots, one of which would have a width
of 30.7% ft. (200 ft. min. lot wldth required by Sect. 3-EQ6),
located 600 Walker Road, Forestville Subd., 7-#((1))30, Dranesville
Dist., 5,461 acres, R-E, V-93-79.

Ms. Marguerite Wolf Ollver of €00 Walker Road informed the Board that her
contracter Mr. Butler was present to answer any questions. She stated that
due to the shape of the property, it was difficulty to divide the property
into two lots and meet the lot width requirements. 3She stated that she was
asking the Board to allow her to have a driveway to the back two acres.
Chairman Smith inquired 1f she owned the preperty and 1f ahe had a contract: to
sell the land. Ms. Ollver replied she dld own the property.-and does have &
contract to sell the land. Chailrman Smith inquired as to the hardship.

Mr. Clinton A. Oliver informed the Board that they proposed to subdivide the
property into building lots. The zoning 1s two acres. A varlance would be
necessary to the lot wldth requirements. He stated that 1f they goe the
varlance, that they would come hack for the perc tests at a later date. He
stated that they need the variance in order to sell the two lots instead of
one lot. i . . . .

a3y
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Page 240, June 12, 1979
MARGUERITE WOLF OLIVER
(econtinued)

In response to questlons from the Board, Mr. Oliver stated that they have
owned the property since 1941. Chairman Smith inquired as to how many other
lots they owned. Mr. Oliver stated that thds was the ohly lot. The zoning
calls for two acrez but there 1s a % acre next door. Mr. Oliver stated that
if they do not get the varlance, they could not subdivide the property and
could not sell the property. Twe lots are worth more money than one lot.

There was no one to speak in favor of the application and no one to apealk in
opposition. However, the Board was in recelpt of four letters in opposition.

Page 240, June 12, 1979 Board of Zoning Apbeals
MARGUERITE WOLF OLIVER
RESOLUTICON

In Application No. V-93-79 by MARGUERITE WOLF OLIVER under Section 18-801 of
the Zoning Ordinance to permit subdivislon into two lots, one with a width of
30.77 ft. (200 ft. minimum lot wildth required by Sect. 3-E06), on property
located at 600 Walker Read, tax map reference 7-4((1))30, Comnty of Fairfax,
Virginia, Mr. DlGiulian moved that the Board of Zonlng Appeals adopt the
following resolution: :

WHEREAS, the captioned appllcation has been properly filed in accordance with
the reguirements of aitl applicable State and County Codes and with the by-laws
of the Failrfax County Board of Zoning Appeals; and

WHEREAS, following proper notice to the publie, a public hearing was held by
the Board on June 12, 1979; and

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

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

2. The present zoning 18 R-E.

3. The area of the lot 18 5.461 acres.

4. That the applicant's property 1s exceptlonally irregular in shape,
ineluding narrow.

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

THAT the applicant has satisfled the Board that physical conditlons as liste
above exist which under a strilet interpretation of the Zoning Ordlnance would
result in practical difficulty or unnecessary hardship that would deprive the
user of the reasonable use ¢f the land and/or bulldings invokved.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the subject application is GRANTED with
the following limitations: .

1. This approval is granted for the location indicated in the plats
included with this application only, and i1s not transferable to other land.

2. This varilance shall explre one year from this date unless thls sub-
division has been recorded among the lend records of Fairfax County.

M=. Ardls seconded the motion.

Thei.motion passed by a vote of 4 to 1 (Mr. Smith).

Page 240, June 12, 1979, Scheduled camse for

11:00 - ARCHIE R, LEWIS, aprpl. under Sect. 18-401 of the Ord, to allow
P.M, 6 ft. fence to remain im front yard (4 ft. maximum height provided
by Sect., 10-105), located 4605 Columbia Road, Willow Run Subd.,
7152((10))2, Annandale Dist,, 21,800 aq, fi., C-5 & R-2,
V-96-79.

The required notices were in order, Mr. Archie Lewis of 4605 Columbia Road
stated that he purchased the property in 1952 and lives there. In 1956, he
put the property up for sale. There are real sstate offices that have tried
to sell it but could mt., Since that time, Mr. Lewls stated that he had
renovated the property foi his retirement home, He atated that he put in a
ew bath, kitchen, etc. He upgraded the air conditioning. He stated that he
Fas spant over @27,000 renovatling the property. Back in 1953, a service
station was built adjacent to this property. He was informed that a fence
would be built, He never Zot the requested fence, Mr. Lewls informed the
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Page 241, June 12, 1979
ARCHTE R. LEWIS
(continued)

Board- that he was unaware of the 4 ft, restriction on fences. He stated that ;2ﬂﬁ1f /,
he gets a lot of trash from the service station so he comstructed the fence,
Now he still gets trash but not as much. The pecople at the station are
keeping 1t much cleaner.

In addition to the trash, Mr. Lewis stated that he needs the fence because of
the noise, It also gives him more privacy. He indicated that he could not
cut the fence to 4 f£t. and there was no way to take it down and put it back
up out of the front yard. Mr. Lewls informed the Board that he retired from
the County a month ago ancd intends to make this his -permanet home. He stated
that the fence has enhhnced his property. He stated that if he had been awarqg
of the 4 ft. law that he would have applied for the variance before. The
fence was constructed by the Walker Fence Co.

Mr. Covington informed the Board that he had made a field ingpection of the
property. Be indicated that the fence does not limit the site distance, - The
fence sits lower thar the two gas statlons. A 4 ft. fence would not give the
privacy because of the elevation. :

Chairman Smith inquire¢ as to why the commercial propgrties were not required
to screen the property. Mr. Covington stated that was before Site Plan Ordi-
nance, Mr, Yaremchuk inquired as to why he did not check with the Zoning
Office before cnmnstructing the fence. Mr. Lewis replied that he did not thi
it was necessary., He stated that the main reason for constructing the fence
was because of the adjoining service station,

There was no one slse to speak in support of the appiicati